ED 117 252 ° . ... J o~ wosess

L4

AUTHOR .. Coleman, James S.; And othe S
T?ITLE Trends in School Segregatiagn, 1968-73,
INSTITUTION Urban Inst.. Washington, DiC. v : .
‘ REPORT NO . ORI-722~ 03-01 e, .
: PUB DATE - Aug 75 oL . e
... _ NOTE 150p. - / ) ’ e

AVAILABLE 'FPROM Publications offzce, The Urban Institute, 2100 M
Street, W.¥., Washlngtod, ‘D.C. 20037 (83, 50)
- < , \. - «
EDRS PRICE MP-$0.76 C-$6 97 Plus Pos%age . :
DESCRIPTORS Civil Rights; *Compardtive Analysis; bData Analysis;
. Educatidnal Policy; E ementafg\\fade5° Metropolitan
Areas; *National Surveys; FRacial Segregation- School . °
¢ . Districts; *School.Integration; *School Segregatlon.
. Secondary Grades; Social Discrimination’; Statistical
‘ Data; *Trend Analgs s «

BN )

¢ [}
t ? . . . . -

ABSTRACT.

Thls paper reports work in’ progress c¢oncerning
student desegregatlon among elementary and secondaiy schools in
districts regardless of the source of segregation, and between school
districts, for the period of 1968-73. The data sources, the.
statigtical reports collected. by DHEW, are stated to allow- for a
detailed statistical analysis of the status apd trends in school
segregation by race throughout the U.S.’ First; -the state of rac1a1
integrat;on among . schools within a district in 1968 is examined, *

" followed by an exanmination of the changes that occurred over the
period 1968-1973, The differential changes that occurred over that
period of time in different kinds of “school settings--in different
regions of the country, in school districts of different sizes, and
in particular large-cities-~is seen to be of special interest. Data
indicate. that, by 1968, desegregation of schools was a far from
accomplishéd task in cities and towns of all sizes in the South, bqt
that in the largest cities, it was-equally high in many’places where’
~ dual schéols systems had never existed: yet thejﬁrend for the next
four years tends toward desegregation., It is coéncluded (1) that the .
emerging problem with regard to school .desegregation is the pioblem
t of segregation, betveen central cmty and suburbs, and (2) that current
means by which schools are being' desegregated are intensifylng,
.rather than reducing the*ptoblem. (Author/Au)
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ERRATA AND MODIFIED CALCULATIONS

¢ . -

4

. . . . N '
After this report was printed, we fdiscovered somé errorsvand some places
‘where procedures used may have introduced a bias. We have recalculated results.

that miglit have been affected by thene,'correctlng errors and using procedures

whlch should eliminate the bias. The resu1t1ng changes affect some numbers in

> ) general concluslons of the report. The mod1f1cat1ons arlse from sourcé; as

3 - . . ’ . ;\'u
' ) indicatéd below, with effects .as noted. .o ;:
' l 1. In the analysis of segregation at elementary and seconﬁary'lebels, 1t

)
the text and tables, but w1th one except1on, noted below, do not affect“the

\)l was originally decided, as explained in footnote 12, page 21, to meaaur& segregaz -
v . v \‘— -
tion at elementary levels by including all schools conta1n1ng a s1xth grade -and ‘

e o z‘f N
e

N to measure degregatiion at secondary levels by including a11 schools conUa1n1ng
a tenth grade. Thls was done for reasons descrlbed in footnote 12, page 21,

. 5%
This, as lt\Xaned out, was not a wise decisiop. A number ‘of schoéL
. . V%

systems, pafticularly those undergoing desegregation of some sort, reoréanized
Ly N .. .
- their schools to cover different grade spans, or in some cases, to become un-

- graded where ‘the school had before.been a graded school. Ihis reorgani?ation
meant that for'eleméntary/secondary andiysis, different'frabtions of the
students in the syatem and different fract1ons of the schools 1n4the system

were 1nc1uded in d1fferent years, in general a smaller fractlon of thq schools

. . \ Xy

. in later years because of the converslon from graded to ungraded schq%;s, and
the reduct1on in grade spans. Reorganlzatlon was pr1mar11y at the, elgmentary

level. For example, in 1968 the OCR data show that ﬁhllas had 125 séﬂools

containing a sixth grade, S graded eJementdry schools’ end1ng below g&ade s1x,

, @ av ¢
and 2 ungraded schools. In_ 1970 this was 123 wlth a sixth grade, 13 graded \

%
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a secondary school if it included a'grade 9, 10, 11, or 12, XIl ~ot:her_’ schools

~

énding below grade six ‘and 1 ungraded. In 1972, the numbers were 109, 29,
. . M . ( N

.and 9. Thus in the later yeai‘,s, a*larger number of elementary schools was

excluded for being ungraded or'fairing to contain gradé six. T
I;i modifying the analysis, it was evident that because of school reorgan—
. . [ - y

ization, no ptocedure for including a school in the elementary school sample

or in-the}secondary school sé;ﬂﬂe would be fully satisfactqry. The procedure
‘ A

used for the modified calculations contained here was to ci}ssify any school as

T

were classified as elementary. Inspectiop of a number of sysiems which had
s X h
, . U . [ 4 . '
undergone gome reorganization indicated that this procedure would give fewest

1

migclassifications that might résult in bias and that the amount of misclassi-

. . ) . . - -
fication was very small.

A " '3

¢ . .
The effects of -the revised procedure are given below: *

- ! N ( -~ s
la: On page 22, the numbers in Table 5 change' as indicated in the
. jN .
attached revised Taple 5. The revisions change no substantive
oo conclusions, and lead to.only minpr rewording on page_21 where

_ the table is described. - . ' <

-

“lb: On page§_34, 35, and 36, Table 9, Figure 3 and Figure 4 chfnge

as indicated in the attached. The substantive conclusions on

) PO}

, s
page 34 about change at the €wo levels are modified slightly.

v . ¢ o~
. In the U.S. as a whole, the reduction in segregation was greater
¥ » .
*at_the secondary +level, rather than equal to that in elementary, °
. L . . , “
as stated there, ,But as described fh the original text, there

.are opposite differences in diffefent regions, with greater
. ) y

desegregation gccurring in the secondary schools than in the .

elementary'ingyﬁﬁ Soufh, but greater resegregation occurring
in spcondary‘sch%ols in the North. )

X

. -

' . S I . ’
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-~ -




I e . : ’ . ; .
. N <
- \ ' d . R - has
. - — ’
. . .3 ‘
* - 3 »
',
" - - 0
» . . - v . .
g P ic: On page 47,. Table 12 changes as shown in attached re\n.sed Table 12
s D [
;s The conclusions on page 48 are affected somewhat It is no longer
/ o
/ . . t .
v . the case that in the 3 regions where within-district segregation -
] z ) ) ) * . .
/" :‘ .“ ’ - * -’I . ~ . . ‘
’,"JV,’# LY was most reduced, between-district segregation increased more at

' . B
* .

‘ the elementary level. Thus the suggestion cannot be made here -
that the movement of white families from a district in response

to desegregation appears to be greater at ‘:he elementary level.
. . ¥ “

R

. 4 ld: On pages 77 a’nd 78 are described the results of analyses at
- \

elementary and secondary levels. This ana/lysis mast be deleted,
e

.-

. ‘ v .o .
eliminating any conclusions about the relative: loss of whites at

elementary and’ seconliary levels. Th1s 13 g)e one most 1mpdrt:ant
L. change aﬁfectmg a general cbnclus:.on. of the report. That is, result
. . J‘-

. . ) . ¥

. . number 10 on page 79 ‘must be deleted. A comparable analysis has not

~ - . . .

yet been carried out for elementary and secondary as redefined, 8Q4-

. - B
- .

. ~ . ’ . . 3 x .
the question of relative loss.raised in that section cannot yet be

answered. An attempt was made to get gome idea about the answer to .

/, " this questwn by examining white, losses in the year of desegregatmn

-

.\ in schools with_a grade ten and those without in cities listed on’

o pages 62. glgt' having undergone a drop of more than .lq{p segreéation

o in_any 6n;“ yéar: This gave an average lass of 14X of ;,;&e; at

- C se’conda:;y school and 13% at elementqry (w1th 142 for~ all schools) . /
‘; 'The:e iir;s grc;ater lo\s( in 5 of the 9 mstancee at secpndary school l

4 « -

L) and a!: 4 of the 9 in element;ary school. From this analysis it would
o N . Lt
o appeér that the losses were about the same. However, this cannot be
¢ 2t ' N . ‘a e
at mﬁe;:red because in general, desegregatmn was greater at %econdary
BT
ph In some cities, desegregation occurred primarily at .one or
')
. B , ..
! \‘1 . ) ’! N : & 8 . N o . N
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. .

the other }evél (e<g., in Dallas in 1971, }rimarily at the secondary .

~3 .

. 4 ¢
lével and in San Francisco in 1971, at the elementary level). Thus

. 4 -

the question must be left open.

.

2. Several modifications have been made affectihg the analys{; of the
size of individual segregating responses to desegregation, the section gn pages

53-80. In general the effects of these modifications are minor, but the. earli

reported' For 1968-72 OCR obtained 1nformat1on on race of teacher', and ve’

bl

1nc1uded that in bas1c calculations of segregat1on though none £ those results "

are included_ﬁn the réport. When a school gave no report of
1 M Ty
school was eliminated from the analyeis for that year.

teachers, the - -
A

chools were not

idéﬁtifiible from year to ye;r, so that meant elimit;} on only for that year).

Tﬁik’failure_to':gport teachers was very.infrequent’except in the case of a
. few d18tr1cts, such as Los Angeles and "Greenville, S$.C., which gave no teacher

reports in 1969, and thus were eliminated fro _the analysis for that year.

“

This procedure would not in and of itself affect the analysis except that C.

in 1973 OCR no. longer obtained 1nfotmat10n on race of teachers so that all
s
schools were zncluded in our analysls in 1973. Because this meant we used a *

sl1ght1y different procedure for retrieving information in 1968-72 and in 1973

< it could‘lead to possible biﬁsestin the result. Because the difference was

very‘slight, the measures of changes in segregatioh vere essentially upaffected.
i 1
But the analysis of whxte loss upon desegregat1on might be affected so those .

> .

' analyses were recalculated. The effects on the results are indicated bélow.

-

However, first, tvofother changes should be noted:




N

v

>

(There are in fact two sepamte dxs,tncts, but governed under a smgle achobl
i -~ L .. .
) ‘ board ) Becuuse of th:.s change in reportmg, 'i'ucson was eliminated in the
7 PR i 78 )
mod1f1ed calculatl,ons. (The "n,ext 46"’ de,ugnat.:.on, however, is correct for

V!

-

,»

) 'the mod1f1ed calculat:.ons, bepause the designation should have been "next 47"

'w1th Tucson, smce Albuquerque from the hrst 23. replaced Richmond. See foot~

v

notm{ and 23 on-page 56) - .

An error was made in the lagged equatl.ons for 71-73 and 72~ 73 reported m

" Table 15. Although this: d1d not affect conclusz.ons drawn from the table, it

’es, along with the_gmnges d1scussed algove, affect the calculatlons

- ' The effects of these changes are glven below: )
° Table 14 is changed as attached The general effect of ’the changes is . .
" . rather small, and will be descrl.bed in discussion of the text on pages 60-65 ‘ )

, ’ which elaborates those tableg. ' -t

The effects ehown in the simple equation, Equation 1 in Table 14, descri.bed
on pages 60-61, change iittiee with a véry slight increase in estimated white
loss y;_;h ‘a -2 reduction in segreg\a'tio‘n for the la.rge‘st 21 (from 5.5% to 5.6%)
a:x;'l a oecrease from 1.8% to 1.1% for the next 46., The ‘g.reater changes for the
next 46 cities' in these.modified calcylations \than for the laxrgest Zf is due
to the.exclusion.of Tucson and the f.nclusion of 1969 data for Greenvf.lle, s.C.
(the year before desegregation took place) ,

For Equat:lon 2, dlscussed on page 63, the changéa are shghtly greater
For the largest 21, the 10’35 becomes 6.8% for South and 4. OZ for North {from
6.8% and 3.92, only 0.1% in the Nprth) For the next 46 the loss becdmes 4. 8%

for South and no re11ab1e est1mate possible for the Nox:th, replacmg 2.6% for




A ~ * . N
t . ) . . ; |
: - . 9 . k4 N . o X . ¢ ; -~
N 2
- - O - ~ e
[ ¢ 6 - i .
. . . ' - &
t 4 - . . .t . »
. “ . . . - . .. N . . | ;1
Lo 7 ’ ’ ‘ Lo . -
. South and 0.2% for North. &he absence of a reliable estimate for the North for

» -

- ‘ - y . N
the next 46 results from the fact that nearly all desegregation occutred in the

= ‘e ‘. r e e . T T - o
South, resulting in a correlation of .98 betwegen R and R x South. "(See again ‘
- - . '\ ' . . o : . < . ( N s i " . .
. . " Let t . a . K . . .
. footnote 26 on page 65.) _ 7, . : E

The fact that the loss for the next .4'6 ‘(in the South) a8 'e;timdted "by )

C Equation 2 and Equ?_tion 3 is so moch gre(ter t‘han _as eg;t.j.t;lated by 'F;‘quati.on..l
results from tl'\e inclu's.j‘orr in.équatiqn 2 and Eddation 3 :f\ the betg::Een-diatrict

' segregation. This .is especially. low in.som.e désegregating di;trict;'a in the

South, ‘thus depressmg the white losa in those c1t1eq. . I : - -

On page 64, there. are changes of 0.IZ in nqmbers in the tabulptmn, w1th no

changes in interpretatmn. On page 64 the rev1aed calculatxona from Equatxon 3

. 4 3 *a » &

. (see attached) shows somewhat stronger effects of deaegreganon on whl.te loss

v -

2
. . -

than before for t:he smaller cities and stronger mtens:.f:.catl.on of the deoegrega-

tion loss %Lth increase in proportmn black and between-dxstrrct segregatmn.
Revised calculatmns for Table 15 are attache‘d w;th no chfmges m inter-l‘

. pretet’ions resulting. Smllar.ly‘ on page 71 thete are nu:ier:.ca‘l chaﬂggs which

do’ noLz:hange ;.nterpretatl.on (see attached) . " '

‘ ' Table 17 on page 72 changes as 1nd1cqted» in the attqc.hed 'VA's pointed

4 out in f.he footnote to the revised table, the e.atl.mated gams,fcrd}‘{’ouato.n and

. .Pen\'{‘er are\ very 'likelyerspuri‘ou‘&_ du::..to territgryaannefed' d;uring‘the per)i.od

R ' i))f dese'gregat{on. Table 17 ’should bowever, be taklen with'aoine c'autio.n as

' ;rov1d1ng accyrate estimatés fqr individual c:.tl.es Beeauee the high degree of )

o SRS -
o .multmollmear).ty créates some mstabl.hty in estimates as descr1bed in footi

N ! .. ‘ Y

P - .
- note 26, page 65. ~ N .. s
* Ly e A 3 ) s ) -
A atrong cayeat. about Q\e prdJected long—term effects .1} eatnnated .on

. .

N
v S v

pages 74 <75 should be added These estxmates must be regarded as conservatwe

o

» w4 -

N ) eatmatea,of the efféct of deaegregatmn because of the assumption,, based on '

K : e o , > I Yo
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estimates of long-term impact of'desegreation on pages 74 apo 75 may be \
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weak ev1dence, that the dlrect effect of desegregatxoﬁton\whlte logs™ is a one-,

txme effect whxch does not contlnue beyond the year of. desegregatlon The

(H .

eprrxence is not sufflclent for strong lnferences However, examlnation of
1 -

A -;‘ v, - .

) 3
the Tosses in particular cities where desegregatlon ‘occurred at a c1ear—cut

E01néisuggests the°p0851b111ty of a continuing effect not shown by Table 15.

For example, in Dallas, yhere the effect of desegregatlon in, 1971 was not

partlcularly strong {an 1ncreaSe 1n Toss from 3Z 1n 1970 to 82 in 1971) the
subsequent years showed losses comparable to that of 1971 (92 and 72

for 1974 not contalnea in the OCR data shows a 1835 of 92)

a steady growth in loss after the polnt oﬁ greatest reduction 1n Segregatlon

\ 4

(1969) from 2% to 7X%. But_in general there are 31mp1y not enough data.
A9 "
is 1mportant td note, however, is that a(sm&ll but contxnulng 1nctement in

N [
A £

white loss can have a much greater effect than the one~time loss. Thus the

v ' ‘%
serious. underestimates. , .
- v ’ 4

The modified‘proeedures descrihed above lead also to changes in the

tabulatjions for the: larg’at\central clty,drstrlcts in Appendlx 3_with minor
N - .

changes. for all schools and maJor changes for the separate elementary and
&

sedondary schools. Revf

Append@x 3 may be obtained from The Urban Instj-‘
Y N . .

a - -~

- 1 . ,
tute upon request. e . . b o

o

and data

What

-t

In Denver there was
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JMAs the table shows,, elementary schools are more segregated ‘than high
schools, in every region.except the Sbutheast where within-district segre~
gation at the two levels is.the same.! . ,

<y N
4 % -
- o T2 . ez - &
-

- -
—*‘ - <, 2

Page 2~1, 1ine 11:""... only a fifth (0 20) oot

.
I3 < . .

. . - .

A . . .

Page 34, 1i:nes 1-14' a v A ' N

-
>

1

"The atever at first, appears to be ;hat the degree of desegregation was
greater at the secondary Fevel, for as ‘Table ‘,9 shows, the redugtion in degree
of segregation in the country as a whole was 'greater at, ‘the secondary than
"“the elementary level. . ~ . :

‘However, this apparent greater reduction in segregation at the secondary
level masks differences among regions. Figures 3 and 4 show the. changes from
1968<72 ‘in elementary and se c ndary schools by .region.. In the two regions
where federal and court act toward integreation were strongest, the
Southeast angd West South Central” and in the Border states, the drop in
,aegregation was greater in high schools than in elementary ones, ' But' in -
\‘each of the othér regions “the decrease, in segregation was greater in elemen=
tary scheols, *In fact, in three of the northern regions (New England, Middle )
Atalntic, East North Central), segregation increased among eecondary achools
" from 1968-70, while no region showed an incr;ease in segregation among elemen-
tary schools . ) .
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| Page 46, line 21:. Delete ... 'but the Southeast-..,": °~ " - : L

- o N o T s e T e El e
Page 48, lines 4—-18~ R oo ‘ Ea

"When we lonk at changes from 1968 to 1972, there is an increase :ln every
region but Border states at both levels. But the increases vary by region
“and, by 1eVe1. In all regions, the increase was either the same at both
' levels or greater at ‘the secondary level.

.. What appears ‘to occur is this: - As suggested hy the éarlier data, the
general movement- of whites to areas with fey bhacks during this period was
" greater at the secondary level, vi ry, likely due to the greater ege and afflu-
ence of famllies with childrén of gh school gge. The result of that gi’eater
movement was to J.ncrease the betv:ee district segregation more among Secondary..
school students, than .among ele‘nentary students. Whether the loss of white ;
children when desegreg}ation occurred was greater , at secondary than at elementary
levels cannot, however, be inferred from these results. 'I'hat question w:l.11 be
. discuased again in subaequent 'section " . LRAN
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- o . ’? . . .
| . , .5,
1 » i . 'o . A ;;\ ‘ ‘
- * N ’ ’ . . . - ’i‘“’" . .
“Page 58, line 14; "-I.arge negative values for Ar . oo" ) S . ~
: ‘Page 60, line 2 -through " page 61, line 6: - . T e
B " 1. .F¥or a city with the average number of studenta, with no blacks i
, . - <« and,no reduction in segregqtion, the expected losagper year is:
o, ., "%, a) Largeat 21: (gain of) 0.9% of whites present at beginning .

. . -~ of year (average hufber of students is 169,000)
R = . "b) Next 46: 1.2% of whites present at Jbeginning of year
N L (average aumber of “students is 58, 000) ) ‘

[N

d 2. Additional expected loss if the city is 50% black: - &' s

e
. . i a) ‘Largest 21: 6.8% of whites p?:esent at beginning of" year .
ERPR ' .,b) Next 46: 4. SZ of whites present at beginning of year .

3. Additional expected logs if the city experiences a decrease, of,
- ‘ +2 in the index of segregation in that ear'

AR a) Largest 21:.5.6% of whites at beginning of year ,
. b) Next 46:  1.1Z of whites at beginning of year : ) ,

4. Additional expected loss’ if ja city were twice its size:

. a) . Largest 21: (0% of whites present at beginning . I ‘ i
. ’ of year . . . , ;
' ’ b) Next 46: 2.9% of whites preaent at beginning of year

Taking the first three losses together, ‘the expected loss of whites
from a city system with 502 blacks would -be: - ‘ . vt

.. For the largest 21:- . : - i -
oo " with reduction of .2 in segreation. (~) 0.9% + 6.8% + 5.6% = 11.5%

e Wwith no change in aegregation.r (=) 0.9% + 6.82=-5.9%2 «

@

- For the next '46: .',. : . p . LRI
. with' reduction of .2 in_segregation: 1.2% + 4.57 + 1. 1% = 6. sz
. , e with no changewin segregation. 1. 22 + 4.5% =5, 71 ] .
P age 63, line 11 ffxro _Page 64, line 7: ‘ . . N
o YPstimated increase in loss of vhites in one year as a function ) f .
L ' . of reduction of .2+in.index of segregatiom:. =< - A .
- R o '\_‘ . .squh . .North L S
Latgest 21 . . 6.8% - 4.0, L P
. cNext 46 R N g
C e . *No reliable estimate for the North ‘tan be"made since the cor.relation

between Ar’ and Arx South is,.983 (i.e., nearly all changes in, segres
: X gation occuréd in the South in these 46 cities). See footnote ‘26 for
» . .« ffurther discussion, X

e, - ~
R4 o Theae results show that indeed there has been a -greater 16ss of vhites when
“ . desegregation has .taken place in laxge eouthern cities than when it has taken
. <N . place in large northérn cities, with the esimate nearly twice for the south-
s . ern cities what it is for northern ones. For the smaller cities, there is'a
. smaller ,loss for the Southern cities though no effect can i)e eetimated for . ‘
AN the North in these smaller cities, . :
FR Por tPis analysia vith the two- additional v:griables we can also ask

‘o
-« - .~




= . .. ., t

what differences in 1oss of whites are associated with@ difference*between ;

0 and 50Z black in the c:l.ty schools and a difference bemeeko between~ |
district segregat;ion and 4 between-district segregat:ion. . - ,
Estimated increase in loss o.f whites in one year as a‘funct:ion of
50% black in city school district and between—district sg:gtegation

h Y

of .4: : ' _ Between-district .
. 50% black .segregation of .4
.. L Largest 21 . C 2,28 6.6% ’
' “. Next 46 ’ 1.7% L Az
b FE B t . N
'« Page 65, tabulation in center of page:? f L, - - -
Betweén-district ﬁ . Largest 21. . Next 46
p . segregation proportion black . proportion black'
. o 225 " .50 . 4750 :25° .50+, .15
_ 0. . 2 ‘1% 17Xk 3% 6x T. 9%,
’ . .2 ) 9 - 16 24 w8 AX 15,
. o 15 / 23 30 14 17 - 20
Page 66, lines 1 through 3: ' . C ..

%

"Thege estimat:es arefor.a city In the Souch. Ixi the North the losses
at the time of reduction in segregation are estimated to be 3. 62 less in the
largest 21 dties with no reliable estimage possible in the next: &M

.
« . .
O - ’ . 4
- .

Page 66, lil.ne 272 "and't:hree more equat;ions‘, sy ' .

. . .-
. : >

Page 71, lines 10-through 12: ",

. "The results .of the analysis give coefficients for Ar of 262 (. 057) for-
the largest 21 city dist:zicts, an& .098 (. 025) for the smaller cities.29

3 K

Page 71, " ‘footnote 29z "R2 in t:hese equations are 65 and .60 reapectively.

H R ‘,__/6-

.

Pageé' 77 and 78: Delete zletion on. Element:ary and éecondarx Schools, wh:i.ch
continues through sixth line from bottdm on page 78. .

.
/, ’ £ /
e, v . -~ )

Puge 79: Delete number 10, .. i
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. Revised ‘Tgl')le 5. BLACK-WHITE CONTACT AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968 BY
e “REGION, FOR. EILEHENTARY}CHOOLS AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS
i N . Black-white
. Proportion * Schoolmates segregation
" whites f;r blacks for_ within . .
] ) X white | black | average black average .white district ‘total
: - - 1 : : .
. U..s. ",!:’ ~Y‘ - « . 2 t [}
Elementary <18 . .16 . .20 04 - v .66 , =15
Secondary ~} .81 A5, . .25 .05 . .59 - 59 |
T - g — - ¥ |
New Bngland : ' .
*  Elementary .92 .06 .. b2 .03 - 42, .55
_ Secondary .95 .04 .67 .03 - .16 .29
Middle Atlantic R .
. Elementary . |- .78 .16 .26 ©U05° .50 0 174 .67
_ Secortdary §£ .85 Jd2 42 _.06 . .30 50
) ,liﬁu:der . . . Lo - , . . SO \':‘ '
o %, Elementary .| .77 | .22 1y S BN 1 S N B CINES
-~ .. Secondary- | .8 ‘.19 . .31 i R : .41 .62
& Southeast : ‘ i BN R T ‘
S z1eme;.caryt ":.70 .28 ~ a5 .06 4 ".78°
- -Secondary. " ;[ .68 4. .31 . .16 ‘ 07 L L 76
P , — b N\
© West $out:h Sentral| I P
Elementary’ |37 | .16 . | g I Y. < I .73 .80
Secondary .81 1115 223 eny 04 N\ .63 1
kN - - € . s o\
East North Central| RN &> - % ‘:‘;"j.; o
Elementary F .87 |12 A5 ok R R A
' Secondary 88" [ .12 .35 R 105 T ] W50 .60°
West North Central ” ) . s . RIS ‘1“;_::,,
Elementary .87 | -.11 .22 .03 .67 75
Secondary .93 .06 44 s .03 A4 ,¢53
o~ B - -
Mountain ) o g
s Elementary .19 .03 .29 .01 W51 . .64
Secondary .84 .02 .53 .02 .32 .37
. - 1Y
‘. Pacific )
., Elementary * .77 .08 .23 I DR 1 1 Lo W71
Secbndary .80 .07 30 . .03 .50 " .62
AT ~
EKC TRY —
== : 17y . < -




Page 34: Revised Table 9.. ithin-distrist Segregation in 1968, 70,
72 at Elepentary”/and Secogdary Leyels for the U.5. as a Whole

-

1968 1970 1972 " 1972-68

Elementary .66 Y W42 -2k
Seﬁondél" .059 .33 , v29 ".30 .

<

Page 4f: Revised Table 12. Between~district Segregation in 1968 and

¥ - ,1972 in Each Region for Elementary and Secondary Schools
) [ <t ) - Elementary . Secondary
o , . | 1968 .1972 Change | 1968 1972 dhange
TN : . w @ @. | & 5. "6 |
.57/ | United States 34 .37 403 | 317 .34 +.09%)
. . s e S — ",
| New England 28 36 +,06 W17 - .23 406
Middle Atlantic -, ‘.42 - W46 +.04 38 A4l +,08
Border : . 1o.49 .48 . =01 . W45 -047  +.02
" | southeast 21 .23 402 .20 .22 . 62
West South Central 34 38 404 7| .29 .34 .05
East North Cehtral .31 .32 +.01- .29 .33 +.04
*West North Central .39 41 +.02 | .27 .35 /, +.08
Mountain .19 .20 +.01 09 - 12 +.03
Pacific .31 .34 +,03 29 05

.o
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" "Page 59: ‘Revised Table 14, Regression Coefficients for Analyse‘s
B .o ohoite Student Loss to Central C:ld:ies _
) ‘ Eguation 1 : . Largesz,Zl o ‘Ne‘xt 46
e ' AR ; .279 (.062) ¢ - .0567(.026)
\ Prop. black  ° . =-.133 (:028) -:090 (. ou.g
ta N - -000 (.008) /- -.042 (.030
Constant - S L013 . 452 -
R? C e 3 .29 v 26
Number -of " ; T ;>
- ~ DbsiarVations (1s) . .. . ;. (226)
. -
AN Including Anter-district segregation in SMSA and int:er-
T " action of desegregation with South: . ‘
) Equatio 2 ~ | , o %" L e— L
o ;AR s 2= .199 (.156) S = 148 (,137)
. T . Prop. black - —=,044 (.039) . ~,035 (.016)
2n N : .066 (.008) = - -.041 (.010) .
) R SMSA -.165 (.050) - =110 (.021)
- — AR x S . 143 .170) ToW242 (3D, -
T ] Constant; -.059 ; ..438 ~
Lo RE T.36 - o 35 0
_— . Including interactions of desegregation wit:h proportion
black and inter-district: segrégation, and also including
o Sout:h as a dummy variable. P s )
s . Do ‘ S
B Eguation 3 : _ SN ‘ S
- S © T 1 -.459 (.184) L 2e349°(151)
Prop. black . .051- (.037) s, o =026 (,019) .
« * . eaN . ~.003 (.006), - . =.039" (.009)-
"+ R SMSA : o -.210 (.044) . ' =102 (.025)
- ¢ OR x South >.148 (.198) r . V2447 (.145) .
Afz x Prop,. u ck 1,770 (.307). , - . W511 (.215) . -.
i LRxR SMSA © %561 (.494) ) 894 (.314)
- ' South | Y . =,0067€.010)~ -~ -.002 (. 006)
~ Constant 2’ ’ -.039 . ‘ 414 o
- < R? Yos .60 e .40 N
‘ A SR ' = ’ .
. 2 . . L i
) .L! ¢ i ~ >
., £, v . 4
N : R )
& ’ N LT“ L ; . . ) R . [}
vi ' ’ h .
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Revised Table 15, Fnrther Analysis Results (Bquations include
proportion black, and inter-dist:rict segregat.ion) “ i

.

Large 21\ EL ol ’ e - \‘; ’ ’ ' .
s atie M - ST e *
. Years of d egregat::‘[on '_ARt ‘ .ARt:-l N ARt'-‘XZ . R ' ‘
69-13 - . .3207060) .~ ? Y. .35 -
70-73 | 7 " *.330 (.069) .009 (.080)" ) .35 -
71-73 | . .279 (.065) -.035 (.078) -.022 (.075) .43 -
12-73" | .603 (.096) -.082 (.068) -1048 (\070) W71 |
vedrss . | T U S ;

69-73 | . 5,089 (.025) _ w36

70-73 - - ‘1, .076 (.026) 034 (.026) ¢ - 31
\71-73 ‘ 1202 (L032)  .026 (1025)| -.024 (.02 42
‘7273 | Lo 130 C050) 051 (.033)| -.045 (.,029)\ 40 o

»
- o )

in segregatipn index,* R . .
4 . \ o First *  Second ‘ Third - - -
- S year- - year ‘ | year 7,
7.7%°  © 0.7%(gain) ° \ .0.7%(gain)

. 2. oz SN "1 0.7%(gatn)

1

*Unwe:l.'hted averages of abovg estimstes were used because standard
errors ere nearl? alike,’ . :

(81
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. Page 72: Revised T /17 lgptimeted Additional Loss of, Fhite Students .

Lo . in Specifded Cities "i .

(Lo§s durin eseg(egétion in cities which had a Ar in one .. ’ _ : i
ear of -,1, beyond general loss of whites in those cities. '

.« Deseg—t/ gation agsumed is Ar = ~.2.) 5 .
\\_\ . ’ . - ‘ - . )
N .. - - . <
N . - . Estimated lpgs as a percent . ot
T . ’ ) _ of white students present |, - g
~ City. L . at beginning of year
’ > o~ )
Y . - . X |
Houstonr ° - (gain) ©9.1% .. -
DallaB . . 7.9% . -——— 8
Memphis . : 15.62% -
Tampa ’ LR 2,62 ) v
- Indianapolis . T 6.7% ' . . :
Atlanta ) ' e . 16.7% o S
. . { Denver P (gain) - 4.0% ‘ ’ :
| s Eeemcteco -~ L
- » . 4 /
i , ©.- v Average 1 . ) 5,22

14

NOTE: Professor Reynolds Farley (personal communication 10 Septembe;é,
- . 1975) has pointed out to us that Houston, Dallas, Memphis, and .
Denvexr annexed gubstantial amounts of territory during the
. . period 1970-73, 8o that ‘the losses for those cifies may-be .
. . underestimated due to an undetermined nnmb'ew;: of white children
- ‘ added through annexation,., Thus the apparent gains for Houstan.
) ", and Denver may we11 be due to annexat:ion. A ~ .
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" the 1960's and 1970's.

M
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.INTRODUCTION . '° -

“ \d

R ]

’
. ..
& . ',

School desegregation has. been a major issue in the United Sta!;es in >

In 1954, the Supreme Court decision in the Brown
A .

case initiated.a set of»act’ivities which has culminated in the -current -

»

desegregation efforts in large cities of .the North, . ) "

"Desegregation" has. meant marg things during the period since 1954
#A‘_ 1

" The term initially referred to elimination of dual school systems, in

; bussing hag begun to be/ ed, npt to' segregate children by race, but to

. any racial imbalance -among schools in the syStem.

~ ¥

~

which one set of attendance zones was used to assign white children ne

. e ,.Jr.
set of schools, and a second set of atterdance zones was used to assign

black children to a different set of schools. The classic and plaintive

query of the black mother in the Sduth was why should her ch.he bussed

. L

to a school far away, past a nearby schoolz, merely because of the color of

B

his skin.. .The extent of aéﬁe -change™is that the saime’ plaintive query is now .

heard, primarily from white mothers, primarily in large cities, where

1

integrate them, _\ . L .

.
© r‘ r3

This change is reflected in a change “in meaning of the term -desegre-

gat:lon. From the initial m,eanin‘f eliminating a system of dual assign-

ment, the term desegregation has come to mean reduction of any segregation .

within a system, and in the strongest meaning of the term, elimination of
_Thus désegregation,-

L 3

which initially meant abolition of a legally-imposed segregation, has come'

.to’ mean, in many cases, affirmative integra\tion. A ‘ o

.
* N
‘. ’ o . 2"" ‘
. . to. .
e . o




However, except for ome court case (in Detroit) which was later J
) - : . N N * “, - . i

A

|

|

reversed in the Supreine Court, _desegregation_‘ has not come to .mean e],imina-,

tion of racial imbalance between school districts. Nor, except in a few.. o
instances, have two or more school systenis combined or cooperated to : ) '
. . reduce segregation due to ‘residence in different districts. Thus social S ‘
policy in school desegregation, although changing over time and different ’ ' ‘

A

" in different: districtsa(has almost wholly ‘been confined to desegregation - |

-

’q' of schools within a schoolkdistrict. . = f‘\’ ) ‘ . o

L 3
-

‘ Given the policies that have been applied, by local school systems,

by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfére, and by the courts,

., ." .- : |
we cdn ask a series of questions concerning the actual state of rac|la1 S
. - |

? “ . ‘

integration in schools, and recent..%nds in that state. For actions £ \
. ol .0 . . ¢ ‘ ’ |

. q \ X »
taken by one branch of government and at ope level of government interact .

with actions taken by individuals and by other branches and levels of )

€l

_—*a&mu*‘.—-ﬁ—m‘
His ;

government. "The” actuaf[ sta“f:e “of sc‘ﬁo"“l“ififegratfon i"" 5 a result o_

-

i . .*interaction. It is different ‘thari it would be in the absence of the e
’ policies designed to bring about integration, but it is more than a simple
consequence of the policies. Ingeed there are nunmerous examples of —
government policy in which. the result of the interaction bétween policy h
v . and response is precisely the opposite of the result inténded by those who
-,1nitiated the poJ,icy.\ It is especially important in the case of s::‘ho/ol/ ) , )
desegregation to ei;amine this interaction, because many of the actitns » '- -

taken by individuals , and some “of those taken by their local go ernment

that: inﬁended by federal government policy. The most ob ious such individ-

e

ual action, of course, is a move of residence to flee school integration. ‘ ‘ R

i’ . ) . . .
- 'y, - .
) N : ¥- . \
. - ) ’-
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N . ’ -
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To examine the status and‘tgends in school segregation, the'primary (and
. ~ \ . N -~ . -
virtually singular) data gource are the statistical reports collectedhby‘thej

*Department of Health, Education, :and Welfare, Beginning in 1968 and continuing

to the present, the‘ﬂffice for Civil Rights (OCR) of HEW has obtained,frqm school*

A

' systems throughout the United States statistics show1ng the racial compositfon

- r

of each school in the district, the racial composition of teaching staffs, and L

-
related informationg The data for 1968, 69, 70, 71, 72 and 73 have_ been Sl

A

processed and are available for'%nalysis. These data allow a detailed-

éce throughouf. the United States.’ They are unique i this; and the .

opportunity they offer is the opportunity to examine what has actually
occurred throughout the period 1968-73 during which there have been Y

policies»at local, state, and federal levels, in courts, legislateres,

-

executive and administrative anéhes'of government relaéed—to~9choor

% et ¥ o e S, e — ST

desegregation. Most of these policies have been aimed at bringing about

desegregation, though in a few cases, suéh as anti-bussing actions in

,Congress, they have been aimed at prevénting certain kinds of desegregation._

Not all the questions surrounding school desegregation can be answered

o -

« 4
EN « ¢ . - e .

a more complete way than before. ST '%) . .
0f the various policy aims that have been the objects of school deseg—

regation policies, these statistical data can give evidence only on a subset' R
“of the aims. And - from this subset, we will eaamine a still smaller subset.

S

the aim of eliminating racial segregation among schools within a system, ' B

whatever iti source, and the aim, of eliminating racial segregation between

1 o & .

districts.: The data gathered by OCR allow also for the examination of coe

]

-y e

teacher aasignment,A and thus racial segregation among staff and - et

N

¢ A . S s \ . "'“,,¢
. A ’ v

* statisticals anj}ysis of the status and trends in school segregation by C -

SR

\\; by these data, as‘will be evident in subseque", pages, ‘but some ean be, in ' 4




LA

etween staff ahi..students. However, we will not purs'né that examination
-nesea_ R .o .

The data do not allow, on the other h_and,a"for_ a st(fdy of gegregation . .' b

among ’class’es within a school (otten known as "tracking"), because there is _

,/no goodV information on pupil assignment to cla,sses within a school,. )

—I\

_ Office for Civil Rights at:tempted, in i'ts 1971 qubstionnaire, -to obtain

1 .

these data from school systems, but abandoned the effort: in 1972. A >

more detailed and intensive mode of data collection is probably necessary
if dst of sufficient quality on assignment within school are to be obtained.
e Mo tmplication is attended by the examination to be.carried out below
that, the policS' ain of eliminating segregaéim among schools with a'sye;tem,

'whatever its ~source, {s the ""correct" one, and .other policies whibh would
A»‘A“ - - “eithe¥ g go less far (such as eliminating only that school s/?gr.e_gation ,:ot du’e' .
\ ) to residence) or, fnrther (such as eliminating all segregation among_classes
. B within a school) are/ not correct. The question: of what is the c?:;:rect

policy depends not only o;n the implicitly aimed-for social consequences, .
but aupon the realmf of legitimate authority of the governmental units . :'
Jl‘(' applying the policy This in turn depends oF Just which indi.vidual rights
. - citizens, have vesr:ed in theit govvrnment for collective use, through the
Constitution and lt}gislstive acts. For example, to. accomplish the policy
g aim of '"Eliminating all aegr&gatign among schools, whatdver its source,
‘ the most effective implementation would be federally—specified pupil
assignment to schools to create' precise racial baldnce, disregarding
school district and state lines. However, such a policy would be using *
collectively certain rights-that individuals have retained to themselves

S

. or vested in a more loca]. Level of government. As another example, )

’
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>

.. Despite the. fact that only two .aims, stud_ent?desegregation among

citizens have vested certain aythority in the court, lauch as constitutional

' protection, but a wider tange of authority in elected 1egislatures. Thus
. ” .
certain. policy aﬁs such as elimination of segregation amqng schools

AN

) certain desired consequences{ , but not apprx@i:te ﬁor court action, which

‘must be directed not toward achieving desirable cial goals, but insuring
i L IS
constitutional protection for,all citizens'. It xuseiiul also “to po ’

out that data such as these which show the indirect and unintended conse-

~
-

: quences of school desegregation actions may be relevant for certain
desegregation decisions, but not for others. They )’r'e relevant for an

—y -

executive or legisla_%.ve body which is attempting :Ln its action to achieve

L 4 ~ <

. __,awdesirable social ,conaequmce. They are not relevant for a court

whatever its source may be appropriate for legislative action if it achieves

_ﬁl:’a

decision which is acting to ifsure equal protection lnder the 14th

v
>

‘Amiandment. T ) e T S

L] . ’ -

sc?ools in a. district, regat less of the source of segregation, and
¢

desegregation between scho districts, ‘can be studied 2 there ‘are a numfaer ‘.

’ . Ve

pf important questions that an be answered with these data In patticular, :

-

’ these data show the reault of vernment desegregation actions and individ-

.‘ml aegregating actions taken together, and . allow soie assessment of the .

K3

effects of each. In’ this way, they suggest the limite of government

‘3 .
pol»icy, or at leaat the limits of policies carr:led. out; in the conflict .~
mode that has characterized school desegregati/on policy ' \\ ) .

We will begin by examining the state of racia]. integration among schools

) o~

within a district in 1968, and then move to an examination of the changes

N that .occurred over the period 1968-1973. What will be Lof special ihterest

o -J . -~
7?"”‘ .
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N ' :": “ ° « -~ v .
A . 6
‘ ’i// ‘ .. .o . .
s /‘ . -y A ' ra
. . is the diff/erential changes that occux:red over that period of time in differ- L. \3

ent .kinds;of scho‘ol settings: in different "regions of the ceuntry, in <
. - . - »,

school distncts of different sizes, and in particdlar large cities. For

- : different things were happening in dif'ferent places 'during this time,

- [y
?

N gf__iving/rise,!:o very different trends in diffe_rent, places.
- ' sFor much of “the analysis in e’xamining trends, two separate series must B
be used ' The' even years, 1968, 1970, 1972, constitute a ‘census'of U.S.
‘ -school districts, covering 902 of the childr in school, and ezrcluding only ’ ~
- ' a few very small districts.]T The odd years include only a sample of ; school

;
ystems, represehting those districts in which most minority pupils are

-/ . found. fhen exanining n;rends over time *in indi¥idual districts #the odd- |
/ ' - -

_ numbéred years c “can be safely included because each district is either - . 1

1

1

R L . N3

) included as a whole, or” excluded. But. for average across the country » l
. .

across regions, across states, and even metropolitan areas, the odd years )

- cannot be included and the series must end with 1972.. «

P S—— .

° > -~

- J’se_e Appendix 1' for OCR sampling plan,

K . T e
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- , THE MEASURES OF SCHOOL INTEGRATION

- « . .

.

A principal consequence of school desegregation that is of major

¥
-~

societal interst is the amount of contact ‘between children of different

o’ - R

P » N . - - » _
; :;% racial g'roups.2 Furthermore, most of the attention has been foeussed on

the amount of contact of "minority" chi:ldren (principally blacks and

Spanish‘JAmerican children ) with "majorit:y whites. Huch attentiion both

of. courts and legislatures has been directed toward elimination of patterns .

that r;esult in schools which are overwhehningly or predominantly minority. '

:/ V4 -
Y *For these reasons, . a directly relevant statistical measure on a
- ' school system is .the proportion of white chi,ldren in phe same school with
. the, average black child. This gived a measure of t ?, exp'erience of the
, "average black child" in that school district with whites. 'A similar
. ] . ‘.'
v ," { “ 2 .
. A different consequence may be of legal interest:. the degree to

which segregation résulting from action of any level of government
(thus failing to provide equal protection ungder the 14¢h Amendment)

. is eliminated. Still other consequences are of interest to particular”

. groups, and these may depend on the particular way that segregation
or integration arises. For example, if either segregation or integra-
tion is achieved through agsignment of children to schools at some
distance because of their race, théh the parents affected may feel a

. gredter deprivation of rights than in the case when such assignment

o does not occur; even if the school's racial composition does not

.differ. However, a study of the kind carried out here cannot examine
these cOnsequences. . .
<
3 JOCR surv‘eys measure enrollnents of the following categories. ’
A Ne 8, American Indian, Oriental, Spanish Surnamed Americans, and
S er. White non-minority and undesigndted minority groups are .

included in the category "Other." y _

‘u’ ’ * s ’ I‘
N . - . T,
S 33 ,
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measur‘a may be calculated for thé ﬁroportion of children of each racial

-~

o

~.

®

" group ;in the schodl of the averaige child from each radial group.4

} —_—

This measute is affected not only by the degree of segregation between

f .
I . .
" two g’rg_ups in different schools in the system, but also by the overall

proportion of children in eéch g'rsup. 1f there are few white children in '

» *

the syst‘em, for example, then whether or not there is the same proportion

' LY

of whites in each school, the average black child will have a small propor =

2k
‘z. P

tion of white children in his school Because of thisg, it is valuable

also to have a measure of just how far from an even distribution across f-\

i

the schools the actual distribution is, that is, a measure that 'is stan~

b*;
dardized for the nunmber of whites in the system. Such a measure can be o
constructed having a value of O if there is no segregatiOn hetween the
R L ., ™ a e . . N
) e \ - ' . ' . ’ - .
4

The measure of interracial school contact may be constructed as follows:
If we number the schools i\ the system %, ...k, ...n, and congider the first
school, there is a given proportion of whites in this school. <Call this
Ryy There are a certain number of blacks in the school. Call this Ny

. Then for this number of blacks, the proportion of whites in their school is
Piw’ if we ‘average this proportion over all schools, weighting by the
numher of blacks we obtain the desired measure, which we may call s, W’

the proportion of white children in the school of the average black child
(ox; more generally, labelling the group i and j for generality):

Sbw e T . o
. Sk nkb_ o L
““or. fpr any groups i and j . . Co .

. . . Vs . 2 . . d . "J¢-
o .. },nkipk] _ , : . .
N A ’ . [ Sij"s T . . < T . ’ ”"_' (2)
-t R - knki i ‘0
34 . .
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f‘\ two groups in question, and a value df 1.0 if segregation is com.pléte.5

»

It is impg;gant to note, however, that although the standardized mea-

— »

sure {i a measure oftfﬁgregation of children in one, group from those of

&

.another, it is the unstandardized measure which measures directly the
s ' _ .
presence oftchildren of a group in schools attended by children of another

group. Thus the proportion of white schoolmates for the average black

} .
child may be low, as in Washington, D.C:, where only 3% of the children
. ) : \ -
are white, wifhout the measure of segregation being espééially high.6

C3

- "

-

5The standardized measure of segregaEion is constructed as follows. 1If
the same proportipn of children from-group j were in each school, then
- sij (see preceding footnote for notation) would be equal to pj. If, the

. Ly
| children of group } were all in schools by themselves, totally”isolated
from children of group i, sij would be 0.” Thus a measure of how far sij

is from p, is . ~-s5..)/p.. This we will callr which may be thought

of as a measure of the degree of segregation, or the degree to which
segregation between schools is responsible for the value of Sij' ' The
formula is ¥ ’

e * By T ——— T

‘6For some purposes, it is preferable not to standardize sij to create a
- "measure of segregation,” rij’ but rather to let sij be a dependent vari-Y

able in an ‘analysis, with one of the independent variables the proportion
of group j in the system. Using this alternative, we dd not begin with a
concept of "segregation," but rather with a concept of proportion of the-
average member of group i's'schoolmates that are of group j. The degrqr
to which this is accounted for by the proportionof group j in the system
is a measure of the integration of group i with j. In a regression
equation, if the coefficient on the proportion of group j is 1, there is
no segregation. ¢Insofar as it is bélow~1l, there is.

4

@
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INTEGRATION IN 1968

. -\_\ Ay
In 1968 in the United States, 15% of the children in public schools

F - (grades 1-12) were black, 6% were of another minority, and 79% were majority

whites. But the average black child in U.S. schools went to a sch061 which

4

Ty
had 74% black children in it, and only 22X white children (and 4% other
minorities). Meanwhile, the average majority white child was in a school
. \ *

. .which was 93% white and only 4% black. Y

These numbers show that the interracial congact in American schools
in 1968 was quite low. Black children had more contact with whites than

whites had with blacks, due to the disparity in overall numbers; but the

separation was quite marked. Using the standardized measure described

earlier, rij’ the segfééation between blacks and whites is .72.7

-
.

Although in the subsequené examinatiqh we will focus exclusively on
black-white segregation, it is useful to note here the proportion of

schoolmatess from each.of the five racial-ethnic groups for the average

;e

s . ~ .o . 7 )
’ . child from each group. Table 1 shows this for 1968.8

_ As this table shpws,_ghe average white child in the U.S.- has far less
. \ .
contact with any minority children than any of the minoritiés have with child-,
; R . M A l' \\
ren from other groups. Among the.minorities,. black children\have least con-

] - - .. . \‘
tact with ¢hildren from_othe; groups. Construction of standardized measures

: . Y

«

7 Using equation (3), this is calculated as T ng—gngg = .72 .
) | 3 .
s 8 ,Ustnggzquation (3), standardized measures of segregation may be calculated
tabulation presented. )

- for each pair of groups, from the
. X . s

'K ~ - - .
- v

' 11

Q . . ' 75.3 8 ‘ '
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Table 1.  PROPOKTION OF SCHOOLMATES FROM EACH GROUP . s
« - FOK'THE AVERAGE CHILD OF EACH GROUP .

!‘)
o

Proportion of schoolmates who are: - -

. .

For the A?ericaﬁg . - Oriental Spanish Major;tf o
Average: " Indian Negro” "American Surname White’ Sum|
<” \ . : .
{* |
American , B % ) . > ’
Indian 31 - 04 o+ .06 259 1.00
, . ! .
Negro . . .?j//, o+ .03 5 J22° .99
et e SO / ) . .
Oriental \ ' . .
Amerigan o+ A1 .11 A2 -f T 66 1,00
[y - ——
Spanish ’ . ) P
.|Surname 0+ 11 .01 43 A4 .99
Majority : " - '
White 0+‘ .04 0'}' ¢ ] ‘ 003 " . 093 1.00
Proéortion . .
. (of each group] - .0035 . «1530 .0047 0466 .7923
\f
. A
> .

of segregation from these figures would show that Q}écks and wpites are the
‘ i g

most segregated, both from one another and from the other groups:

Within-district segregation

The segregation_refleéteé in the value of .72 for black-white segregation
is composed of two parts: segregation among schools within the same school

district, and segregation due to blacks and whites living in different school

;

\ ) 37 ‘
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districts. The average of the within-district segregation, when weighted
A ’ -\ . ’

3

according to the number of blacks in the districts, is somewhat lower, at

+.63. However, this figure represents a degree of segregation nearly as

" large as that for total segregation. (If every%district in which blacks
. 1lived had the same racial composition, then given this same segregation
of .63 within districts, the average:black child would have had 297%

&
S

white schoolmates, rather than 22%. This would have been gomewhat more !
contact, bat still not a high amonnt.g) /

A different picture is evident when we examine /the averagf within-‘ /
district segregation weighted by the number of wl}ites in the district.

g,‘ K This figure is .23. The low number compared t¢ the high .63 for the

‘ ) ‘ average weighted by the number of blacks reflects’the fa
- whites live in smaller districts with few bi{ag:ks‘, vhile most}blacksp
‘ in districts with many whites. If‘segregati‘on in the smaller districts\
was low in 1968 (ss we shall see shortly it was),,’then the within-district .
//jgr_egat-ien—fer—the—ﬂverage black would be high Or to put it differently,
the segregation within the districts where most blacks live is high while
the segregation within the districts where most whites live is ‘much lower:
This reflects also the fact that most whites live in districts different
. from those in which mpst btacks live. , o l
N .

We shdll use as a measure of the average within-district segregétion

in the subsequent analysis the average weighted by numbgrs of black

. students, since desegregation policy within districts has focussed on the
! districts -with niany blacks, and upon the interracial contacts of blacks.
- ]
9 b o
N 2, The value of 29% is calculated by use of equation (3) with rb = 6.3
. . .79 - 8
= = ————-—_w — :
¢’ P, .79 . Thus .63 79 » OF 8 = .29 .

38 o
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) . )




Cal

Regional Variations l . ‘ . “ -, .

However, the degree of school segregation di'ffered considerably am'ong.

regions of the country in 1968. Table 2 shows for the Cen.sus oeographic . .

‘region Wcontact of blacks and whites, and the segregation, in each of

-

the regions.10 - ,,,’ , ; : o - ]

s

. Table 2 shows, comparing columns 1 and 3, the disparity between the '

" proportion white in each region and the propr{r’tion white among the‘average _

&

\ ’ black's' schoolmates. Although the proportion white ranges from .69 to .93
< in no region except the Outlying states does the ?average black have a majority

of white schoolmates. Only in New England does the proportion approach -this.

£ Comparing columns 2 and % shows a similar disparity for whites. although

the’ /proportion black reaches .2/{n one region, in no region does the évefrage

- white have more tha 7% black/échoolmates. ) :
. “ E ; ‘

These disparities /té shown in column 6, the measuré of ~tota1 segre—

gation. It is greatest in the two southern regions, though not so much

,13 ‘- ' , . X f

greater than several northern regions as might: be expected, given historic
o

differences between North and South in school policy. With_this }‘elative
e similarity betveen tdtal segregation in North and South in 1968,/it ‘is some-

what puzzling that when the goals of desegregation shifted from eliminatzon

-

. of dual systems to more ambitious ones, attention continued to be concentrated

’

on the South until the early 1970's. The explanation probably lies in the

v / ' *
1oSeveral regions have been reclassified because’ the character of racial
sepregation has differed .within the region. Hawaii .and’ Aldska have been
separated as "outlying" states from.the Pacific regi ; and the South
. Atlantic. and East South Central have‘been combined 'and redivided into
Border (Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, Kentucky) and Southeast (all
others inm these two regiong). Int all tabulations beyond Table 2, the
. Outlying states, ‘Hawaii and Alaska, are dyopped, because as Table 2
shows, there is no black-white~ segregation in their. schools, and the
A . number of placks in those states is very small., . N

. . ’ y .
. r
39 « 3 . . “ :
X . ‘ * ~
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Table 2.

-

v . T
BLACK~WaITE, CONTACT AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968 BY REGION '

®

" Proportion

Y

¥

b

‘ Schoolmates

Blac’ke-whit:é -
"' . segregation

1

3 .
whites for

4, blacks for

within

16

Outlying )

-}

p

white | black |average black aversge white | district | to tal, )
u.s. 797 s €22 - 04 63 .72
- A - - . - . .. -

New England 93 | 405 .49 .03 ‘e .34 NYE

- . - e - - X e :

., ’ . / S . [ 3 , :
Hiddle - e : , . SN E - :
‘A;lantic 081 ¥,14 / u31 .05 s 043 0.62 ’

Y . ’ . ' . . .

Border g9 || .26 oL, | .48 67

‘:*& , ta‘;-) & : & * .(: > ~ — . ."

Southeast .69 29 . .16, <2007 A w75 | -7

: - ! O N . ’ *. u.‘:
West South™ - N | N L . ; ’ o
_{Central 'JSJ = .16 a8 o “04 69 | .77
A . 7 ’*
. o
East North, . = . i A "
Central 37 12 .29 .04 .58 .67
.ot * - . o @ ¢ > '
West North “ @ N a . :

Central |9 09 .27 .03 .61 .70 .
, . R .
Mountain .;: .03 «36 ’J.Ol" 49 56"
> [ T * , * b » ’ - v

P T - I 7 o I
Pacific’ - .[!8 07 J i u)s v N 02~ ’ , .56 . «68-- 4 \'
. P s : R -, ' A
] PG 53 <
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1 conflict surroundiqg desegregation. y The desegregation movement was part of

e

/ . A '

\/_
a Iarger movement of thé ﬁ960's of liberatlng the southern Negro, Only with

s

) the success of ‘that movemént did attention tum to; the NOrth.

oy

LAY Ve ,;. - s
P o o 2
e o

southern regions are more dd.stinct from the northern regions. _ The '

< i ~ ¥

southeast shows ‘the c assic pattern of southern segregation, with nearly,

ot 5 ;.‘: ' '-M»t ’ “ Fa] i ; » ,. .
g U In the measure of within-district segregation (co}/ul/ﬁ;v 5)*" the two . IO o

[} "-yu .

a11 the Segregatié accurring, with:‘.n districts, whi.le ,New England Middle . , o

¢ . < - 5 R R

. s el ] s
Atlantic, 'and Bprder regions show what has emerged as the norther:n patt_ern.. ’ e

SRy _.-, .Y 3 . L
‘ . .t

of segregation--segregation due to blacks and whiges attendilng schools in

L i P i LR -

different distrLets. In thoae three regions, the ratio of tﬁe within—district .

>
4’ M . ‘- P‘“ - . ?

Segregation to the total segregation ,is 1OWest, J6‘} to .72. 8

t o, N \\__

u. Variation by @izé of district L ;' -‘?“,.’-" i ' ': ‘ ":'1,'; R S
. w ‘ s R . P g, : :_ o N -

The policies of deseg’megation, as well as the :l)ndividual ‘ceQPOnses to

¥ .
K 3
S 1 ' ", <o

' P
- l-"‘r‘ 1., .

«3' > ;:“: ‘

- zf.t, vary greatly hy district size. N Desegréga“(:ion in an urban area is a vei‘y

[ S
Y S" ~ Ix

xv

e - as, it is imgartant to examine(regional vat:iations (beeause of hi‘ste‘r‘ical

» ‘- .7 er
A.,r,u -,v. »

' .. d -}Afferencés a.n&, becauSe of the different desegregation policies apglied in "

Y : \ [N ‘»,.v -".’ g i v

.‘\‘ by North and South), it is impottant to examine_'va*riations b}*‘ :district size. .

,"* ’ 'f‘u‘”

\‘, Since district boundaries mos}; often coincide with ceutral cit:}L boundaries,

. N n ‘."' qa vy
PN - . x .
IR ar N RV

‘vaisiaﬁlons 3-“ d;l.strict SiZé are 1315831}7 Goincident with vaxiation in city -_:',"

AR R ..-‘_{"\ ,\\ s A w y

size:, ';'he cplumns have the Same meaning as columns 1-5 of ';I'able,,hz. (Column

4 é 3

-, ,.-, \ «

6 ié not inc.luded here,'since “total segregatio has meaning only for a .

R o e ,,,v .

’ K ::-.' - geograph:Lc ,enj:ity‘, sueh as SMSA or, region.} First colpmns l and 2 show \ ' <

u-. .F .x ‘*. ! )

the shatp ‘rac:[g’,l. differences by district. size: kthe smaller the district, the

N, . o Yaal PR
’ N \."' FENER 'Jq i

One .result

:_'::_.',,. o - .' .t
gﬁater the groportion wh:[te and smaller the propor.‘tion black,

il .
" A h-- A »\. c N ! .
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of this 1s shown in columns 3 and 4: the average black child has an in-

creasing propoffion of white schoolmates as district size decreases, and the “

-.{w

average white has a decreasing proportion of black‘gchoolﬁates as disﬁrict'

*

size decreases. = .o N
{ . -

‘Column 5,shows that given the racial distributions in t e districfé,

the average segregation'is,g;eatést within the laréesi districts, and declines
. 3 3 . - - . =

s

somewhat as district size decreases. .Thus not all the inqrease’in the pro-

portion of white schoolmates for the average black child in smaller districfé’

- -« ) -

is due to the greater proportion‘of whites in those districts. Part is due

£

to the lesser segregation in’ the smaller districts. _ . -
J ; .

, ~

. ‘ , o ]
Variations in segregagion by district size in each region /

“The differing patterns of segregation in No;th and'sbuth suggest the
ugefulnESs of ekamin;né segregation in éiffe;;nt size diétricts in eaéh ofA
the regions. Table 4 shows the measure of ségregation\(columm 5 in Tables
2 énd'3)_in each size class in each fegion. First, looking at the‘laygest
.‘dist;icts{ the most strikirg point is that seg;egatién és high not only in
the lwo southefn reglons; it is equally’high iﬁ three.éf thetfi#e northern
regions. Only in Middle Atlantic and Qorde; states is the degree of segre~
,‘ggtion gﬁ thg largest districts lower. _ '

As district s&ze dééreases, however, segregation Qecreaseé markedly out-
side the two Soqthern regions? !In:the Southéast, segregation remains almost '
constant among ali size districts, aﬁd in th West South Centnél region, it
' deélines only slightly astdist;ict si?é decreases. ‘Thus in 1968,:the &if—. ‘

ference between South and North in segregdgion is not at all‘;n the largest

* -
¥

cities, buf in the smaller cities and towns. A caution éhould.be introduced,

however: the measures of segregation do not tell the levels of contact be~

€
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tween the two racial groups: as TaBle 2 showed, the average white’ child in
the Southeast has, despite the higher levels _of segregation, a higher propor-

tion of black schoolmates than in- any other region, excepgvin the Border states

where it is equal, These tables suggest, in fact, that it. is the poten-
tially high proportion of black schoolmates, due to a high proportion black
in the region or district, that generates high levelsRof segregation. Table

2 shows a rather strong relation between the proportion black in a region
. . . ¢
and the total or within district segregatiom. -

had -
5
~

Segregatioﬁ at elementary and secondary levels

In the tabulations up to this point, all,students in all,schools were

’ included whatever grade they weré;inf However, in.most localities, schools

R are divided into different levels,” at least into an elementary school and
~high school, though sometimes into three levels (a 6~3 3 plan, with junior.
. high schooIs, or a 4-4~4 plan,. or a 5=3-4 plan) Elementary schools are
~"._ characteristically smaller than high schools, having smaller geogra ic
- ‘attendance zones, with several elementary schools feeding into a single

] high school. Because of residential segregation by race, we would expect

R '
- S

the attendance zones of e1ementary schools to be more racially homogeneous,

N and thus to be more segregated than high schools. y Wt

v

i

; A W

¢ -

1 In recent years, the effort to achieve integration without bussing has
N led. to even finer divisions In some cases, with a school building which
ance covered. the four years of high school, for example, now covering
only two years, with twice as large an attendance zone. . .

’ ) v
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'//’/, ' (Table 5, which is'comparable to the first six columns of Table 2,
. ) N
.- shows the degree of interracial contact and the degree of segregation

-

"for tle u.S. as a whole and for each region, in elementary and secondary

schools. As the table*shags, elementary schools are more segregated than high

Il

. schools; in every regidnm. OnIy in the Southeast is the segregation at the
‘“”two levels nearly the same. This reflects the remains of the historical de
J jure segregation of the South, which segregates beyond the segregation induced

by residence, and thus segregates the high schools .as fully. as elementary.

'_ The erence in segregation at elementary and secondary levels is rather

subsifntial in most regions, and in the U s as a whole: the average black ele—
\
}r ‘mentary school child has only a sixth (0. 17) of his schoolmates white, while the

3

e average black secondary school child has a quarte; (0.25) of his schoolmates

E

white Whether the greater segregation at the elementary level includes a

.

, greater dencz on the part of whites to segregate their elementary school ‘
children, beyond thgt due to small attendance zones, cannot be inferred from

these data ‘ However, the examination\of trends‘from 1968-72 in a subsequent

-

section will give some indications of different processes at elémentary and

P

b

2 " Because of the varying organization of schools into. levels, and because of .
the way data were collected by OCR (the grade levels covered by each school
and the numbers of each racial group in each school, but not by grade level)
a fixed rule for classifying a schools as "elementary" or "secondary" was
'required This was to count every school with a sixth grade as elementary .
and every school with a ténth grade as secondary. This excluded some schools
with less than the first six grades; but to include them along with the
sixth-grade schools for which they were feeders would have incorrectly
assessed segregation between, say, a,grade 1-4 school and a 5-8 schdol,
rather than segregation across all schools gerving a given grade level.

Some sqhools in small communities, which cover grades 1-12, are included
both as’ elementary and secondary. "uUsing this method, however, we obtain
the segregation at_two levels in the community, the 6th and 10th grade level.

. L. .
' ) ' . e . A NS
l - * : o .




-~ ¥ . ) - «5;‘ b . -
- - VoL RS IPYS : ) : © -
- . Table b.- BLACK-WHITE CONTACT AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968 BY : e
« ) ~REGION, FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS o . T
* . . /*\:{;‘ . N - ‘, .
) ) S i h _ - Black-white oo
- Proportion ) Schoolmates. e gegregation
o o 1 12 3 whites for. | 4. blacks for |5 within |6 ’ s .
- ' ’ ‘ white' | black | average blac average white district total
A : — e - - 3
- UQSO‘ . . v : . ’
--Elementary - 77 Jd7.1 - ar - Q4. | .70 .78
Secondary %:) S IS C- I 1 .05 .61 B [ )
New England ’ . ) [ s, . . /
Elementary 092 o06 .'43 ’ 003 . 04‘0 ‘053
* Secondary 95, .04 68 - .03 RS U2 «29 .-
Middle Atlantic | ° S .
Elementary | .79 15 . - "1 .05 50 67
, Secondary .87 .10 BN 05 27 .. f 46 .
. . . P \ . : -
Border: . ) e ) >
~ Elementary | .78 | .21 | . .21 . .06 .56 73
- _ Secondary .85 .15\ .39 .07 _ .35 54 ‘
Y = - Y 0 “ '
. o . N .
Southeast ‘ J o ) ’ .
. Elementary .66 32 |- a2 06 s .79 .81
- Secondary 67 | .32 .15 - .07 35 .78
West South Central ~ - 1 .
- Elmentary * .76 018 .14‘ . . 003 ' 076 . 082
P} secondary . 81 - . 15 . 23 I 00‘4 , LN . 63 ) . 72
*  East North.Centrall . . ‘ - . - -
" Elementary 86 | .13 24 04 ¢ .65 J2
Secondary . .90 Jd0 |7 W41 . W04 43 v W55
West North Central ’ _ ’ T
Elementary .89 Jd0 77 22 <03 - . .66 J5
- ' Secondary .93 .06 .38 .03 47 «59
. Mountain : SR - - .
- Elementary .80 | .03 . .28 01 59 | .66
Secondary .83 | .02 .53 . O - .32 .36
J M | S } . T i >
Pacific * . s ‘ gL
Elementary | .7 08 |- 21 ' L .02 #62 .73
Secongary R IR .02 A4 |57
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Racial contact and 'segregation in the 22. largest central-ciﬁr districts

As 'l'ables 3 and 4 show, segregatior is most pronounced in the largest

N

school districts, vhich tend to be located in the largest cities, Table 6, ’

-

"in the jsame format as columns 1-6 of Table 2, shows for the twenty-two larg- .
est central-city districts (1972 enrollment) the proportion of schoolmates .

.of the other race in columns 3 and 4,,<and the measure of segregation in .

column 5,13 The first seventeen of these are in the 100, 000+ size category

. .
in Tables 3 and 4; the last f£ive are in the 25-100 000 class., In only three

.

. cities (Columbus, Boston, and San Diego) did the average black child have more

than a quarter of his schoolmates white, and in only six cities (Philadelphia,
?\ .

~ z

Detroit, Baltimore, New Orleans, New York, ‘and San Francisco, 'sgcluding

TN s
Washington, D, C., which is an aberrant case, almost racially homogeneous) did

i
|
- the ‘average white chi1d ‘have more than 15% of his schoolmates black. This . }
\,\low degree of contact is reflected by the segregation measures, eight of which
are .80 or above, and only three of which are below .60. These figures re- ¢
emp'hasize what Table 4 shows: that segregation in Targe cities in 1968

YF

was not concentrated in any region of the country, but appeared to a similar 3 R
degree in all_regions. C-

.

Altogether, the picture of racidl segregation in U.S. schools in 1968 |,

* 1is one with several components: . ' »

~ .

N N

13 These 22 largest central city school districts are classified according
to 1972 enrollment and 'an Office of Education metropolitan status ¢lasgs—
ification. They represent 22 of the 23 largest central clty districts; . .
Albuquerque is excluded (the 22nd largest) because it is not among the . “
largest 50 cities’ in total population. . "

«

-
- 2
. . . b
; .
. .
.
. : ) 2 v . .
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Table 6:  BLACK-WHITE CONTACT AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968 *
FOR: 22 LARGEST GENTRAL CITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS B
(Districts ranked by 1972 Enrollment)-
. Proportion - - " Schoolnates. . " Segre-
. : . : - : gationd
N 2 Whites for Blacks for - within
. . White | "Black average black average white district
1. New York 44 317 W31 a7 47
2. Los Angeles sk .23 .67 .03 .86 -
3. Chicago | .3& |} .53 .05 ﬁ; .08 .86
4. Philadelphia 39 .5 U LS, .64
5. _Detroit , .39 59 L 20 ¢ .66‘.’,
6. Houston ’ ‘.53\ .33 ' .06 , 104 .89 ;
7. Baltimore .35 . .65 .10 219 Y
" 8. Dallas .61 .31 . 106 .03 91
9. Cleveland .42 .56 .06 .09 .. .85
10. Wash., D.C. .06 .93 .03 Sk .53 -
11.- Memphis rs .54 04 .04 92
12, Milwaukee 13 .24 .18 ‘.06 . . <15
'13. san Diego .76 . o2 .26 04 .66
14. Colusbus s 74 .26 .30 .10 +60
A5, Tampe .- | - .74 U S T 78
6. St. Louis .36, | o .64 .07 .12 82,
17. New Orleans 231 .67 .09 .19 72
18. Indiandpolis .66 .34 «22 ' .11_ .67
19. Boston “1 .68 .27 .27 .11 .60
20, Atlanta 38 | 6| os 09 o T 85
7 21. Deaver RTINS U DS .04 TR
' 22, San Francisco .41 +28 25 A7 .38

RN
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. ~ 1. High éegregation in the largest cities of the country, where the o

-

proportions of blacks are greatest;
2, Sharply lower segregation in smaller‘districts everywherfe but ~thé.
. . s = - :

South (and slightly lower 'therg.), but much smaller proportions of _

blacks in these smaller districts —- except in the South;
Vi A

r

3. A large contribution to total segregation in some northern regions — -

due to blacks and whites living in différent districts, so that the

* difference in total segregation bétween North and South is consider-

ok ek e g

(_\ ably less than théir difference in segregation within districts;
] S .

4. Greater.segregation at elementary than at secondary levels, ‘due .

at least in part to the smaller, more homogenebus areas served_by \

bt

elementary schools,

. . ’

5. A seeming,paradox: the region with the highest degree of segrega-

1

ST ST T . T P ST T T

@

tion, the Southeast, is also the-region in which thg] average white

N ,
child had the highest proportion of black schoolmates (.07). The

’ L

reason, of course, lies in the higher proportion of blacks in the -

TS

» - A d

Southeast. - o B . .
. - ‘. — .
rd

© It is‘clear from these datd that by 1968, desegregation of schools was
a far from accomplished task in cities and’ towns of all sizes in the South;
but that in the largest cities it was équall_y h:igh ,‘in many place;.s wh;zfe dtlxal
school systems had never existed. But this was ti1e i):icture in 1968, befo'r-e

,9 the méjor thrust of'desegregatic;n i sch;::ols had‘ocfg:urredl The next four

L T T TR M:__MA

" years show strong trends toward desegregation. It is these trends to which

. We now turn. - LN\ . ) 4
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segreéation in the United States,

-

TRENDS IN WITHIN-SYSTEM SEGREGATION

) ﬁetween“l968 and 1972, there was a sharb_reduction in black-white

In 1972, 16% of public school children

n'f

[ 4

were black, and 77% white. The average black chlld in 1572 went to a school

that was 61% black (compared to 74% in 1968) and 34% whfte.

majority white child was in a school which was 897 white ahd 7% black.

»

- comparison below shows the, change from 1968 to l972:

»

And the average

The

. —r—

. . ‘ . o ‘Black-white

Proportion » Schoolmates K 3 seg;egatlon

: . * b N

. whites for . blacks for within -

white | black average black | average white| uUis fict Total
, e l1968 79 | .15 ",22 .04 .63 - 72
v 1972 a7 416 .34 .07, .37 .56

" The change from 1968 ta l972 is éubstantial.

-

Indeed, the average with-

,,in—district segregation in 1972 between blacks and whites may not be greater

than that between some,palrs of'white ethnic groups.

But the change from
/"‘ v

.lde to 1972 consists of very different changes in,different locales.

reference in naking comparisons with Table 2, Table 7 shows the intérracial

4 ey 3
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contact and the segregation in each of the regions.- But the varying changes
can best be seen via a graph Figure 1 shows the trends in average segre- &w

. .
. v

gation within school districts (comparable to column 5 of Table 2 and Table

* - P

7) in each region over the three points in time, 1968, 1970, and 1972. There

is a radical drop in the Southeast, from highest ‘at 75 in 1968 to lowest .
///at .19 in 1972. Among the other regions, there are ‘rather large declines in
77’ West.éouth Central,‘Mountain, and Pacific regions. In New England Middle

/ _ Atlantic, and East North Central regions, there has been virtually no change
in segregation. These trends show that school desegregation during this

period (the ‘period during which moét desegregation togk place) was almost _
.wholly a southern affair, wifh the far West being the only exception. /This
4 r o '

concentration i the South was of course largely the consequence of federal

i N
I

- requirements, supportég by legal decisions in the courts, aimed at removing

segregation where d&al schoal” systems had not been eliminated. The graph

) .
1] , N . N » 1]

systems; it was also that due to individual ‘resideéntiai location within

districts that has led in the North to within-district segregation of_ .40-.60.

But abart from having occurred primarily ip the South and to a lesser

.

extent in the Far West,'how did desegregation proceed in districts of dif-

ferent sizes? \Figure 2 shows the charnges inraverage withinrdistrict segre~

= gation in districts of each size over four—year period The results are

suggests, however, that the segregatien removed was not only that.due to dual )
NE
e/ ‘

striking. Districts greater th7 100 000 in size changled very 1ittle, and

a
»

the amount of change increased s?eadily as the district size decreased.

- L .
Among districts 10,000 or below in size, segregation is bmall: indeed, less ..

than .15.’ The graph shovs~the v:rz/g;gat effectiveness‘of desegregation

policies in the smaller district (though we have not yet examined the Sffects

S | )58 ]
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districts. o \’ . =
But‘ these differentia], changes in different sized districts can be

Cdae = .

. somewhat. misleading because of the fact that desbgrega“tion policy was located

e -

. .
S & i \

primarilgy in the South and host of the blacks in smaller district,s were %

\\ ~. v

.-.‘ ~

. p ,

s,

- located in the South The trends may be seen by a table (Table 8) for

bt Y
» I (-1

segregatioh by district size in each region in 1972 for comparison with

T

' Table a‘for 1968 'I‘he comparison shows that, as suggested by Figure 2 great

\’ - St

amounts of desegregation did take place in Small districts in those regions’

- s IS
. . e \ - WL T N « ’

' where Small-district segregation existed'” the Southeast and’ West South

AR

» ,,-‘ ‘

Central regions. The comparison shows in addition several points. ~even

LA * ~

e

.’
out81de the- South sode deseg:;egation within districts occurred in the

>
* C, . .

smaIler districts, though essentially .none in.wthe largest districts. The

., . =,
B ae, “
QU RS e . R

: - dechne in segregation in Mountain, Pacific, and Border states occurred in.
R %f\.. N 1 LN

-

And finally, there

'\ Y

the 'Southeast. As 'I‘a“ble 8 shows, thek Southeast shows -not only overali. the " g

s . s

,

-w‘ ) f) "
-“4. ~, -,l"a- o ,-_. P

M' least segregation in 1972 as Figq_re 1 rpdicaée,s, but shows lowen segregatd.on L

,‘, EEE TR

t:han most other regiOns in nearly aJ;L size‘,districts. In aafour—year periqd

i

A
\

in the Southeast changed from being the most segregated in the nation to among

, -2 .y

&‘W
RNl

< Cha ges in segr’egatiOn at eleme:ntarz' and secondaryv 1evels " -

u.‘,

'1 .- - ' ., .
Vo e [N x

_at the secondary 1ev‘el than at the elementary’» level in each region of the

ETIEN
« Ty '._‘ 3“; ae - . ” .~ K

country. Now we can ask how deseéregation proceeded in eIementary and second-

.
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the'other. The answer at first appears to be that the degree of desegregation . .
was almost identical at the' two levels, for as Table 9 shows, the reduction

in degree of segregation in the country as a whole wgs nearly the same.

.

(N

Table 9. WITHIN-DISTRICT SEGREGATION IN 1968, 70, 72

' B - AT ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY LEVEL FOR THE —
. U.S. A§ A WHOLE . . ‘
. oo ‘ 1968 . . 197 1972 1972-68 ) \
Elementary : .70 .51 45 -.25 |
‘ P . - ’ .
A Secondary . .61 .30 .27 -.24 1

L S~
" However, this apparent nearly identical reduction in segregation masks ‘

. two differences which cancel each other. Figures 3 and 4. show the ch:-inges

from 1968—72 in elementary and secondary schools region by region. in the

two regions where federal and court ,actions toward integration were strongest,

. the Southeast and West South Central the. drop in segregat,ion was greater in

high schools than in element_/l‘:y ongs. But in each of the other regions except

" the Border region, the decrease in segregation was greater in elementary oo J
N N\ - -
schools. 1In fact, in four, of the northern regions (New_England Middle e

|
‘Atlantic, East North Central West North Cent ral), segregation increased * }
among secondary schools from 1968—70 while only the Middle Atlantic region .
showed an increase in segregation among elementary’ schools, '

This increase ‘in segregation among secondary schools appears likely t‘o

]

be due segregating movement among white families with high—school age child-

l
N ren. One. orm of movement that would bring[_{:out such an increase is movement |
\ from an attendance zone serving a. school with many blacks to an attendance
zone serving a school with fewer blacks But within th\ same school system
. . . )
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Figure 3
09~

-

Vs

.




. ‘ v i, -
L] -
. , 36
] ——;
L] ¢ B
A 3 . L ~
s . '.‘ « . .
[
- *
i
>
z
M
=
(@] -
b
< 40
Q
v
. Q
=3
(72}
-
r N .
hd « ! ~ ‘
- * - -
10 «
. * -
» ’ .
. N % .
N i [}
v 0 - ~
&
-

. 1968 " . 1970 ' 1972

» . -~
- 1 ~

"~ Figure 4 . i °

3 L Within-district Secondary School Segregation, by Region

e
R
iy




37
£ | ) \ ‘ ) Ad
Another, and more likely, is differential movement of families with high

school age children out of central city districts with many blacks: gr%ater

nmvement out of ‘the district on the part of white families whose children

were in .largely white schools.14 n

.

At this point, these possible explanations must remain conjectures. We

will return to elementary and secondary differences in subsequent sections.

+
-

Change in 22 largest central—-city districts . .

A final picture of change in within-district segregation.is the change

in the 22 largest central-city districts The left sjide of Table 10 shows

.

the'segregation of eachfiib 1968 and 1973 together with the change, in column

3. The table shows the d-amatic reduction in some southern cities, joined

by Indlanapolis among the northern ci ies, Denver and San Francisco in the
West., It shows, hOWever; an.increase in five northern cities and one Border .
city, sh:;;ng that even during this period of major desegregation, and-even _
within the clty boundaries themselves, there were residential movements in-
creasing the segregation in these cities. JThere are no more northern cities

within which segregation was reduced than there are within which-segregation

.’ .

ihcreased.

~
D ]

P T P Py PPy N T e L

- .
v, . _ ¢

"/ tion of segregation between districts. There have been substantial populatidn

] ) : ’ . : ) . .
/ But this does not tell the whole story, even before examining the ques- -
shifts in some of these cities, and we can ash the question:' given thes

population shifts, to what extent does the decrease in segregation, 'where it

.
v . . v
- [P r 1 * »
.

14 ' \ '
The same pattern could be caused by differential movement nto schools of
. different racial composition. P '

+
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Table 10:

v

38

BLACKrWHI&E SEGREGATION AND CONTACT OF BLACKS WITH -

WHITES- IN 22 LARGEST CENTRAL CITY SCHOOL DISTRECTS,
. 1968-1973 (Districts ranked by 1972 Enrollment)
, .. ‘ . . ® .

U . . ‘Propgrt?m\yhite schc;olmates

' Segregation Measures . for average black -

/ '\ . . 3: ‘change 4. \5 1 change
- 1968 | “1973 | (1973-1968) | *1968 |- 1973} °(1973-1968) .
- 3 / 3 - -
| 1. New York S| 0 +.03 23 | .7 --’.06/

2.. Los Angeles .86 | .79 -.07 07 [+ .o§J‘ +.07
3. Chicago .86 .88 ' +,02 , 05 04 P& - ‘

4. Philadelphia 64| 72 +.08 J4 L0 ~.04

5, Detroit 66 [ .62 -.04 A3 | -.02
e Houston 8 | 2| a7 .06 | .11 w05

S Barmnore T .69 -.02 10 | .09 .01

8. Dallas. . 1 [ 9 | =22 06 15 +.09
(‘% Cleveland- .85 | .87 #.02. .06 | - .05 | - -0

-10, Washington, D:C. .53 49 -.04 . :03: .02 - =01 -

11. Hemphis :9;5. 31| N -6t .04 .22 +.18

| .12, Milwaukee, .75 73 -.02 .i8 17 ‘-.01

‘13, san Diego . ’ ‘.6,6 830 T -3 | .26 | .3 +.08.

14, Golwbus & | .60 | .56 -4 30 | =30 0o
15 Temp 78 | .04 —T74 6 | 7 .55
Ty M St. Louis .82 .85 | 03 .07-] .05 -..02

17. New Orleaits | s —as | Los | o 0.

" 18, Indianapolis’ .67 59 -.28 22| .35 +.13

19, Boston’ 60 | .63 w03 |. 21| . -.06

" 20 Atlanta .85 43 —37 |~ o6 .09 +.03

21 Demver ~~— | .69 | 1|. -8 20 .39 | v+l9

22 Sa'n Francisco, .38 .07 -.31 25| .27 +:02
/ T8




by comparing the proportion of white schoolmates for the average black in
-~ A * . i =

. , . .
Thus® although segregation was reduced in most.of the 22 cities, the contact .

.of the averag_e black with white schoolmates, has increased in less than half

L] 4 -

occurred, result in ‘an increase in the propor»?ion of white schoolmates for i
’ | ' -

the average black? The right hand side of Table 10 answers that question

each of these’ districts in 1968 with the proportion in 1973. The.figures

show that although segrega‘tion d.‘ecreased in 16 of the 22 cities, the pro-

portion of white schoolmates for the average biack increased only in ‘ten

i . ® ’ . \ «
of those sixteen. In four it decreased, and it {remained unchanged in two.
' { -

of them. Only in those cities where desegregation was great did the contact

<

increase substantially--and.even in Atlanta, where there was great desegre~ N

gation, from .85 to .48, the proportion of white schoolmates for the average

. black child increased only .03, er,_.O’b to .09-because of the great loss

in numbers of white school children in Atlanta. (In Atlanta, the white

school population in 1973 was. only 382 of its size in 1968.) .

This last resulq leads directly ‘50 a set of further questions about the oL
larger effects of school desegregation over the 1968—72 or 1968-73 period.
The desegregation policies have been confined wholly to within—district
desegregation. But as has b_een}evident, in earlier exatnination, there was,

especially in- the ‘North substantial segregation due to residence of blacks’

and whites in different Jistricts - in particular, larger proportions of

. blacks in large districts and largex,proportion of whites in small districts. oo

We can ask, then, what has ~been the trend, over this’ period of time,-not

-
.

segregation. And we can ask just what has been the change in segregation -

-

between districts during. this period. Has it increased, as appears likely,

-

1
|
;
i
|
i
merely in within-district segregatidm, as examined 80 far, but in overall . 1
|
|
|
k
:
J
1
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) and if so, to what extent’ Finally, we ‘can ask, just' What has been the effect

’ of desegregation within districts on the behavior that 1ncreases segregation

¥

between districts: the movement of, whites from districts with high proportions
of blacks and low segregation to districts with smaller proportions of blacks.

The importance of these questions for educational policy lies in.the fact

~

that the distribution of children by race in schools is a result not merely
of pqlicies by the Federal government, nor of court orders, nor of policies
by state and local governments. It is also the result of individuals 3
decisions about where they will 1ive, and about_whether they vill send their _

children to public or nonpublic schools. Increasingly, as incomes increase,
more families have these options open to them, though residential options

- ~

are more restricted for black families due to residential discrimination.

Thus the resulting distribution of children among schools is the result of
~

the interaction of the collective decisions by governmental units and the

individual family decisions. .In aread of economic policy, governments have

recognized that final outcomes~are not merely the direct result of a policy,

and are as concerned &ith the indirect effects of a\policv‘as with the

- : direct ones: ln areas/gffsocial policy that are'not economic, they usually

have not, and have proceeded blindly, as if the policies directly controlled
" 123

'the final outcomes. ' . : -

School segregation can show well these indirect effects, because the
- S \

indirect effects have their principal inpact on the distribution of whites
_and blacks among districts, and thus upon segregation between districts, while

‘the direct effects of government policy have been on the distribution of N )
* whites_and blacks among schools within 'a‘district.i'5 We have examined,the_

-

As .suggested in the,elementary-secondary comparisons, the indirect effects .o
th .the form of residential movement can also have their effects on segrer- -
gation within districts. The only protion of the indirect effects that * .

the present analysis can measure is that which has its effect on segregatio )
“between districts. X‘
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direct effects and in the ri{éht half of- Table 10 taken a glimpse at the .
- * H K ..,
- . > { . “
indirect effects. We will now turn to examine these indirect effects in more
' ’ - b ’ . . . .
. ‘detail-;) . : .’
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Ty CHANS;ES IN TOTAL SEGREGATION AND SEGREGATION BETWEEN DISTRICTS ' "

Figure B* shows the change.s in total* segregation in the U. S. as a whole

and in each of the regions shown in Figure 1. These changes show roughly the ,

'same Jpatterns as the wi_tlhin-district changes in Figure'l, but. there, are some
important differences. ,First‘ the ‘regions are more tightiy bunched in overall
segregation_ in 1968 than in within—distric;: segregation. Secondiy, ‘the decreases ’
’in lovera]_.l segregation, among those distric:sl t‘h‘atk do show a ,de'cresnse, arng some-

[N

what':less than changes in within—district segregation. This reflects the fact

¢ -

» .
.
. A S R T Y

"./ that while there were reductions in segregation within distriets, due to
desegregation policies; there‘were at the same time increases in segregation
between districts, due primarily to. the movement of white students to districts

. with few blacks(: E
‘ ’ This counterbalancing increase in segregation can be seen more directly

> s .y

by examining the within- and betWeen—district segregatiou in 1968 and 1972

Y

-

t

i

. in each region.]‘ As Table.11 shows ,\ the within-district seg@egation has

declined in every reglon except Middlg Atlantic, where it remained constant,'
. - - M A - ' v / -

while the between-district segregation has increased in every reglon except.

Border, where it r'e'mained constant, ' '}n 1968, the: within-district segregation

-~

The betWeen—district segregation is calculated just as in equations (2)
and (3), except that the units over.which interracial contact is calculated
in equation (2) are not schools, but schq': 1 districts. It should be noted
w that the total gegregation is not the .sum of within—district (which is an
average over districts, weighted by the proportion black in each district)

.and between-district segrégation. Total segregation over a region is the _

segregation among schools calculated over the whole region, as If there A

were no school districts. (It would be the sum of within- and between-

. : . district segregation if the average for the former were weighted in a ;
different way. ) ‘ X , oo j
) 1

i

i

16

*
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Table 11. CHANGES IN WETHIN-DISTRICT AND
" . BETWEEN-DISTRICT SEGREGATION-IN  °
. 1968 AND 1972 IN EACH-REGION .
. - ) ~ "
U Within-district . B,etween-—dispr‘ict
. 1968 1972 Change | 1968 - - 1972 - Change
(1) (2) 3) -] (4 (5) (6)
A . \ . : .
) > United States .63 .37 .26 | -.32 .35 +.03 |
New England ".34 .33 -.01 .26 .« .31 +.05
* Middle . :

., Atlantic 43 0 L0430 . 100 .39 4 +.05
Border W48 kG v -.04-) 48" L 48 Y00
Southeast 75 .19 -.56- | .18 .22-  +.04

N Wl South ;o ‘ ‘ ) ’ . . \
Central - /.69 - .48 oy =21 | .32 .37, - +.05
- A ) “ .
East North ) , ) )
® . Central .58 .57 -.01 30, .32 +702
- ,; o "9 ke
West North ) o -

" Central ., .61 .56 =.05 .35 .39 " +.04

Mountain' 49 ¢ .25 224 |15 .17 4.02
)' 1. . - ' '
A% Pacific . .56 .42 =14 | .30 .36 .04
"‘ E' o , - . ‘s .

i . ’ :

7 : : -
\
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’was greater than the betweenrdistrict segregation in eVery region, by'1972 f

nine regions. Thus the Segregation that reflects residential separation int% .

» [

different. school districts shows a steady increase throughout the country. oL

the between—district was grépter than the within—district in thrée of the ::ii “l_ ‘;]
\
|
|
|

The between-district segregation measures_can also be helpfulhin a further

*

.. L L N A : . Vg N |
examination of changes at the elementary‘and secondary.levels. Earlier, in ' ) '
ra ",& e |

Figures 3.and 4 differential changes in segregation were ap?arent at elemen— S ‘
A : (.

tary and secondary levels, with increases in segregation occurring in several . . |

regions for secondary schools. These increases were increases in segregatibn

1

,,.
o 0.
AY

wholly among schools within the same district. A.seCOnd way of looking aE'the*
i

- < |

changes occurring at eletentary and secondary\levels is to examine changesiﬂ?

N .,
- 13 <

th between-district segregation in, each region at these two levels. llfw
bet en-district segregation is greater at the elementary level it indicates”

. ~

that fewer white and biack elementary school children live in the same school :

«

districfs than is true for secondary school children.h If the increase from
. . .

1968 to 1972 in between—district segregation is greater at the elementary
.Ievel it indicates that over this period the movement of white students out

of districts with many blacks was greater at the elementary “level than dt the

. . <t . &
secondary level. .., T o
- . e & N LI . ..

The comparisons of elé&entary and secondary 1evels in 1968 show that in |
! ) ‘ : . . |

- N

every regioa‘hut, he Southeast, the between-district segregatiion was greater

1

at the elementary level than at the econdary level. This indicates. that elemen-

tary‘children were more residentially segregated by race~throughout the. country
" than secondary cHildren were-—a,strong indication that-the greater within-

district segregation.found earlier at the elementary level is.not due‘gerely s

. , ‘ . . . . P

to the smaller\size and greater neighborhood focus'of the elementary school,

but is due to a greater tendency to segregate at the elementary level. For
El . *

[ . . .
. - -
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; ) g v Table 12. BETWEEN-DISTRICT - SEGREGATION m 1968 -+ .’ by
e S : AND 1972 IN EACH-REGION FOR ELEMENTARY :.‘
o ; . " AND SECONDARY smoor.s\ e o T
s A \ - - ' L. q . : "L‘«
< ) ' N 3 K3 * - T te T
- 1.- ‘;,,: . . 3 . . P . . “f ) .
‘ . Elementary Secondary £
R 11968 1972 Change. 1968 1972 Change - 1.
" S @ _ @ @) @ (5.7 . (®)yc . -
.. | united scates | .33 w37 ¥, 4,04 32 i3 . Th02
- ‘ J» — :..‘ ~ 5 |\“ § 2 —
New England .~ |..v27 .30 +.03 = 19 .26 DHes o o
Middie . ' e
: 5 Atlantic | W41 .45 +.04 © .30 0 .40 +.10
v, . . J LA .o -t = B '
;|- Border . . +49 11 .50 +.01 239 44 +.05
A Sout:heast 21, .z7 +:06 " g2 L2 £.02. 0
‘ ) , . . . X v 1 N
West: Sout:h : * . . SN e "
; Central :32° .38, *.06 L. .35 T 0%
v, LY ' " - " : R . ,
‘East North ’ & / : .. S .
x Central : ,029 +002 026 " 033 - : :{+O 07‘ | T o
. N N ) ) ) L. L Y ,._ ‘ - N B = .- . - 8
. " West North - RN _ . R R
|’ Central '. 3 38 ?\ 040“ +002: N :'x' 3 33 'Q 4L : —'+.‘08
- .| Mountain y C.19 .23 v 4004 .07 rU1 +.03°
.. o o A *
Pacifie 31 .35} 7 +,04 SW2F R332 +.04
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. )
" regions, the increase was either the samé at both levels or greater at the

.. secondary level.

’ betwaen—district segregation is not affected by the size of school or the size

2N

of its attendance zone, since the district contains both elementary and high

. 7 .

_8chools for those who live within its boundaries,

When we 1ook at’ changes from 1968 to 1972, there is an increase in ‘every

regi.on at both leyels. But the increa\ses .vary by region and by 1eve1. In the

- ~three regions where within-district fsegregation was most reduced, between-

district segregation increased more at the elementary. level., In the remaining

® -
. .
» C e . D »

.

-~ »

What appears td occur is this: As suggested by the earlier data, the
general movement of whites to areas with few blacks d‘uring this period was

gt:eater at the secondary le’vel, very likely due to the greater age and affluence

of families with children of high school age. But the movement in response ‘

to d'esegregation appears to have‘beédn gteater at, the elementary level, for

. f

it is only where desegregation was great that elementary segregation between-

districts increa‘sed more than secondary. These infefences cannot be strong

»
o

here° analysis of changes in spec‘ific districts in a later section will provide

more informatiou about the differenti* processes at the two levels. .




WITHIN- AND BETWEEN-DISTRICT SEGREGATION -
IN METROPOLITAN AREAS

Another way of seeing what is happening in schogl segregation in the

1argest metropolitan areas is to examine trends in the segregation between
\\ »

different school districts in the metropolitan area. Most large cities have

A

a .separate school district from that of the surrounding suburbs (although many

districts in th@ South are countywide)., And just as there is racial segregation
Ce -
due to blacks and whites attending different schools in the same district, there
« \
“is racial segregation due to blacks and whites living in different districts.

Although the former (within-district segregation) has been reduced in a number
of cities, especially in the South the latter (between-district segregation)
has been increasing in each of the metropolitan areas containing the 22 largest
central tity districts except for Washington, D:C.

. .Table l3_compares the within-diatrict and between-district segregation
in each of the 22 larg;et central city districte and their metrOpolitan areas

_4n 1968 ‘and 1972.17

In addition, the trends in between-district segregation
exhibited bromq968 to 1972 are projected forward to 1976 in a simple linear

.proj ecf:ion. The d;ata show that already in 1972, the between-district segre~

gation is 'subéntial in many of these metropolitan areas; for example, it is

:greater than .40 in nine of them. In Washington, D.C. and San Francisco,{it :

17 Data are available, as In other tables, for 1973 for thesecentral city
districts, but cover only some of the non-central city didtricts in 1973. .
Thus .1972 comparisona must be used. Unfortunately, 1974 data, which will

soop be" available, is on an ever more restricted gample.

y ) .

(o d
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Table 13, BLACK-WHITE SEGREGATION AMONG SCHOOLS WITHIY CENTRAL Lt
CITIES AND DISTRICTS IN THE METROPOLITAN AREA™. L
. k4 ’ ! 4 ¥ ' , . ‘;'. |
! : ! Projectédx ' .
‘ 1968 1 1972 A A 17 I
-Within Between Within ﬁétwgen J-?\v;.'Betwgeﬁ';\ - ] --i
Vo York |47 e | w b ar
LOS Ange].es ;86 026 0‘80 028 . ‘\;’ ) é :‘ 03:1 ) L .
- : ‘ ! ,' T . LR
Chicago 86 .40 .87 0 B IR I
. ) '.’ ; ~ “ ;"
“Philadelphia .64 .39 .70 44 X = |
Detroit 66 - .47 VR 67
 Houston .89 .15 .74 £26 ° 37 o
. . |
Bal tinore gL |7 38 .69 ) 46 Y "
.“Dalla’s\;é' \ 91 S [ .72 .26 .36
Cleveland .85 .43 .87 b1 - v .51
Wash., D.C. . 453 .66 .47 .59 .52
Memphis .92 .04 .79 ".05 .06
Milwaukee .76 .15 .76 .21 27 )
San Diege .66 .06 .55 07 .07 '
Columbus,. 0, .60 .12 " .58 . o14 .16
Tampa .78 .01 . .03 . 0L 01
L] ‘(\‘,.: v B N \
St. Louis .82° 47 .85 V.54 61 i
. New Orleans .7i, ~ 24 _ .61 032 o4l
‘Indianapolis .67 .19 .57 .25 31
Boston +60 .21 C.64 .28 .34 -
- Atlanta /- | - .85 W36 .63 .51 .65
Denver .69 .21 .33 .26 31, ~
San Francisco .38 .40 .08 46 T 32

-

*Projections are simble 1inear projections, which over small ranges and in
the absence of sharp actions, such as large-~sgcale desegregation over the whole

7.

o 1ettopolitan area, are sufficient for rough projections.
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" exceeds the segregation within the central\ city district itself.’ Furthermore,

‘N

-

-

the projections of these trends to 1976 show that it may be expected to grow

substan;iélly "in many metropolitan areas. And in two metropélitan‘ areas’ in

addition to Washingtan and San Francisco--Detroit and Atlanta-——it will exceed

- N

the within-@istrj'.ct segregation of these éities (assuming shat the latter does

8

not changg).l The‘sé projections indicate that the segreg::.ltion of: the fut.ure'

- .

*{n metropolitan areas is as much a matter ‘of s.egrega\i:ibn Retween districts ?

it is a matter of segregation within districts.

The Washington metropolitan area, as the one metropolitan area ’j}h .

-

which betwéen—'ﬁistrict segfegation'is decreasing, is especial_ly interesti

v 4 .

because it illustrétes the kind of process that may be expected to occur /in

»

—

* many metroﬁoiitan areas as an outgrowth of presenf: patterns of yithin-—di trict

school desegregation, and continuing residentigl segregation. Washingt

schools bécame almost comppletely 'racially homogeneous (6% white in 1968, and

37 in 1373), with the between—district segrpgation of whites and blacks/

‘ . " '. “
increasing (higPest among all these cities in 1968 and 1972), until finally

the between-distritct segregation ha_.d'nowhere to go but.down. This pattern,

of course, involves the central city first turning nearly all black before \

'

there is reduction of the city-suburb seéregatio’n. : . "

-, All the,changes described so far suggest a strong. individual response

to school degsegregation on the part of families, espécially where desegregation k

has been great. Direct evidence, however, lies in the tendency of white fami-

lies to move when desegregation occurs, either to a district with few r blacks,

-or to ;.1 digtrict in which there is greater segregation--in’ either casle, keep—

i‘ng“the proportion of black schoolmates .for its children low.  What do the data .

¥

show abou: +the movement of white children out of the central city districts when

deseg;:eg tion‘ occurs?

18 . Of[course, desegregation within Boston in 1974 and in Detroit [in 1975,

tices sharply the withif=district segregation in thdsé cities.

~

e e M E T




»

|
|

\ . ‘/ ~/ | . / s . . ) . . ' " . /
! L :
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clear from the preceding sections that there.is_a segregating

process o curriné through individual movement, primarily of white families, / -

- ~

grationjor a smaller proportion of blacks. The consequences of this, of
course{ are to partially nullify the effects of school desegreghtion as

carried out by various governmental Or legel‘agencies. .

What is not yet clear is whether desegregation itself indhces.anf‘

s y

.\

inecr aseg movement of whites from the desegregated district. This is a

hd <

\&1f cult but important question to answer, because_aesegre ation in parti-
Ji school districts is a direct outcome of eocial pdii:;gor legal

lings, and it is important to ask whether there are indirect consequences

desegregation itself which partly,nullify it, and if so, what the size

this response is under varidgs circumstances.1

There have been several studies of the effect of school segregation on

the loss of white children from the desegregating school system. In an
attitude survey of parents in eight Florida countywide desegregated school
districts, one group of authors (Cataldo et al., 1975) concluded that when
the racial,composition of schools is less than 30% black, almost no whites
leave; but beyond 30% a higher proportion leave. Mercer and Scout in a
comprehensive (as yet unpublished) survey of white schodl population

changes in California districts between 1966 and 1973 found no relation be-
tween population changes and the amount of desegregation undergone in the
district. o.narles.Clotfelter (1975),'in contrast, shows that desegregation
in Mississippi had a significant effect on private school enrollment, an '
effect that increased with increasing proportions of blacks in the schools.
Reynolds Farley (1975) used the same OCR data used in our analysis, but

only up to 1972. He found no relation of school integration to white popu-
lation loss, for 125 cities with 100,000 or more population and at least 3% .
blacks, and also for the largest northern and southern cities. His methods.
differ, however, from our own in several respects, particularly in our year~
by~-year examination contrasfed to his five-year examination. .

.

g :‘_7.54
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. separatq,i than in small cities. | ‘ ™
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. . v K1
The question is difficult because casual ebservation shows that degSegre- ' p
gat:i.on has evoked differing reactions in different cities, and because
_desegregatifon has taken p‘lace in very different settings. For example; in
many areas of the South schoal systems are countywide, encompassing both.a . T

1

city and the surrounding suburbs. Leaving a desegregated system in that

setting entails leaving the public school system itself, or a rather distant

»
move (unless adjacent counties have also desegregited, which was a common

occurrénce in ‘the early 1970's in the éouth). 'fhis, of course, is more

~ P 13

difficult _than a move to a separate predominantl"y white suburban school’
7 hd .
system, which 487 the\éommon pattern in the North. Another variation is in

city size, which creates nearly a qualitative difference in the character of
desegregation. For full-sca‘le desegregation in a large city entails mixing

student populations that are much more sociaily distinct and more residentially

Additional complications include these: ‘ : ) i

4.
4

a, Most desegrega'tion in ‘this period toé\‘,place in the South, so. tlz: except

-
-

as there was a similar response in those few places in the Nortinthat did

segregate, the generalizat\ion of results to northern cities must remain a
question. ‘ ] : . /

b. There was a general loss during this time of whites from central cities, a

.
. ~

loss which preliminary analysis indicates is greater« as the size of the
N 4

city ‘is greater, and as the proportion black in- the city is greater.

c¢. The available data show simply the student populations of each race for

“each of the six years, 1968-73, so that only changes in student populations

"are directly measured. This is not exactly thew same as movement, 'althbugh

i ¥ N - —

something abgut net movement of a racial group out of the gistrict’é/ ‘

v

rA L
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schools can be dinferred fron.these measures of.gain or 1oss.20

d. If there is a loss of whites, when desegregation occurs, it is not clear

vhat the time prhgression of this loss is. When does it begin? Does it

continue, and accelerate as the ﬁeﬂﬁbrtion white i the schools declines,

or is it a one-time response which does pot continue once the degree of®
desegregation is constant? Or does it in,fact;reVerse itself, .with
whites returning to the district's schools a year or so after they have

desegregated? Initial observation of particuiar.cities which have fully

desegregated suggests that a loss due to desegregation begins in the _

\ ¢ 4

same year that desegregation takes place, but its subsequent course is
less clear. Using these indications from individual cities we wi11 first

attempt to examine the loss of whites in the sSame year that desegregation

.4‘ . .

~

v
occurs. ' _ . N
' ! [ * ¥

R ] . .
These difficulties are not overcome sﬂhply, but the data are extensive,

showing racial composition'of schools over each.of the six years 1968-73.21

The cities to be examined are divided into/twd groups because of the indica-

tions that response to desegregation differs considerably in very large cities
~ * / ) . X ]
from the response in smaller ones: 1) tw?nty—one of the twenty-three largest
v 7. . :

T

20

Fertilitf changes among whites also ffect*the change in numberg\hf
white children in the schools., Feréility of-whites in the years
preceding this period was declining, which leads to a general declime
in white student populations. Thig affects the constant term in the
regression equations, but not the indicated effects of. desegregation,
unless the decline in white fertih ty was by some chance greater in
those cities that desegregatédd. The covariance analyses even controls
for that possibility (see p. 7I)., .

. . . ’/ . se
.21 [ | :
Schools are not identified each year in a way that makes possible trac-
ing changes,in individual schbols. , -
- ‘- v . . ’ ) v . ./ . ’ i
. . . '7/», o } ’ - N
' ' o, { R o ) .
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districts in the country classified as central-city districts;22 2) forty- .

’ : 2
six of the next forty-—seven largest central-city districts.

r

-

< . 5
These cities are divided into two groups because the response to desegre~

gation appears, as indicated above, diffe?eht\in.the'largest cities from smalj

*

ler ones. In analyzing .the question of how loss of white students is related

4

to desegregation, we will first examine the loss that is related to reduction

~

in segregation in the same year. The measure of segregation used is the

22

v
Washington, D.C., “which has only about 3% white, is excluded because
it is already.racially homogeneous. Alburquerque, the 22nd largest
central-city district, was excluded because the city of Alburquerque
is not among the first 50 in population. Size of central-city . !
district corresponds reasonably well to size of city, but there are
some discrepancies. This set of districts included 19 of the largest
21 cities in the country by the 1970 census (excluding only San Antonio
and Phoenix). In addition, it includes Denver (the 25th largest),
Atlanta (the 27th largest), and Tampa (the/SOth largest). The latter

pd

_is a county-wide school district, which accounts for the ‘large district -

23

size relative to city size. In preliminary analyses, only the largest
20 central-city districts were included, excluding Denver ard San
Francisco. However, because Deaver and Sar Francisco were two of the
few northern cities to undergo extensive desegregation during the
?eriod 1968-73, they have been included.

.
.x

Richmond' Va., which annexed some suburban districts in the same year it
underwent extensive desegregation, was excluded. It was not possible to.
tell from Richmond the exact-size of white loss from “the original district,
although the loss in yeats subsequent to the annexation shows that it

was subStantial Memphis also had annexation, but its size was affected
only slightly, so it ‘was not excluded.
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standardized measure riJ presented in earlier sections.

"In this analysis, all years are taken together (thatis, Ar 13 in 68-69
:is,related to change in whites in 68-69,.Arij in 69-70/ic related to change

in whites in 69-70, etc.) in an equation as follows: " - . .

(4) "w_tth_-l' - e+ by bry pog v by Py g ¥ by InN
t-1° .
D ; ) ‘ .
where: V'~ ‘ - L - .
L is number of white students in the system in year t
r, is the stendardized measure of segregation ih'iear t L.
pbl—l is the proportion black in the'system in year t-1
) Nt;l is the number of students in the system in year t-1

- 2 .
- - « “ . .
- . 1 . e

24

.8

It seems likely that the tendency of white families to leave the system
is related not to a changé in the "index of segregation," but to a change
in the _proportion of blacks in their child's school. Thus a change in

* the uhstandardized measure .of earliex sections, ij (the proportion of

black children in the average white child's school), should be more

directly related to “loss of whites thin is r ij' However, the unstand-

ardized measure is affected by the number of white children in the system,
and thus any analysis including it, must relate the change in Sij in the .
~ . ’
previols year to the loss of whites in a given year. A, discussion in
Appendix 3, however, ‘indicates how one might use the phange in—sij

as a determinant of loss of whites in the same year. * The relation be~
tween the size of a change in si and the corresponding change in rij

depends.on the proportion black in the system. When it is .5 which is
about average for the largest 22 central—city districts, then the change
in r,, is twice the change in s since r It is

13 ge.in 8y4 (since 14y =.(py = 855)/py).
because both the numerator and‘denominator of the formula for rij T
affected by loss of whites to the syste that rij in a given yeat is- approxi-

-

e mately independent of loss of whites i that year. R -/\' .
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The(an'alysis is carried out fi::_r t = 69, 70, 71, 72, 73. They are taken-

-
-

\

- ” A . ’ '\~ a
* together*to obtain an ai'ieragea effect over the five years, hecause ar_nong ’
the 22.cities, massive degegregation in any ome yéar in one city can distort. ' .
results” for 'that year. The two additional variables of proportion black in

»

k . . / . -
the system and number of students are included because these variables g
- -' N . ¥

appear to be related to loss of whites "‘from the systen independently of the

_ change in segregation. . " ' L.

K -~

N’ote thit the independent variable theasuring change in segregation

:Art t-l s 1s just that. It is not a measure of a part%cular forli of change
b ] .

in segregation, such as bussing, nor even of a d;esegr#gation policy. Change

in r can occur through individaal tnoVement" £ black o‘r white students; and
certainly the slight upward movement of segregationo(as measured by r) in
some northern cities is just tha(t. However, these individual tnovenient\s méice
only small diff_erences in r over any year. Large negative values' for 't are )

_due ' to desegregation policie_s instit‘uted in that city. Although the term

"desegregation' to a civil rights lawyer may mpean orily the move to full racial
- - - Aé. » L .. .
balance in all schools, it is impoxrtant to"temember that the desegregation

variable used in this. analysis refers to a reduction of any size in the

index of segregation .

The results of the analysis are presented in Table 14 The table pre-

. sents the coefficients to the above equation for the largest 21 central-city
N - P N . * 0 ' . ’ .
systéms anl the next 46, 'along with standard errors of the coefficients and
‘ - .' » s . ) ‘—~"“N;\
| amount of variance accounted for. To -gain some sense- of the magnitude of
|

" the' effects represented by these coefficients, we can express what the

-

. expected yearly rates of loss of white students Vould be in various circum-

s‘tances. It is important to remember that these are average effects,‘ which

-

80
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_ Table 14. REGRESSION COEFFICIENéS\FOR ANALYSES OF -
, Y WHITE STUDENT LOSS TO CENTRAL" CITIES . ] .
£ . ' A'.‘."“[ ) l " . ¢ ' . . ‘ . | // ' . | .
L = N Largest 21 “Hext 46
.Equation 1 o . ‘ .
CAR § :277(,062) 2091 (,031) )
Prop. black . .t -.135(.028) -.086(. 151) - .
“1n N . - .001(.001) C=.047(.011) 7
Co‘vste,nt . .003 .503 '
R2t - ' ;
Number of observations 1103) (239)

J

|

;

S
28 26 - e _%
|

|

1

3

|

Including int7r~district segregation in SMSA, and interaction of desegregation
with South , . ' .
(P ) -~ . — . T A )

Equation 2 ) * N _

AR | x){ .195( 158) .008¢.151) T ’

Prop} black -:047(, 041) -.033(.019) .

In N ) ' . .007(.008) " -.042(,011) ’

R S A - -.162(0052) ‘ ‘.109(.024),*

ARXS | ST 44(,172) Nel122(.152)

Constant -.064 e )
. gt 35 . 129 \ .

Including interactions of desegregation with proportion black'and inter-district
segregation, and- also including South as dummy variable )

e o i
|

&

- Equation 3

AR
Proportion black
In N N

RSMSA
A RxSouth

_ ARxProp, blatk '*
A RxR SMSA

South S .
Cons;ant )

R

-.460(.187)

.050(.037)
.+003(. 007)

-1208(.045)

146(.201)

-1,774(,513)

544(.501)

-.006(.010) -
"'0037

. e
.60

81

¢
4

LA

~ 1670173 .
27(.022)
Jos1(.011)

-.101¢.029)
© 108(.165)

J406(.254) .
6624 (.385)

-.001(.007)
.43337

Y] R S
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differ from city to city, as will become apparent in subsequent analysis. ‘
1. For a city with the average number of students, with no blacks ‘i
* and 'no _reduction in segregation,‘ the expected loss per year is: :

N a)’ largest 21: '(g;in of) 0.3% of whi'tes. present at 'beginning
of year w(averaige‘ mftnb:er of students is 169 ,000) . e
. b) Next '46: 1. 3,4 of whites present at beginnihg of year

‘(average number of “students is 58, 000)

2.  Additional expected loss if the city is 50% black: -

- a) Largest 21: 6. 8,4 of whites present at beginnirg of year

<
-

+ b) Next 46: 4 37 o,f whites present at beginning of. year

3. Additional expected loss “if the city experiences a decrease of s

20% in the index of segregation in that year.25

a) largest 21: 5.5% of whites at beginning of year
. b) Next 46: 1.8% of whites at beginning_ of year
4. Additiolal expected loss if a city was twice its size:

a) largest.2l: (éain \of) .07% of whites present at beginning

-

[ ° X 3
: of’ ‘year.

b) Next 46: -3.3% of whites present at beginning of year

[y

'I‘aking the first three losses together, the expected logs of whites

. from a city sysfem with 50% blaéks would be.

3 .
¥ . M

.3

e 25 A decrease of .2 in the index of segregation is approxipately equal e

to an increase .f 10%-ih the black schoolmates of the average white
in the system if the proportion is .50.

- -
J o ) , "~ Py




,Fosrthe largest 21:

with reduction of .2 in segregation: (-) _0.3% + 6.8%Z + 5.5% = 12.0%

‘with no change in segregation: (-) 0.3%7 + 6.82 = 6.5%

For the next 46%

L4

. with reduction of .2 in segregation: 1.3% + 4.6% + 1.8% = 7.7%
“yith no change in segregation: 1.3%7 + 4.6% = 5.97% .
These results suggesththat the impact of desegregation is quite large
gd} the largest 21 districts, of the same order of magnitude as other effects;

-

- -

but that for the next.46 cities, the impact (1is much.less,’considerably

smaller than that due to other factqrs. (The a%erage loss of whites per year

3

in the 1argest 21 cities was 5.67 of thosé present at the beginning of the
year, and in the‘hext 46, 50%7 ) - It should be remembered also that this is

, an effect for the yearuof desegregation only, we do not yet know about sub-

N
r « hd

sequent effects.

i

-~

.:iijﬁﬁLg0381f1ﬂ;Eéase of .2 in the segregation index compare to the

//ﬁga largest declines that occhrred in segregatioﬂkin these cities in any \&\

: single year9 Onerway to get a sense of this is, as stated earlier, from
the fact that in. a city with 5 blacks in the schools, an increase of 10%
blacks in the average white child's school is equivalent to a decrease of
.2 in\th segregaticn measure. To give ﬁﬁother.sense of the magnitude of

: " ) e .-
a change {of .20, the cities among the 21 largest districts are listed below

in wh a reduction in segregatiOn of.;lO or.nbre occurred‘in any single *

‘year, togeﬁher with the year it occurred'~ ' .

v

-




. - Reduc tiqf). in
Year i segregation

' Ho?sto‘n ' 69-70
‘Dallas, I (01
Memphis ; ' 72-73
Tampa - 70-71
Indianapolis . 72-73

Atlanta : 69-70
) 72-73

Denver - 68-69

San Francisco . 70-71

e Ty

Eight of the 121 cities underwent a reduction 'in segregation of .1’or
more in any single year, and three‘a feq&ctiot? of .2‘ or more (an‘d seven c;f )
fhem unde;.'went a reduction of .2 or' .more over the total period §8—-73). .
Anio_n‘g the néxt 46, 11.3 underwent a reduction of .2 or more over the whole -

period', and 10 of these a reduction of .4 or more. Many c/:l.r/ies, of coukse,

A
.

undervent no ‘desegregation at all, and their segregation indices remained

_appro;:imately constant, or increased.

- 3

A next step which can be taken (or two 'st‘:eps at once) is to attempt to

St T

P

-cqnsider,}:wo more factors which differ among cities which have experienced

—x

desegregationm, factors which may affect the rate of loss of whites. One is
e Y <« - : B

. / .
location in the South or North. This factor we do not expect to affect the

general loss of whites, but only their 1o§s' vhepn desegregation occurs, Thus

P ‘ \ .

we canlask what is the effeét&__, of desegregation of .2 for gquthe'xjn f_(_:.it‘é.eﬁ,




-

and what is the effect for northern: cities? Second\, cities differ in the

L

degree to which a snburban aIter_native .is ayailable. Some cities, either
because% thle- school district_ encompasses all or most of the metropolitan
area,' or because the rest of.the metropolitan area is aboi:t the same racial
ccomposition as the central city, have no such available havens. Thus we can

ask how the logs~of whites is affected by the racial disparity between city

s

and suburbs; or what we have called in an earlier section, the between-district

* segregation..

- i *
A regression equation which includes these two variables gives results °

as indicated in Table 14, which allow the following estimates: >
Estimated increase, in loss ‘of whites in one year as a function
of reduction of .2 in index of segregation. .

. . _ So;xth * North ‘ v
:-,': \.‘ . Largest’Zl . : " 6.8% . 3.9% . ) )
Next~46 : 2.6 L 0.2
» - r - >

'l'hese results show tha,t indeed there has been a greater loss of whf*tes when

.

desegregati’on has taken place in large southern cities than when it has taken

place in large northern cities, with the estimate nearly twiée for the'

-

(

soutHern cities what it :Ls for northern ones. For the smaller cities, there

e

is a similar difference, with essentially no loss estimated for northern

. ,_’n «*

cities. 'A caution must be introduced in these estimates. as the table shows,

. E— #y AN a 1
1‘» Py

. the coefficients on which the estimates are based are not as large as theinf.'

7

standard. errors, so that the estimates should be—b&k\en as only a best; .

guess, , The reason, of course, is that.only a small number of cities in both " |

_llorth and South in bqth sam?les haye experienced high degrees of desegrega-

.‘tio:n. The'fact ‘that'the results are sim’il?ar for.-botl‘{ ‘sets of cities d.oes,‘ | ) 1
‘_how‘?vei;-, provide some ddditional confimtion: ' . ’- c ‘.‘ !

v
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, Estimated increase in loss of whites in on year as a function of
| 50% black in city school district *and between—district segregation

v - : Of 04:
' ' - - Between—district
/ 50% black segregation of .4
N i La l T 203z - 05 (3
R \ rgest 2 ' ~ 6 ’.7
§ ’ i * Next 46 " 1.6% 4.3%
. , y { ,
‘\ The estimates show that t;‘he loss which was'earlier seen as resulting from
. i i . ' _ g
\ the proportion black in the, city can in fact ip considerable part be accounted
‘ for by the between—district .segregation, which 1is a ‘function of the dif#rence, .

tween proportion black in the city and that in the suburbs. ~Thus the . ’

frequent observation that the loss of whiteg from’ central-city school systems
depends on the existence of suburban systems with high proportions of whites

is certainly confirted by these data. Note, however, that this is a generallz
1 greater 1oss of whites under such conditions, not related to the period of de-

-

segregation. The questio@(ether<th/ere is additi'qnal loss at the time of

desegregation can be answered by a _further analysis, to which we now turn.

In this analysis, we include not only the possibilities that have.alread}L v

beenjéramined, b}n': three others as'wellz-, _ . : \

-

a) The possibilityt that there is a generally different loss rate
of whites from central cities in the South than in the North,

. in the absence of desegregation

-

" - \

‘b') the possibility that desegregation produces di.fferent rates

" of loss when the proportion black in the city differs (inter-

action between’proportion black and change in seéregation)
_ c). the ’possibility that desegregation produces different rates
. of 10ss when the inter-district segregation differs

. 'I.'he estimates of these, effects can best b€ expressed as the total estimated
. \.‘

x\‘
SR

3



ioss rates under different illustrative conditions.26 We will consider

what, the loss rates would be for the average size district in the South for

1
o fon,

sach group of cities where the red_uction, in segregation is .2, as in earlier

’ 4 e

illustrations. Estimates are-given for various combinations of proportion

black in the central-city district ranging from .25 to .75 and’ between
district segregation ranging from 0 to . 4.

The tabulation below shows the estimated loss rates under these various

@

. LR - . » ‘ ¢
illustrative conditions. . . ) - g
Between—district - Largest 21.° Next 46, '
segregation proportion black prop rtion{black
+25 .50 275 N\ /25 .50 .75

L]

. .-
L ~ » .

N 15 22 . 30 10 11 13

~ ] © {/.

>
* e M . .
B - ) /

26 The individual coefficients_f om Table 14 if interpreted alone without'

combining both the interaction) terms and the main effects are not meaningss
ful. Thus the negative sign oh the cocefficient for 4 r is not itself in%y
pretable, without the compensating positive cogfficient of A Tx proportion
black. Even’so, particular c b_ipations of values for the variables would
show results that would seem likely on their face (for example, integra-
tion at very low proportions black agparently bringing about 2 small gain
~in proportion of whites in ‘eity schools, rather than a loss, or increased
proportion black apparently bringing about a small gain as well). This

is probably due to Msspecificat}guf the equation--for example, .some
nonlinearity’in effect of ptoportion black, not allowed by the equation

as specified, or to a tendeéncy of two highly correlated variables to have
"coefficients that polarize,” due to minor sampling fluctuations. (See

"Instabilities of Regression Estimates Relating Air Pollution to Mortality,"

Gary C. McDonald and Richard C. Schwing,. Technometrics. Vol.15, No.@,
Aug.. 1973, ) Finally, there is the fact that some coefficieni’would give
meaningless values of rate of loss (e.g., over 100%) for extreme values
of the 'independent variables (e.g., A r = 1 and proportion black = 1,0).
This' is due to a deliberate misspécification of the equation. The appro-
. priate dependent variable would have been logarithm of (whiﬂes in year
t/whites in year t-1), rather than. (whites in t -~ whites in t-1)/(whites
in, t-1). The latter was used because it gives almost the same results as
the former, and the coefficients are more directly expressible as additions
“to-a given rate o£ loss. : .

: ~ - 1y

0. 2% 1¥> 17% 1% 2% 3% . -
L2 < 16 24 5 7 8 .

-
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These estimates are for a city in the South. In the North the losses'

AN

at the time of reduction in segregation are es_timated to be 3.5% less in\

the largest 21 cities and 2.3% less in t_he-.neicﬁ 46. liowever, should be

recalled that more desegregation took place in the South, so that the estimates .

are‘ less religble for mrthern cities, It should also be notefl that some

co{n‘binations of proportiou black and between-district segregation are impos-
sible or quite unlikely, such as .25 proportion black and A etween-district
) segregation, or .75 black and 0 between--di’sﬁct segregation

' The most striking from these illustrative estimates ar tﬁn effects.

One is the large increaSe in the effect of desegregation on/ rate of white
N

loss as the proportion black in the Eistrict increa,ses.l This effect exists
in both size cities, though it is more pronounced in th 1 rgest 21... There
is a similarly largeﬂintréase 1/;1 the|effect %ieségreg tion on white loss if

district segregation. In this case, the est eéd augme: tat_ion effect is
- . high both for the smaller cities and

" The analysis above does n , hoWwever, answer certgin other que}ﬂggs’, ) -

such as the losses’of whites in subsequent years. "To ,examine this question,

we can slightly modify equation (4), and exanine the loss in a given year as

. : L]

. .and two more equations, including respectively b13 Art-—z,t-3 ’ b13 Art—2, g_'3 p
+b » and b +.b Art-a3,t-4'+ blS A'{t-4,_t-5 .

14 8 t—3,t-‘4 13 rt-—Z,t-3 14

The last of the equations, which examines ef_fects of degegregation over the
. . , . ) -~ ) ¢

preceding five years, is the most complete, bun gives the least accurate.

estimates,’ since it is based only.on the loss in 72-13, and includes only,

.
— - :

'« v . . ‘,._- - 88 . '.:.‘~ , - ’,.-

a function of the desegregation not only in that )e/ar, but in preceding years: L .
. W, ot Weq ' B . _ - N o ”
. ‘—"t - ='t\a + bll Art,t;l + b12 Art-l,t-z + b2 Py ¥ 133 In.N . (5
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21 observations. ,fhus, only the first four equations will be used and only

the first three coefficients, for which there are nmltiple‘estimates, will
hY o -
be calculated by averaging over the equations. These results will. give an

indication of the time pattern of white loss following desegregation.?7 The

¥ -

- > ) A ., '
indication must be preliminary, because asking as d@tailed a question as this
. » N ) . - A . . 6
of data which consist of a limited number of desegregation experiences, some

0f which occurred only in 71-72 or 72473, camnot provide a conclusive answer.
) " i -~ 1:
Nevertheless, it is useful to attempt to obtain even a preliminary ansyér to

fhe question. Table 15 shows for successively greater numbers, of terms, up
- " ' - .. -
to three, the estimates for coefficients. When these coefficients are averaged

-
-

as described earlier to attempt to estimate the succeeding_effects of*
7

" integration, the results are not very satisfactory, nor even' highly consistent,

<

except for the first term (the year in which integration took place) The ’

~

second year shows essentially no effect whiie the third year s&ows an im— .

probably large positive effect.%? Thus, this attempt must be fegarded_as

K

unsuccessful for statistical reasons (probably the particular years of L

desegregation associated with estimates for particular lags). 'The most that®

- ¢ . . to —
can be said is that there is no evidence for a return to city schools in

The possible indirect accelerating effects of desegregation on white loss
through its effect on increasing the proportioniblack (pb in eqoation (5)) is

27

not reflected in the coefficients b11 through b 15° That effect can be cal-

~ culated to determine, for example, the effect in year 2 through Ar Jt-1 in

'Apb and then the product b2 Apb _ ) ‘

28 One reason for suspecting estimates of Ar is that they ‘are heavily de-'

pendent on changes.in segregation that ‘took“place in 1971-72, -‘and amon
the 21 cities, there were no large changes during- that year. '

»




. : ‘Table 15. FURTHER ANALYSIS RESULTS i .

| ) )
| , / :
| . ) .
| o (Equations include proportiqn black, ‘and inter-dlst&'iot '
| - . ‘ segregation) T .o ;
D - . . T e -
. P . = ' - ‘ ’
Large 21 - . o , ! T -
» Years of desegregation ~AR- | AR . ‘A RS~ . R '
N 69-73 _ N *.317(..061) VLY e M3s
<t T 0-73 L AT .325(.070)  ~.008(.082) - .36
. 71-73 . —— .252(°.059) ~.206(.138) - /.774( 196) . 11.56 g
.. 12=1 -, 561(.081) -.1'66.(._133) .772( 190) .81 -
. . g ST R R
. Next 46 v - by AN
. ¢ . 'S ‘ R . R . L . 3 <,
69-73 — ~127(.032) S "ol 29
+ J0-73 N «111(.034) " 041( 034) o ' ;?i’_ w25
71-73 ‘ -106(. 033) .032( 051) .011(’ 038)/ RT3 ¢
ST , +131(.052) . - 023( 062).. , =.027¢.047) | ¥ ..36 -
RV AT - : |-
- Estimated added losses of whites due to desegregation in first year of.
. desegregation, in second }’ear, }and thirci year, assmning reduction of 2 in .
segregation index.* - - ' ‘ N .
) . "o - N \’. : . ,.. ‘. X 1. Pl
. :»"; i . ';“: ' - .
. P o * c vy
. First ¥ Second . Third -~ “
4 year ; yeéar . year ! .
' Large 21 \ 7.32 1.82(gatn) 41548 |7
- 'N“ext 4 6 > \2.42 096% ."\ . ) " 0.4(3&10.‘. ’ ‘ [ -
.. ’ . ~ . T [ . x e 'h:‘ ::.,. "\ k
e ” . ‘ ’ s i i r ';1 . ‘v«
' ' . ;? y S “‘:
" *Unweighted avereiges_ of above estimates were used because standard errors._ B
- " were nearly alike. . . . S :
i-‘ :e ;

-



the second oF third year after desegregatioh nor any strong evidence for a

\ -

'delayed loss ‘in the second and third years after desegregation. (There ‘is,

[

~

hoWever, an indirect ei;fect in subsequent years through the ingrease in

-

proportion‘ black that occurs during the -first year.) o

There is another' more. stringent test of segregating effects of school

‘ ~

desegregation than thos’e we have examined so far. Each city, with its own
. 4
partfctrlar housing patterns, suburban configurations, crime levels, distribu-

«

tion of racial prejudices, industrial growth or decline, and other factors,

has rates of white loss that are ‘spectfic to it. . A rough test of this sort

. &

. can be carried out for the largest cities by using the white student loss

. that occurred in each city in 1968—69, before muc}asegregation occurred in
Ay

ahy of thes‘e cities (except ‘for Denver), and observing what occurred from

",

“{19-69 to 1973. ,'For the tweIVe d‘istriclts of the 22 wh?ch did not experience

{ ,
reductior;:(f f at least 0.1 in segregation over the period 1968—1973 (and on
‘ averag{’éxperienced 1o change at. all), loss of white students ‘expected be-

tween 1969 and 1973, baSed on their 1968-69 ‘losses, was 17% of the white -

r

students present in. 1969. The actual 1pss during this pefiod was 207 only

~

slightly greater than expected. For the ten districts which did experience

s "
i .,,*A-

‘ desegregation qf 0.1 or more, their expected loss between 1969 and 1973 based

T
v

efore desegregation losses, was ‘on 107.'. But thei:r: actual
‘. 9-.~N

1969—73 lossea aVeraged 26/ of ‘the white students eSent in 1969 Ta_ble.16
W . «”' ! .’( R - '
shows these figures for' each city separately. o IR ‘

2

A more careful .statistical examination of /f,hi “sort may be made by in-
s < \A} / sy R
troducing into the regression equation adﬁ/mmy vari@ble for each cIty. » Sgce

s ot . L2 [

in eQua.tion (4) there are fiVe obServations for each city, the 'degreea/ of




OF WHITE STUDENTS 1969-1973, 22 LARGEST CENTRAL CITY DISTRICTS

< *
. - Y - .
) 70
. . o . -
. Table 16.__REDUCTION IN SEGREGATION 1968-~1973, EXPECTED AND ACTUAL LOSS

~s o : . . Proportion of Whites Present
R e " ... 7 7" in 1969 Lost by 19735
B.eduction-m' Expec‘:ted (based on 1 ‘ -
. District ' Segregation city's 1968-69 loss™) '| » Actual’ |
1. New York L (4 .03 W11 ) .16 ‘
2. Los Angeles . 07 15 .20
3. Chicago ©#) .02 ' 16 - 1. .25t
4. Philadelphia |- (+) .08 .13 13
5. Detroit” BN 33 _ .30 -
6. Houstn* = .- a7 19 S B U L
"7 7. . Baltimbre 02+ 10 7 16 §
, $. Dallas S ) .05 SR T
ﬂ 9. Clevel ST W 02 N U 12
10. Washingtop T .36 : 42
L —1l. "Memphi/ S / ///ﬁ i " .10 . . .37 o
12, MilwauRee |~ .02 .07 S BT
\VF3. San’ Didgo* ; ) .13, SN .. .08 -
" 14. Columbys, Ohid S L .07 12 . .
) 15. Tampa* L4 (+) 09 ° R RO IR E 1
' 16. St. Louis f1-0 () .03 , 17 , . 25
17." New Orleansk st "4 o 38
; '18. -Idianapolis# .28 - .10 R B 7/
19. Boston ) 03 a s
"20.° Atlanta: - -7 37, 26 ¢ .59, K
21 Denver* & - .38 BN R ‘4. 0 “
22.* San Francisco® ST RV . 3 I N
*Average' for 10 citigs : X B Lo
which had 0.1 or more ‘ 10 ¢ N .26
reduction in segregation. . B S - R S
- wﬁiﬁaﬁzdfﬁsiztﬁiﬁgfl - Y ‘ 17 e - : .20 .
reduction in segregation. a T .
igxzec;:teclléégsggeqﬁals 1.- ’ where x eguafs" propog;ion white students . -
St in 1968-60. ) \ "
5 ‘o‘ . e . /
7 |
|




] _those that have not, to diScover the effeft of Jesegregatioﬁ on loss'of white :

-

This analysis makes a somewhat different comparison than the prev1ous -

ones. In those anaiyses, districts which hgve desegregated are cdmparéd %‘ib

e

students to the system. In this analysis, by contrast, we compare,districts

that have desegregated with their own expected rates of loss’in the absence :

of desegregation, to~aiscover any additional loss of whites:dde to desegrega-

-

tion. This is obviously a much more stringgnt test because it controls for

the general characteristics of each city. The equations used in the a' lysis

include proportion black, logarithm of number of students, and between-dISErict

segregation, with the addition of a dummy variable for each city: The results

" of the ‘analysis give coefficients for Ar of .&58 (.058) for the largest 21 city
L ' ) R .

—districts, and .143 (.034) for the smaller cities.29 These coefficiehts‘

correspond closely to those found in earlier equations, indicating that the

‘ estimate of the ayerageradditional loss rate during desegregation is a Stable
one, and not due- to uncontrolled characteristics of the cities.. ’
N ] . . . M
Finally, it s possible to carry out a full analysis of ‘covariance, in °
‘ L]

0

which we can not only control for the characteristics of the indiyidual cities,

ﬂ;t also estimate thezloss rate under'desegregation for each city which under-
. ~

went substantial desegregation. 30 These estimates are probably as QloSe as

A\

we can obtain to the actual effects of desegregatiOn ‘on white 1oss in the

year of desegregation. They show that the estimated white loss does vary N

-

" 29 R2Qin these equations are .64 and .55 respectively. .
- 30 This analysis is carried out by an equation with Ar (change in segrega-
tion), dymmy variables for each city, and interactions between the city.
- dummy Variable and Ar. The coefficient for each city is the same as

the sum of the coegficients for Ar‘'and the interaction term.
/

»
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o - ’ < . .
considerably from city, to city, and that the avgrage loss rate specified

earliex ol;scures very iiifferent loss rates in di:fferent cities. Table 17
shows' the estimate(él loss rate in the year of desegi‘egation if Ar were .2,

¢

for all cities lieted earlier .which uhderweﬁt desegregation of .1 or more

in a single year. These rates must still be regarded as only estimates be-

’ v » .

cause there are other things varying.concurrently with desegregation. For
three of these, proportion black, between-district segregation, and size of

district, the equation has controlled the general effects; but the specific

? .

effects of each of these variables (as well as others) may diffep-from city

to city. Nevertheless, these figures do indicate where the logses due to
) seggeg'ation‘are especially gre_ét, and where they are small.
l l PLECE . - - P
- - . o

-
.

=

Table 17. ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL LOSS OF %ITE STUDENTS

. IN SPECIFIED CITIES ) Lot
-(Loss during desegregation in cities which had a Ar in one
T year of -.1, beyond general loss of whites in those cities.
»' Desegregation assumed is Ar = -.2.)
. . . N
R BT Estimated loss as a percent | ~-
CT v o of white students present | -
City ‘ N - > at beginning of year
. Houston = ¢ “ (gain) 0.9% . . '
Dallas C : 2.5% _
. 'Memphis A 13.5% ¢
- Tampa ) 1. . 2.3%"
L y Indianapelis. RS M 5.@7. -
@ Atlanta - - // 11. 0%
v : Denver ' (gain) 2.3%
San Francisco 4.3%
RN Average 4.5%
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Now that we have some sense of the magnitude of the lossés of whit:es

in t:he year in which desegregation occurs, and how that magnitude varies

\s.-_.‘fﬁ

among different cit:ies, it is useful to ask just how much difference this

LY

7makes in the long run in the city s population composition For insofar

as we can determine, the effect of desegregation is a one—time effect.

The present“data give no good evidence that there is a continuing increased :

. loss of whites from city schgols after desegration has taken place. On

the other ;h‘and_, there\are secondary. ippacts of the initial loss: it ,
;increa'ses the proportion of blacks in the schools, which itself increases
tlle rate of loss. And it.increases the racial:disparity l)etween subucrbs
and city, also increasing the rate of loss. Yet these .are secc;nd-order
effects and. th‘eir overall impact is ot clear

One way of gaining a sense of the difference that sharp desegregation

makes\lsﬂx the racial compqsition of a city in\ subsaquent: years ds to

consider a hypothetical city ,With particular characteristics, and apply )

the coefficients of the equations to the changing population composition
[ .. . :

of the city, year by year, undex two conditibons: with sharp desegregation o
in.the\ first year, and without any ch‘ange.in segrEgation..

We will do‘tlﬁs with two of the equa't:ions for the larg‘e cities:"
the simple equat:ion including only Ar, proportion black,\and logarithm

of student population (Equation 1in Table 14); and"the most: complex

’

>

equation, incl\u,&ing th'{ee interaction terms (Equation' 3 in'Table 14) .,

Assumed characteristics of thé district ip year' 0: , -

*

Propor tion black = 0,50

No'

‘Proportion white = 0,50 l ' .
2 ' A .




*4,  Suburban ring equal’ in size to central city, and all white ’
(this means that initial between district segreg_etion for
SMSA iS .33) 4 \ - . .

v -
B
.

*5, Located in North.

~ %6. No overall change’ in student- populations in SMSA, white
losses from central city appear in suburbs.

* %7. No movement of blacks to suburbs.

*

(Starred items are rele\fant only to Equation 3 in Table 14.)

The population compositions of the cities will be proj\ected under
(

two assungptions. first, that there is no change in segregation (Ar = 6);

and’ Second, that in year 0:1 ‘there is a drop of .4 in r.. This would not
.t . . , R

be tétal desegregation in most large cities, .(see, for example; Table 13)
Jbut, it would reduce the segregation b& about half, and in some cases more,
and be very substantial desegregation. .

Equation 1, including only Ar, proportion black, and loga}:ithm of size,
) Certainly does not inciude all the ways in which desegregat:.on can have
“3

~

an impact on white student loss\. On the other hand, Equation 3 may.
overstate the initial loss upon desegregation through the magnitude of

the’ ;nt:eraction terms and may understate the losses after desegregatie%?
. : R - CL
" . The two equagitpns. show, however, something about the range of effects that

-—

- v . . " '; ’ .,
might be expected, for a city with these characteristics.
AR 3 y . — .

A -

< . . T
"PREDICTED PORTION' BLACK IN YEAR -t

[ 4

Year; 0 1 2 3. & 5 6. 7 8. 9

) » . % " ~ .

o
7 "l‘ Y

Equation, 3

) #62° .63 .65 .67 .69 .71 .73
w54 .55 =56 .58 .59 .61 ..63

r

I:fquation 1 ‘ ‘ _
vith desegregation (.4) 45 .54 .56 .58 .60 .61 .637 .65 .67° .69
without desegregation 5 517 .53 .35 .56 .58 .60 .61 _.537_.65

.70
-67

.75
.65

RS,

X
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We should emphasize that these projéctions are not intended as
. . .l ~
" predictions for any city . They are intended rather to give a better
perspective on what these equations imply.for the impaét of desegregation

.

on the city's populatipn,cohposftion. . e e i

'

The equations give’consider;bly diffegenf projections, but pé}haps

the most’ important point is that the iééac% éf desegregation, a§ a o;e—
,.‘time impact,‘matters less iﬁ the overall popuiatioh compositibn of thg
céntral city than does the,conéinuing loss'of whites with‘ogbwithout'

A

desegregation. AcCo;ding to Equation 3 from Tabie 14, there would be ,

-~ ’

a 10% difference in the proportion black iﬁ Ehe-cityigt the eﬁd of t;n years '
. due to desegr%gatioq; but even withou£ désegreéation, the pro?ortioq would

have increased from .5 to .65. And éccoréiné ts Equation 1 from Table 14,

the difference due.to deségregatiQn wqgld be only 3% at the end of tﬂe 10

years, but with about the same géneral increase in proportion black.
. i “ . ‘ . . -
It is useful also to see the projected proportion of white schoolmates

. . [

for -the average black child under these conditions, and the proportion of .

~ -

black schoolmates for the aberage white in the metropolitan area. These

are given below, assuming an initial segregation of .8, reduced to .4 under

desegregation.. .
\ ) ) . .
. White schoolma tes Black schoolmates
r . “for average black ™ for average 'white
o i _ Year 0  Year 10 Year 0  Year 10
Equation 1 ' .
with desegregation i © .30 .18 ’ 15 .09
without desegregation .10 07 .05 .03
Equation 3 . . - ) _
with desegregation oL 30 RS 3 .5 .08

without desegregation . .10 .07 , .05 \ .04
_p ) .
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0

These projections show that under all conditions, there is an extensive
" - ~ 4

decline in interracial contact over the ten years. -The interraciaI

-

contact under desegregation is projected to remain higher after 10 years
than it was in year "0 under no desegregation, but the projected erosion

is great, and especially so under desegregation. Most -of the intended

R Y

benefits of desegregation.will have been lost at the end of 10 years--

’

« in part to the loss of white students upon desegregation, but due eveni;’

more to the general loss of white students from city schools, with or

without desegregation. Nothing heré can be said, of course, about the

.

. ' _ .
quality of interracial contact in the two situations.

»” .

It is important again to emphasize that these are profections,?or a

t

hypothetical city with the given characteristics; as.iS'evident in *

K

.
N

"

‘o .. ) ¢

the earlier analysis, the estimated.ippact of changes in“segregation

differs from city to city, and in some cities,iSAestimated to be absént.

Altogether, these projections emphasize what data from earlier

5, - ";i
projectiops have shown: thaf‘%hh emerging patterns of segregation are

\
‘

those between large cities which are becoming increasingly black,, and ‘f
everywhere else, which is'beconing increasineg white. Desegregation-in
central cities hastens this process of residential segregation but ot

by a great deal-under the conditions -specified in the example./ It pro-,

P .
vides a temporary, but fast eroding, increase in interracial contact ameng

children within the central city. In district's with certain characteristics,,

however, (such as about 757% black and ebout .4 between—district segregatiOn;

-~

as in Detroit, Baltimore, Philadelphia, or® Chicago), the impact of full- K

scale desegregation would be, according .to the,estimates fram page 65,

‘. i .
~

. . N
) .

2 2
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very large, moving the city's schools to gearly all black.in a single year.

What would happen in a particular city is unknown, the point here is that the
1
white loss depends very nuch on the. extent of desegregation, the proportion

4

bldack in the central city and the black—white differential between central
"o city and suburb. , ,°,ﬁ - - S i
: \:.“**.;-‘4:'..-:#«’#‘3*‘-' T - T v ° - ‘e .

T

”J;wElementary and Secondary Schools . .

One final question is useful to examine before ending this quest for the

g
A

effects of desegregation within large central cities. This is the differential '
T - ’ - . ) ; g .
effect on loss Pf'whites from elementary school and from high school. The

ES

question cannot be answered with a high'degree of conclugjveness, because ghme
apparent changes in elementary or \secondary school populations may have been

L]

due¢rather to a grade reorganizatlon among the schools in the district Such

l

reorganizatiOns are particularly likely to occur in desegregating systems and

“the effects on the aralytical reSults are. unknowm. : . )
: . ! .

+ ., -

‘Nevertheless, Equations (1), (2), and (3) from Table 14 were analyzed
separately for elementary schools and high schools, with some consistency of

1 resultsf In general, the elementary school losses in the year of desegregation

4 B 4

were much more extensive than the secondary school losses. For Equation (1),

-~

where thé overall effect in the largest 21 cities nas estimated At 5.52 loss

of whites with a :.2 reduction in segregation, the.effect for elementary

-

schools was estimated to be 20.4%, compared to omnly 5.3% foﬁ\aecondary schools.

-

For the next 46 elties, the elementary losses were estimated at 12.8% and the

secondary at 0{5%.31 Results for the other two eqqations‘are not inconsistent‘

. ) i : ' .
~ -

31' The fact that in neither the 21 cities not the, 46 is the estimate of the

|
1
]
|
1
overall effect’ an average, or near an average, of the estimated elemedtary ;
and secondary effects raises some question about the latter estimates. We k
have no explanation for this anomaly, except the possiblity or school re- | :
organization.

99 - ¥ -
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‘, . . -
‘% 2
with these, but are ‘Barred by the high degree of collinearity among the inde—
pendent variables. The indication from these-resdlts is that the"hffect of

desegregation on elementary school losses is rather great dbnsiderably greater'
A}
than for the secondary schools. This result_should be regarded as less than

1 conclusive, because of the unknown effects of school reorganization on numbers
- F) .

of students classifiedbin elementary and secondary schools, and because the

collinearity preyented strong confirmation by use of equations with greater

. - - .
. ’ » E

numbers_of vatiables. Yet the result"does appear in both sets of districts,

- . -
e -

and slggests that desegregation has a particularly strong effect at the ele--

-~
* \ £

mentary school level. This,’of'course, is more destrnctive of the goals of -
racial.integration of schools than 1if ‘the loss were greater at high séhggl

" U levels.. For if the tendency of white families to leave a desegregating system
‘ s especially pronounced in the éiementary grades then .the loss will have

its impact at all grade levels, as the elementary children move into high

o~

school. : ) ‘ o

- o . ‘ ‘
The earlier analysis of changesnin‘within—district and between-district

5 -

. . &4 * o . . . 4 R
segregation at elementary and secondary schools showed that there is greater

-~ .

movement both within and between districts of the sort that léhds to. resegre-

gation among white’ secondary school students than among elementary ones. The

-

~  present analysis shows that this greater movement at the secondary level is

ye

not a response to desegregation,.but rather a general movement independent of

. esegregatibn, presumably related to,the family‘s age and to. its affluence

7 o 1.7 In the large cities (among the largbst 22 central city school.

districts) there is a sizeable loss of whites when desegregatio
takes place.

" A
P , -t _;;

A | 100
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2. " There is a loss, but less than half as large, from small cities. (ﬁ‘ o
These differences due to city size continue to -hold.when the ’
duced opportunity of white flight into surrounding school districts
in the smaller cities is taken into account. - ' &

3. The estimated loss is less in northern cities which have undergone
desegregation than in southern ones., - . s ,

4, In addition to effects of désegregation-on white loss, both the v .
absolute proportion of blacks in the central city and their pro- 3
portion relative to those in_ the surrounding métropolitan areas

't have strong effects on loss of whites from the central-city district.

L
v - c e - . ° ' : ! »

5. Apart from their general effect on white loss, a high absolute prp~ -
portion ,of blacks in the central.city and a high difference in racial °
¢omposition between the central- -city district. and the remaining B

) metropolitan area both intensify the effects of desegregation on '™ - - ~
.rates of white loss. . ‘ /? '
w .
6. When general rates of white loss for individual cities ‘are ‘taken 8
.into account, the desegregation effects still hold to about the
same degree as estimated from comparisons among ciéieg.

-

*

. 7. No contlusive resulns have been obtained concerning the difect effect
of d segregation in subsequent years after the first. The indirect
. effect , ‘however, through increasing the proportion black in the city
. and the segregation between the city district .and suburban onés Jis
to accelerate the loss‘of whites. .
8. The effect of desegregation on white loss has been widely different
o among different cities'where desegregation has taken place. °

9. ' Because, insofar as we can estimate, the 1oss of whites upon de~
segregation is a ome-time loss, the long-term impact~of desegrega- °
. . tion is considerably less than that of other continuing factors. T. .
. The continuing white lpsses produce an extensive erosion of the 1
i
j

interracial contact that desegregation of city schools brings about,
. " ' { T
10. . The effects of desegregation on loss of white eleementary school
children‘appeéars considerably greater than the effect on loss of
Gt g secondary school children. |,
. All this leads to general conclusions consistent with those from earlier )
s ' o
sections of* this examination. that the emerging problem with regard to- school

. P )

desegregation is the problem of segregation between central city and suburbs; .

-

‘and in addition, that current umans by which schools are being desegregated are




v - s
inténsifying.that problem, rather than reducing it. -‘The emerging problem’ of
schogl‘segregation in large cities is a problem of metropolitaﬁ'area resi-

.

.- dential segregation, black'centrél cities and white suburbs, brought about

by a loss of whites from the centrff eities. This,loss is ‘intensified by

¥
extensive school desegregation in those central cities, but in cities with

high proportions of blacks andwpredomlnantly white suBirbs, it proceeds at a

‘

relatively’ rapid rate with or wiﬁhout desegregation.
) . N " ) . /‘
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. . OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS SAMPLING PLAN -

”' .A11 school districts with 3, 000 ore enroliment (1967-68) were surveyed
Smaller school districts were selecfegngﬁr‘intlusion.in the survey in a statis-

. tically random manner based on district enrollment size in the preceding school

year (1967-68) as determined by the United States Bureau of the Census (1967
Census of Govetnments, Volume 1¥. . . .

-

~

The sampling plan used was as follows:
Projected Total In

F
..

District Enrollment : " Sampling Rate Each Size Category
R . ~ . . . ‘l ) .
§ 3,000 and larger 100% . " actual data .
. 1,200 ~ 2,999 - : 75% 1 1/3 times actual data
600 ~ 1,199 .~ - | 507 2 times actual data
.300 ~-- 599 . . 254 . 4 times actual data
less than 300 Coa 0 - . none. - -
- In addition to the above sampled districts, ' all districts eldminating

. racially dual school.systems under terms of voluntary splan agreements with

Deparfment of Health, Education and Welfare or under federal court order
W re s cyed regardless of school district enrollment size.

In 1968, the 8,491 school districts sampled covered an estimated %3 9%
of the Nation's public school districts but they enrolled an estimated 90»8/

. of “the Nation s publc elementary and secondary pupils.

~
*

These data were reported to the Office for Civil Rights By school district

) superintendents and/or State education agencies. The reports were required -

under the regulations implementing Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
Hawaii and the Territories were not required to participate in this survey.
Ninety-five school districts with federal funds terminated (as of August 1968)
because of non-compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of. 1964 were
also excluded from the survey.

.

' B .
- A3
«

e ) . N

SOURCE' Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Schoolsg in Selected .

" Districts: Enrollment and Staff by Racigl/Ethnic Groups, Fall 1968.
Washington, D.C., U.S. Department of Health, Educatién, and Welfare,
Office for Civil Rights, p. iv.

A . ~ N . »
- \ . :
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ITEM L

ITEM L
MEM 1L
ITEMIV.
ITEMV.

ITEM V1.

- ITEMVIL

-

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS.

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS.

_orderofa Federdl

—

Before mailing the report, check the completencss and Iu:uruy of cach item, parsticularly the totals, Errois pt om.ss’uns may icyuite a 1cfiling of the
form. Be sute there Is an Indjvidial School report for each sohool. ‘ ..

.INSTRUCTIONS FOR FORM OS/CR 101

" U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE .
' ‘ Office for Civi? Rights - -~
' . N Washington, D.C. .
’ . SCHOOL SYSTEM REPORT, ;. .
FALL 1968 ELEMENTARY AND.SECONDARY SCHOOLSURVEY .

+. DueOctober 15, 1968

. - i

The tall 1968 Elementary and Sceondary School Suncg consists of. two report {orms. FORM OS/CR 101 for re
posting system-widc #ata, 2nd an Individual School Report (cither From OS/CR-102 ox OS/CR 102-1) for reporting individual school
data. C lctc Form OS/CR-101 for the School System, and an Individual School Report for each individual school. Sec Instructions
for ITE! below. requiring a separate repott for each campus of cach school. . .

The data reported should reflect the facts when asdignments can be considered stabilized, nagmally in the latter part of September.
The report is due October 35, 1968. ‘ .

Please usc a typewriter to complete the réport, if ppssible. ,

- =X
The DCR School System Number consists of the first 10 d!lyts of the number at the Nego[ the label affised to the
School System Report, lomm OS/CR-101. This number should appear ip ITEM 11 of cachIndividual School Report. If the individual
Scbool Report i mmElcu:d at the individudl suhools, the prinuipals should be instructed on the correct number to place jn ITEM 11, of
the Individual School Report. . . . o -

v

. ~N
[

.

Use the school system name yout State ascs in sts published otfivial Bsung of 13 school dastiets. The same name should be used in Item
1 of cach Individual School Report, '

Enter strect address if different from addruss on label. ,

Enter City, County, State and Zip Code, if diffcrent I‘ror'n label. R
Enter'the name of the Chicf Adquishatichfﬁccr of the school system. * »
Placc an “'x” in theappropriate box: ’

HEW Form 441, Has been accepted from school systems which never had, or have ';omplt:'tcd the climination of, a dual schoo) structure.
HEW Form 441-B. Hasbeun dueepted from sthool systems cinninating a dual schoul stiucture pursuant to a voluntary descgregation plan.
Assurance of Comphiance with Court Order. Has been avcpted from school sysiems climinating a dual ghool structure pursuant to an
ourt. . . N

Enter the number of schools as the schouls an orgamzed by, thedocal school system.  If, however, a school has classevom buildings
lovated on soparate campuscs (classroom bulddings on vampuses which afe not wontiguous), count cach such scparate campus as af indiv
dual school. File an Individuat School Report for cach school (or separate campus). LA -

Repornt the number of persoms in cech category. Do not us gcr'ccnta;en. If there are no persons in a category, enter “0” for the
catcgory. Do not,complete this itenfuntil cach of the Individual School Reports has been completed. e -
. ' - ¥ *

.

School System-Total. Include both.minority and non-minority gtoups.
American Indian. Persons considered in school or community to be of American Indian origin.
Negro. Persons considered in school or community to be of African or Negroidorigin.
Onental. Persons considered in school or community to be of Chinest, Japanc, or .other Oriental origin.

Spanish Surnamed Amencan. Persons considgred tnschool or communtity to be of Mexican, Central-American, Cuban,
Pucrto Rican, Latin-Amcrican or other Spanish speaking origin. . . ‘

Column |:
Column 2.
Column 3:
Column 4.
Column §.

'

NOTE. Folr the purpose of this rcport, minonty gruups are vonsidered to be mutually

cexclusive, place an individual in one munority
group only? . o ?

. -

Line A. Enrolldd Students. Regular day studcnts on the current rolls of the individual chools of this school system, total of Item
. VII-A of Individual School Reports. ° ‘
. . 2
Line BU)) and Line B(2). FultTume Profeswonal Instructional Staff. Enter in the approgdate catggory the number of professionat
instructiona) staff members who work for this school system on a fulltime basis. .

Include. Pnncipals, assistant pnncipals, classtoom teachess, supervisors of instruction, curriculum consultants, sghool
a librarians, non-<classroom teachers, audio-visual staff, guidance counxlors and school psychologists. -~
~

Do NOT unclude.  Higher-level adminrstrators (superintendént of schools) , staff, members who work for the school sys
tem on a past-time basis; para-professional staff members, such as teacher aides and student teachers, non-
_instructional staff members, such as business, financial, attendance, health, transportation, clérical, custodial,

. and food scrvice personncl. . s
Line Btl).  Assigncd toOnc School Only. Enter‘on hinc (1) the full-time professional instructional staff members who work at only one
, school. Thesc entncs should be the total of the equivalent categorics reported in Item VII-B(S) of the Individual School
Reports. ’ .o % .
Line B(2). Aswgned to More than Onc School. Enter on hine (2) the full-time professional instructional staff who work At'morc than
. on¢ sthool.  * . N . -
: trases N

. . LY
SUBMISSION OF REPORI. This report should be submisted to HEW in accordance with the forwapdsng instrestions sent to thy schuul system with

its report forms. Before mailing, remove the school system’s file copy from each xt of reports. If the school system i3 instructed to
mail the report to HEW through its Statc cducation agcncy, mail the four HEW <opics,and the State education agency wopy to your
State education &genuy. If the cportismaileddircctly to HEW, nmail the State education ageney «opy to your State cducatiun agenvy and

the four HEW copics to: - . Ky K
) ..  Office for Civil Rights . , N ’
' «  Department of Health, Education and Welfare . .
‘ ‘ Post Officc Box 14195 . . i
\ Washington, D.C, 20044 .. . . .

%
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‘ . * _::;’()KTING Kl-uQUl:FMl'-NT' 0 the HEW N US. DEPARTMENT (g-“l’lEA‘tT(l:!. EI:UCATION AND WELFARE FORM : .
ired pursuant to the ice {or Civil Rights ~QS/CR 10} . M s
Reguhation (45 OFR t e
B i Y L - Maingon, D s
e tion of the Reg- SCHOOL SYSTEM REPORY v .
. . ulation provides: FALL 1968 ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLSURVEY ~ « | Sugct Bueau .
: COnupHu;‘cc Reports. Eacn recipient shafl Required Under Title V1 of the Chwl Rights Act of 1964 No:51-R550 . ¢
keep such tecords and submit to the respon.
sible Department official o7 his designee * "Due October 15. 1968 E""‘_"b;’ <
- timely, complete and accurste complance e — —wam ol e e - o . Date: 6/30/69 . :
reports st such tinves, snd in such form and . ¢ - “
b . containing such infermation as the respon. e .
sible Depariment official o his duignee may . . R N 1.
determine 1o be nécemary to enbu him to . o
the Plied ; R
. or is complying with this Reguhllon .t . . N !
™ [ NN NN . L . ‘ ’ - }
If you have any questionswrite: . ’ . ) |
Offics fot Civit Rights N |
< _Department of Health. Educaﬂoq & Welfare ' - . |
2 ’ “Box 14198 ~ . i
Washingtoa. D C. 20044 . - . N . \
ot Mephonc 102 ns-nu . . . . . |
——— e e e - i — - s —— TS e v e— e e—— - . |
, R X ¢ . |
S A Name of School System — e e e —— 8 ~ .
11, Street Address — e e nem e e e . . S e * |
1. City, County, State, Zip Code e e v e aan ——— . / i . |
IV. Name of Chiet Administrative Otficer of Schoot System ___ _ _ . ' . .. .. ___ . i . |
. V.  Most recent type of Assurance of Compliarice accepted by HEW (\ |
- . O HEW Form 441 T B . .
O HEW From 4418 - 1 - . - :
O  Assurance ot Compliance with Court Order - . . ~
. O  Other Piease explain: ]
. '] s s —
VI Number of Schools {n this School System. ( } . ) N
. 0 R
’ Vil Students and Professional Staft. . )
¢ ’ . Columa 1 WINORITY GROUP . .
Scheot . ‘
{Porsens included in Columin ] whe sre members of the minerity liowd botow) ¢
Roport number of persens in each System .1 woupe - ‘e -
* categury. Donetum percenteges. Total o 2 Column 3 Colomn 4 Column § Colmn & .
¢ . . . sOTH . P ! Totsd '
o | iy | | v Moy Grp
noe Y k . Surnemed (Sum of Columne - .
- S RO ... ... U S L. —_Nepre Orlentsd Ameriesn 2,33 0nd8) -
¢ A Q -~ - . . -
- A.  Enralled Students.
] LU R R R L 1
oal a [ TN
-~ e T -
(1) Assigned to One R
Schoot Onty )
. . .
(2) Assigned to More Than " . .
One Schoot L oot . . . .
« — (YR \ :
(3) TOTAL of (1) 3nd (2) : X )
N - : - A}
. - £ '
N . . . X
’e Yo seure the wbmimion of correct Title VI compliance dats, dni the completeness and accutscy orudm.mupomd Errors or omissions may
. requice @ refiling of this form. Be sure there s sn tndividust School Report for sach of the cchoots (o wusee) reported in Ianl
Cartificetion. « | uﬂ“v lhat the information given with this report is true and accurate o thc.bm of my knowhd' and MM A Mﬂﬁmy tatse .
. ‘. * staternant k punishable by law. {U.S. Code, Title 18, Stq“oﬂ 1001). -
. R - -
Signature and Title of Peron Purmnhhing Information Yelphone Number Daw Sigred . e
. h - » « ~
. x . H
. . . . S
Q : . - 1 - . .
ERIC A L e . . o
. oo Lo B ‘ .
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~ L‘“‘“ . “* .~ INSTRUCTIONS ' o - /
. : *  FORFORMOS/CR 102 '
' Us. DEPA'R]‘MENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE - .
‘ - ¥ ‘ < Office l'or Civil Rights i oo .
*a . a. . Washington, D.C. . .
o . °INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL REPORT ' : o
" FALL19S ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SURVEY .
R L o Due October 15,1968~ > ‘ ’, -

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS. Nonnally. womplete v dndividual School R~.porul orm OSY(R I()’) for cach whoul, as the sthuols are organized by
Y the ot} whool system. 1 howuver, o shoul lias classtoom buildings Jowatcd on separatc campuss (ch\smom bulldmgs on tampuscs
not conuguous to cach other). file 2 sepafate report Forn OS/CR-102 for cach campu?

~

Pleasedise o lypc\\ riter to complete the report, if possible, 4 ) . . .

N . ] .
TEM L Use the school system name your State uses in 1t pubhshnd officiatlisting of 1ts schoot distnicts, '
ITEMIl.  The OCR school system numper consists of the ﬁm 10 digits of the number at the bottom of the label affiscd to I'orm OS/CR 101
went to the school vysiem wpetinbendent. 1If this [orm i completed at individual schools, lﬁc supcnnlcndcnt should transmit the OCR

¢ . school sy\kﬂn number to vach school. - - A - N
ITEM L. Sla\c the name of the _s\'fhool {or swparate campus) covered By thus report. . i . - \
lTElfl v, Gl‘vc the strevt ‘Jd’}c“_of the school (or separate campys) vovered by this repost, R . ARP I .
lTE.\‘i V. (‘omp.lclc the address Do not forget to give the zip code. A 4 ‘ *

'lTEM VI-A. Jf a school has mose than ons  Campus. ca:h campus Jhould file an Individua School Report

ITEM VI-B. Mark ail the boxes that apply to your whool. (or wpar,alc o.ampu\) - . C .
ITEM Vil.  Report the numbu of.pu\on\ 0 cach@uateguty. Do nut sw. percehitages. If there are no persons in a calegory, enter “0™ for the
vatuegory , at N , . .
' . . ,
Column 12 School Total Include both minority and non-mmority groups. .l
Cotumnn 2 Amencan Indan. 2Pérons conadered in s hool or community of Amcenican Indran ongn. * - .
Colunin 3 Ncgro Rersons constdered in school,or commumty to be of Af%‘n or Negroid ongin, * L
Columnd. Onental Persons vonuderhd in school of community te-be of Chinese, Japanc\c. ot other Qriental ongm
£olusnn 5. Spanih Surnamed Afgénean  Persons consdered ip whool or «ommunity to be of Meian, Central Amcman Cuban.
\“u. . Pucrto Rican, Latin-Amencan ot other Spanish speaking ongin. . . . \
- Nf)‘l'h_ For the purposds of this report. minonty groups are considercd to be mutually exelusive, plate an mc‘dnvndual“?ﬁ one
\ : Y, minonty group only . . ) ' ~
L} * : » :
Linc A Enralled Sludo.nl\ lnhr the number ot regular day school students on the current rolls as of the date of the report

Line Bl through Bi4)' Lulktins, l'mh wwungl Instructional Sff. Enteran the category which represents their major assignment the num
' T ber of profesional it iwnal staff members ¢1s assigned €O this schoo! on a full-time basis. These are professional instruc-
tionat staff members whose cutfupt asygnme nh fequire their servives at this school fak the whole of the.regular school day

Line B(1).  The Poncipal. The profc\\mnal stall member who 15 the administrative hedd of the school.

. Line BN Assistant Ponupals The pl‘oﬁ.\\mndl staff mumbcr\. othcr than the principal- who direct and manage the operation of
lh‘. whool. ~ * "

~

Line B(3). (.Ia\sroom Teavhers. The pofessional staff mumbcrs who 1nstruct ﬂudcnls 1n coursces in classroom snu ations.

Linc Bi4).  Other Instructional Staff. The profcwoml staff members who are supervisors of instructior® cumculum consultants,
school Ilbramn\. non-.lassroom ‘teachers thomebound, ctc ), audiovisual staff, gulda‘ncc couhujors and sthool psycho-
Ioglm ~ assigned to this school on a full time basls

Do not include.  staff members who wotk at this school op a part-ime bads. para-professional staff mcmbcrs. such as’

. teacher’s aides and student teachers, or non-instructional staff members. ‘uuh as attendance. business financial hcallh
“ transportation, elerical, custodial and food scrvicc p«.nonncl M i
-~sLine C: *  Glve the dateas of which ltem Vi1 1s answered. )

<L , - R . 4 '

ITEM VIII,  Give the year when the school enrolled its first studets. .
. . S
. L H <t r
ITEM D‘(‘.j Instructions arc contained in thy item. \ - A . . . ~N/
- . . . esve s ’. .

+

SUBMISSIUN OF REPORT. [ s the respopsbibity of cach shuol system to subsmt this repust by October 15, 1968 If the report s completed at .,( v

. the indwidual whoals, 1t shoufd be retusned to the supenintendent’s office for forwaydmg to HLLW. Before submitting the report, »h«.tk
-~ the accuracy and vompleteness of cach item, parmululy the lotals. Error or omissions may requijee a refiting of the form
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REPORTING REQUIREMENT: ™

This report s required pursusnt to the HEW Regu-
lation (45 CFR 80) lssued 1o carry out the 23
of Titke V1 of the Civil’ Rights Act of 1964. Section
20.6(b) of the Ruuhu providn . .

€ Exch unn lmp
such records and ,submit to the mponslblc De.
partment officlal or Kis designos timely, complete
and accurate compliance reports at such times, and
Iy duch form and consaining such information as the
responsible Departmient official or his designes may
detesmine to be mecesary .20 enable him to
ascertiln whetlier the recipient has complied or ll
complying with this Regulation.
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- . INSTRUCTIONS )
i for . ; . - .
g . FORM OS/CR-102-1 . - .
s ' uU.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE °
. ) "Office for Civil Rights : .
R . . Washington, D.C, . R
’ ) - INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL REPORT ' . ;
FALL 1968 EL’EMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SURVEY
. . , Due October 15, 1968 . N A
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS. Nonnalt lets one individusl School Report (Foom OS/CR- 1ozl)tumuxaool.mhemhmommd )
by the loca) school system. If, howeves, & schoof has o buildings p on *
‘ c campuses not contigious 10 sach other), file a separate report (Form OSICR—lOZ-l) !our.h campm. -

Pleas use i typewiiter to complete, the report, if possible.
= I‘ . -
{. (- ITEM I, U’e!hewboolsymmmywr Suuwhlupublhbada!ﬁddﬂsﬂn(oﬂu!chooldhtﬂcm . .

ITEM I, | The OCR school systm number consists of the first 10 dlpu of lhe numbet nt the bonom of Ihe 1abel affixed to Form OS/CR- 101
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L 4

3chool syatem number to each school.
' ITEM 111. ., State the name of the school (or separate campus) covered by this report.
¥ . .
ITEM IV.' Give the street addressof the school (of separatecampus) covered by this repost.

. . TEMY, Complte theaddress Do notforget o give the zip code. ! ‘
. ITEM VIA. If 2 xhool has more thin One campus, each campus should file an Individual School Repost. ¢ * . ‘ -
~ a ‘ - .
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Column 2:  American Indisn, Pefsons considered in school of community to be of American Indian origin.
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NOTE. For the purpose of this report, minotity groups are idered to be lly exclusive, place an individual in one mulon‘!y .
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R . %the date of this report.
LineB(1) lhmm!u_)_l-‘uu-ume Professional 1 | Staff Enter in the category which’ p their mpjor assign the num
ber of p ructional staff b igned to this school on s full«time basis. These are professional instruc-
tonal staff members whose current assignments requise their services st tRis school for the whole of the regulas school day
LipeB(1)  The Principal. The professional stafl _‘ who s the administrative-head of the school.
. . LineB(2)  Assstint Pnncipals.  The professional staff members. other than the principal, who ‘direct and mmm the operation of the N
school. .
?
~ Item¥3) <1 Texh The professional stafl bers'who mstruct studenfs in in ¢l tuat Entet each
classroom ‘teacher at the grade level which rep his major assigr I Gude: 7 and B ate codsidered secondary
grades at thia school. repott the.7th and Bth Grade teach as Secondary Cl h N
LineB(4) Other Imtnu:tionll Stafl. The profesdoml mff membm who are sup of i lum gonsultants, R )
. ians, nori<l d. etc.), sudiovisual staff, guidance counselors and school piychologists, .
. ~assigned to thisschool on s full-time lmh
Do not include. stalf members who wotk at this school on a partetime buﬁa. pans-3rofessional staff bers, such as -
teacher's ddes lnd student teschers, of non ] stafl bers, such as attendance, butiness, l'mmcn! health,
» p I and food service personnel. N
! Lane C(1) snge- in the 2pprop gorics the numbet of jes filled at this school nnce Octodb 1, 1967 by full-time v
fessional instructional staff bers new to this school system. »
Line C(2) Enter in the ap it ties the ber of fes filkd in the full-time ptofes!oml lmuucuoml staff of this K
. schoof since Oclober 3. 1967 by transfers from other schools of this system, .
. Line D Entet the number of unfilled full-tims professional instnictional stdff podtlom :t this school 35 of the date on Line E. v c
i . —— LincE Give the date as of which ltem VIl is answered. . . ) . r
¢ TTEM VIlIl, Give the yeat when tle school enrolled its ﬂm students. )
v . - N -
. ITEM IX. lm!mcdgm tre contained in the Item. . . , r
» . . N NNl " 2e o - e
SUBMISSION QF REPORT. 1tis the responsibility of each school system to mbmlt this report by October 15, 1963, If the report is completed at ]
thb individual schools, it should be returned to the ri dent’s office for forwasding to HEW. Before submitting the report, check }
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REPORTING REQUIRLMENTS {

US DFPARTHFNT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
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This repott o required pursuani to the Hiw urfuhhon (43 «
C1 R ¥0) nsued to catry out the purposes of Tatle ¥} of the Civil Office for Civil Rights OS/CR102:1°
Rlvm Avtof 1963 Scition 30 é(b) of the Regulation provides. Waskington, .U, 5/68) »
Compliance Reports  Fach recipent shall keep sucls records snd s INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL RFPORT 5
submit to the responuble Department olficial ot hiv designee BY GRADLS: Budget Buftau
e et s i reeriie! $ALL 1968 ELLMENTARY. AND SFCONDARY SCHOOL SURVEY | No $1R0ssI .
Departirent official of his dexignee may determing to be necessaty .. RequireéUnderTide VIof the Civil Rights Act of 1964 Expiration
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. comply ing with this Regulation ] N ‘ Date: ¢/30/69
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v Cuty. County, State. Zip Code Y -
vi A Number of Campuses at ths School -— NOTE. Filessepante report form (OS/CR 102:1) for esth campus.
B. Grades offered (Put an “x* in the a"ro’rlue Doz for exch gm: offered at this n:hool) .
Pre K K 1 2 3 oh [ 3 L] 10 11l 12 Ungeaded
x] o- 0O (W] (W] a D’ D a (w] o .0 (w] .
-
VIl Student: d { " Frert -
Students and professonal Suff . WMINORITY GROUP NEMBERSHIP OF STUDENTS AND PROFESSIONAL STAFF
Repott numbe? of persons 1 each Column 1 (Persons included in Column § who are members of the minority groups tuted Beiow)
€ategory. Do not use percentages. Schoot Totat Column 2 Columa 3 Column 4 Columa § Celumn ¢
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t . . <
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3
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1
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(c) Ungraded, Special Educa
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Other Instrugtional Staff
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AP wn v ed o ) ul Tame Pe
Tedn By A% e nal Seuc 0 b
RS LU wbw Kl
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VI Inwhat khool year (e 1436 67) did this syod firct eneolt students?
[} State-the shoo!
opened before i 934 wu whoo! yest
or zn) :l‘ruuu(n whi,h do aol incre
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,(!hange in numbers of whites and blacks in the system, which we will call A si

g ¥ B - . 7

. . PN

Y PREEN : / . . . o\
.

95 ‘l ‘- ) ! o - ".
' " APPENDIX 2. ¢ ’
. , . o . :
. . - - ALTERNATE USE OF S -
) : ) wb

™

We rv;ill consider here the possible use, as a indepéjdent variable in -

N

studying white loss , the change in proportion black in the average white ,

child's classroom, 'Aswb, using the notation of equation (1) in ‘the text. This
A A
was not done in the analyses carried” out, becauge As b is not only affected
~

by desegregation actions which, rearrange pupils among schools, but also by

any loss of whites that takes place. However‘, the following approach is

.
L4 Ll

suggested for future work. ‘ ) .
. S :

. We assume that the p‘roportion of whites lost to the system (p ) is a

[

afunction of various factors 41cluding chan%e in the proportion of blacks in
&
the average white child's classr_oom due to desegregation. That change we will

’
.4 . . -

call A.s . . ) . ' T <5 " .
.‘l . - r tr Pooay . : . 4 -

‘ P, =3f (8381 %35 %ys --(-s’xh)v‘ . ‘ S (A1) ",
. Q . " i ’ . . ,‘ < ’ N .
But’ the observed change ‘1h prOportion of. blacks in the average white

child's school, As, includes both t‘nis change, A s, and a change due to, a )

L

y
s ‘s . !
N . 2,
- .
) . ; . ,

' ' . . . ! ~..'. »
- oy . N [ - T - N « .

L As = Ajs + Ay s \(\AZ) :
N ~¢‘ - N T ~ e .
- ’ '

Now if the propottion of whites lost to the system between year “t-1 nd ,

. year t is" o ,then the proportion remaining is ;= 1 -"P, Similarly, .

-

the number of blatks in the system in year t as a proportion of those present"

P

in year .t-1.1s cy - And the number of others (neithet blacks nor whites) as

- - L3
’” -~

‘a proportion of the number in the preceding year is c . If's S__ and s

N 0 wb, wwW wo,

_are: the proportifn of Hlacks whites ‘and others in the average white child'
¢ i /

school in year t-1, then by définition, s, * =8, [(s, ‘+s +-83

' . C WPy WPy WD W wo

’ - v '




. . and in year t, the'value of s wb which would occur if there werg general changes

. t
) " in each\population group. would be: .., : .
. . . L i:i . .3%; - R . v ’ .,
\« *gzht = (o8 Wét- D)/ (cb wb, _ + < s""bt-l + c-oswo‘t_:l) (43)
A ._\_ . . . )
’ \ ca ] <, . . 2/

‘. ‘ . . ,.)‘- ‘ . . . . -
* i V .\ 3 .' \ -~ . } . »
e And the cha‘nge in s due merely toxgeneral changes in ﬁﬁe proportion in each

M \

. -
- population group (dropping the subscripts o’n'iwbt) is : AZ ' t 8o
* \
14
. Now, fran equation (A2), Als ="As ~ A2s ors. . | _
A . ’ . - ; < ) ‘
: = - - * _ = -g* - . e
bys =8y = sy~ (8F —spp) Fsmsp S

a

Now for use in a regression equation, srt is calculated as usua‘é, and's:

is,calculated according to equation (A3).. This will '‘allow use of a w{ariah'le,

As, which i.s“'independent of the—gen'eral changes in ‘population cogposition, and

@

. dependent only on the ﬁifferential changes in different schools, i.e., changes
. .

in the degree of segregation This variable is: - .

" As-, =38 '—(cs ) / (c.s ¢ +cs +cs, ) (AG) -
i - ] 1 .wb. wbt ‘b Wbt—’l_ :b Jwbt_1 W wwt-l‘ o0°wo, 3
i ¥ » L ] . ]
J \ > o~ S ~
;" The re_gression of p on-.A & yb will be independent;fozﬁ general changes

bers of wh:Ltes, blacigg_‘ and Others in thé system, and thus p and" Al wb;' Y

x”be USed for: t:he same pair of _years in the equation.
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. R NS . ‘
o N ‘,5.; e R
Sehool ‘- - . . .

District ~  Metro. . ™ Number * Prop. » ° Number
Year Nunber Status’ SMSA Whites va’ R.vb Black Students
. ~ / v )
‘ R R . . L. . -
1 4220580 1 13% 467365 0,16617 C,47208 0.3 i
. . . 31476 1063787
g :220580 1 135 452827 ©0,17900  (,46826, 0.33695 " 1115670
3 220580 1 135 436457  0.18098  0,47554  0,34508° 1140359
: :420580 1 135 424418 0.18290. .-0,47707 0.34976 1151715
: 4gzosao 1 135 400495 | 0,18574  C,48409 0,36001 1125449
20580 v o1 135 380631  0,18349.° 0,49804 0,36555 1104920
4220580 6 .. ’
New York City } *
L1 1422710 1 110 350909  0.03157  0.360634 . 0.2260% 653549
3 1422710 1 110 324065 0.03772 0,84346  0.24098 642895
4 1422710 1 110 309504 0.04297 0,82713 0,24857 634138
5 1422710 1 110 3303  0.05082 0,79869 0.25244 620659
6 1422710 ° -1 110 71655  0,05295  §.79136  0.25380 611228
1422710 5 ‘ .
Los Angeles . ' .
. - ~ . <
. 1 2309930 1 39 . 219478 0)07511 0,85812  0,52942 582274
2., 2309930 1 39 209848 0,07748 0.85648 0,53985 - 582071
3 - 2309930 1 3¢ 199669  0.07566- 0,86199  0.54825 * 577479
4 2309930 1 39 185321° 0.07644 0,86362 9.56054 568922
5 2309930 1 39 170373 0,07244  0,87313  0.57097 553342
6 2309930 ‘1 35 157913 <p.07009 0,87890 0.57881  "53936%
2309930 6 . . ~ '
Chicago . ' -
V17 4818990 1 149 . 109512% 0.21114 < 0,64071 0,58766 282617
2 4813990 ‘1, 149 105710  0.20814 .¢,65152 0.59728 282312
3 .4818990 - 1 149 101153 0.19355 0,68043  0.60564 278593
4 4818990 1 149 ' 95844 0.,17917- 0,70724 0.61199 ~271446
5 4818990 o1 149 99537  0.18685 0,69590 0.61445 282941
6 4818990 1 149 91433  0.17224- 0,71920 0.61341 268410
. - . K “« . - >
4818990 6
Philadelphia ’ A . .
. . . .. - R - . - -
1 3212000 1 53 ...116250 . 0,20126 (,.66008 0.5920?’* 296097
2. 3212006 . 1 53 105280 ~ 0.21245 0.65556 0.61680 . 288187
3 32120007, 1 53 . 98046 0,20703 0,67564 0.563828 ' 2084200
4 3212000 "5 1 53 94042  0.21455 . 0,66892 0.64601 281690
5 3212000 1 53 . 84392 0,24055  0,64405 0,67580 276547
.6 3212000 1 53 73759  0.26738  0,61844 --0,70077 263958
32120007 ¢ * 6 . ’ » Wy '
’ Detroit v ) < . .
A >
1 5323640 1 ‘8% 131099 0.03560 0.89311 0.33306 246093
2 5323640 w1 83 124451 0404087 {,87789 0,33468 236220
3 5323640 1 83 119181  0,08211> 0.76969  0.35650 ~ 241139
4 5323640 . s 83 107587 0.09266 0.75330 *0.37547 231581
© 5 5323640 - 1 83 98282 0.10177 0.74187  0.39426 225410
6 5323640¢ R 83 . 87776 0,11333 0,72472 0.41169 216982
. . . .
5323640 6 ! . v
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b . . b ‘ ¢ N h" s * , : .,. -
School . ) ’ - ] " ‘ . - L )
Distr_,ict Metro. * " Number . *" Pprop. 2 Number '
’ Year  Nuaber Status  (MSA Whites “_s"b_ C o B Black Students ’
* : ) ’ s * (
) ’ 1 3000090 o e : :
. : A 18° 66997 $ 0
’ ¢ 3000090 1 1, ;52334 3.12232 0.71288  0.65137 192171 )
. % 3900090 1 1@ . 0419507 0.70520 " 0.6647> 1935 2%
- 4 . 30e0090 : {63238 0.20210  0:69900. 0.67142 . 192458
"5 3o0onogn i 16,7 g0742  0.20644.° 0.69710 (0.6815¢ ~ 198735 =
- i 6 3000090 ¢ ig : 2z35g‘, 0.21178  0,69425 0.69266 186600 - .
- . .. ‘ 349 0.,21403 0.69363. 0.6986¢ 182733 . o
. 3000090 P LT e - ' . T s
N : Baltimore °~ . N CE " : o ‘ . Teooee .
N . ‘., . N .‘\.“ . . /-v . J
e 0T ‘o .; ' ] )
1 5316239 .1 47 97888 0.02818 0.90847  0.30786 159924 / .
2 5316230 1 "47 96480  0:02530- 0,92117  0,318B38 . '162490 . _ ’
3 5316230 1 47 93388  0.02624  0.92277  0,33977 163632
. 4 53316230 1 v 47 85782  0.08681 ,0,75520  0,36053 159192
5 5316230 1 47 78214  0,10813  0,71972  0,38580 154581
6 5316230 1 47+ 72688 0,12693  0,68948 . 0,40875 153549
. : . 5 : .. -
% - .
. " 5316230 . . 6, i .

Dallas
» N . . .
- 1 4504378 1 41 . 66102 0,08575 0,34683  0.55985 155829
2 4504378 1 47 .7 62303 0.08395 0.85211 0,56763 150718
S 4504378 1 , 41 61345 0,07925 0,86229  0.57553 151637
T 4 4504378 1° 41 59553 . 0,07619 40.,86761  0.57550 148207 ,
5 4504378 1 41 . 58189 .0,07543 0,86898 0,5757% 145196, + °
‘ 6 4504378 T a4 . 54780 0,07572 0.86819 '0.5744% 137569
450437 W B
04378 6 O ) D .
Cleveland. -
. ) . : ., { N ‘
‘ 1 5202940 1° 148 © 58271 - 0.04095  0,92355 0.53568° 125613 |
~ z 5202940 1. 118 59777 -0.04990 ~ 0,90980  0,55322 .134190
¥ 3 5202940 1 118 71743  0.07245 0.85918  0.51450 148304
4 " 5202940° 1 118 67242  (,08775 0,83668 -0.53727 145903
s 2 5202940 1 118 « - 58309, 0.119¥6 0.79241 0.57787, 138714
- 6 5202940 - 1 118 37846 .0,47086 0,30898  0.68140 119542
L 520 2940 ) S . p
s ' Memphis . L ' , .
hd v
. : . ) . . :9 N - 4
3 ¢ ¢ 5 70 - 0.23864 130445
2 95161 U0.05834 0,754
; 2:33283 i izg 93533 0,05598  0,78340 °0,25845 132462
3 5909600 1 ~122 93923 0.06323 0.75640  0.25958 132349
4 5909660 1 122 89318  0.06468" G.76914  0.28017 131815
M 55" 5909600 "1 122 ~ 84265 ° 0.07218 0.75730 0.29741 127810
6 5909600 1 122- 788620 0.08546 0,72645  0.31242 1e3224" 7
A ~ 1 . . B} E¥ad
L . 5909661 e . _ ST .
. ] #ilvaukee . . ‘ .
. L1 1434320 1 176 98079 004010  0,65557 ° 0.11641 128817 ¢
. w2 ,3434320 1 176 97886  0.04642 0.621%1 0.12250 129401
r D3 .1434328 1 176 . 97078 0,05471  0,583%7 0,12430 128743
4 1434320 - 1 176 * 96105 0.05483 0,52206  0.12812 128075

LA > .
4 . B Y- . N
. «
. \

v

* . .S 1434320 176 ¢ 91657 0.05938" 0.,55169 0..13246 124391,

1
. T 6 1434320 0 126 8996y 0.06410 0.53197  0.13696 123466
1434320 6 ' s
San biego .
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. 4 v ' ‘ . “ .
Schiool ' . T i
- * District .Metro. * .- Number _ op. Number .
. -~ Year  Number Status - SMSA®  Whites, S % R - flack Student:s .
- . . . R4 a . .
4 - - - "’ M ‘. . .’ -
1 4504388 1 45 TBI655 . 0.10381  0.59999 5.25952
; » 0.103 . . 110699
' g :504360 .. 1 45 ™ 80171  0.10249 £.61168  0,26393 109411
i 50:380 1 45 79974 .0,10748  0,59880 0.2679n 108548 .
: :50 380 i 45 78921 0.11743  0,58382 0.28216 110598
2 ‘gp4seo’ 1 45 74852 0.12335  0,58012  0,29377 ° 10658
i 04380 A 45 70747 0,.13266 0.56489  0,30489 102336
| 4504380 6 . . ' B
* bl Columbus s
. P 5 ’ ,‘:‘.
. 1 1900870 1 198 24629 004174 0,78G77  0,19037 100985
.. 2. i900870 ° 1 198 76332 0.,05547  0,71019  0,19141 © 103795
° 3 1900u7d > 198 77794  0.06883 C,64486 0,19361 ‘105347
- - * 4 1900879 . 1 198 75394  0.19013  ©£.92576  0.19516 101768
S 1900870 1 198 80136  0,19459 .0,02536  0,18939- 107540
% 1900870 “1 198 84781  0.18029  €.03907 " 0,18762 113842
- . -
1905370 6 - ’
. Tampa '
S * 1 3529280 1 -170 . 41310 0,11578 (.81768 - 0,63505 115557
2 3529280 1 170 39861  0.12622  0.80431  0.64498 113355
: $ 3529280 y oA 170 37877 8.12558 £,80855 0,65552 111218
4 3529230 1 176 34383 0.11530  0.82993 0,6775& 1037975
5 3529280 1 170 32630 0.10688  0(,84455_ 0,&8761 105562
. 6 3529280 1 170 29798  0.10750 0.84515 0,&9422 98850
' . ’ ‘4‘ ‘h . ¥
3529260 ) 6_ . i @R -~
_, St. Llouis . > ’1 P
N LA . K 1
. * P . .
) , ’ L G713R 110783
12801170 N ! B T MIS DAUEs Gilbems  alemigr . Lipees
. 2. 2801170 1 1347 33459 . 2 e " €95 09856
134 . 31406 0.23046 h.66856 0,69535 1
134 28323 0.26595 0.62820 . 0.71
g gggli;g 1 1d 24535, 0.28948  £,61215  0,74636 103539
. . e 2501170 1 7139 7T 20879, 0433956 P;seses 0.77189. 93878
’ « 2801170 6’ -
New Orleans ' )
( . ~ ‘ &, - . ©
- O B v 2 .
i 2404770 1 86 72010 0106991 0,67372 0, 33685 108557
e 2. 2404770 1 86 70204  0.11792 0,66121 0. 34805 108192
S 2404770 1 66 67772  0.13029  0:63615° 0,35810 106239
4 2404770 1 86 - 63334 0.15455 0,58988 0,37664  .102326
- 5 v 2404770 ‘1 86 59079  0.16753. 0,57348 0, 3977F 98976
S ~" \:" - i . ( ] '
e ‘ . r [ { » ' ‘. . N ) ) ' . i
. T cty e , - . - »
. . 6 ~2304770 .- 86 ° 53289 0.25166 £, 39203 0,41393 91714
* 2404770 - 6 . v ,
.l Ind ianapolis .
I ’ .
: N 1 3102790 1 27 64500 0,10817 (,60822 0,27059 94174
, 2 3162790 1 27 62657 010651  0.62949  0,28746, 94687
. 3 3102790 i 27 6201 4 0.10737 0,63977°  0,29807.- 96696
4 3102790 1 .27 59390  0.19905 0,55663 ¢.31758 96619
- 5 3102790 1 27 57405 0.12624  0,63529 ., 0.32968 +96239
& 3102790 1 27 53593« 0.12483  0,63426 0,34131 93647
3102790 6 : '
. . .
. Boston 1 * - *
. . 101 .
u‘, -‘ ’,, ~ el
. 118 .
o 4 -




. ¢ N .
: M . ¢ .
- -~ . : . \ 4 - 0 " v - . ?
¢ Schoal - .
- ‘ District Metros Number ' . Prop. Number .
- - Year Number Status SMSA Whites S.b R, Black - Students
. » ’ » ra ’
1 2000120 . N | 13 42506 0,09254 0,85009 0.61731 ° 411277 :
-2 2000120 1 13 39318  0.11775  0.81630° 0.64101 109664 '
3 2000120 1 13 32605, 0.20234° 0,70588 ' 0,68964, . 105141 :
4 2000120 1 13 27698° 0.23456  0.67511  0.72197 3100172 S
.5 2000120 T 13 21683  0.28374 0,63181 0,77063 96006
. & 2000120 1 13 15997  0.42029  7,48405 . 0,81459 88125 -
. . -~
2000120 ° 6 . . . i,
© Atlanta . - . .
R I - l~ . .
. s 1 1503360 1 51 63398  0.04361  0,69120 _ 0,14122 * 96577
. , » 2, -1503360 < 1 51 61912 0.07658  0,46883  0,14417 96634 \
- © 3 1503360 1 51, 60454  0,0R958 0,39225 0,14739 97928
. 4 1503360 1 51 . 57177  0.,10167 0,35289  0.15712 94840
\ 5 1503360 1 , 51, 53420 0%11574  ,32588 0.17168 91616
. 6 . 1503360 1 - 5¢ ’\\ 49492 0.12257  0,31086 0.17786_ 87420
) L 1503360 . 6
Denver ¢ .
‘ 1 » 4100060 - 1 5 47677  0,01355 1,43089  0.02380 79615 !
2 44190069 : 1 5 48066  0,91506  ,42443 .0.02617 82086 1
'. - "
H ' )
i - . .
. ’ .. . - . !
. .3 4100060 1 5 48845  0,01631 .0,33260 0,02444 83781 ’
. . £ 4100360 1 5 49357  0,01639  0,34962  0,02520 85445 .
. -5 4100060 s 1 is 49764 0.01664  0,27269  0.02563 86658
- ' “ 6 % 4100060 ! , 5 48225° 0,01873_ 0,25349 0.0251¢ 85497 .
LA . -~ B .
’ T ' 4200060 ~ 6 - . . : T - ' .
AW .- ' Albuquerque '
N 1 14344190, 1 . 177 38871  0.17085  0,38019 * 0.27565 23941 ‘
> e ! 2 1434410 1 177 34250 0.15998  0.38992 0,27867 , 792795 o
. S 1434410 . 1 177 33601  0,18285 0,35866  0.28511 _, 91150 .
. 4 14344179 1 177 28343  0,27306 0,10174 © 0.30398 = B3I5A4 R
. “h 1434410 | 1 177 26067 0.28119 0,08007 0.30566 - . 81970
. & 1434410° p 177 23089 0.28368 €,06962 °D.30497 © 78M0 ‘
s ‘ f434410 . 6 - ¢ .o : 8% '
e T . . san: Francisco . R -, .l £ a ‘.’ .
. . . : L
B v L4 e ! s. > . - g : . i .
17 4302976 1 .7 37 58623 0,19054  ¢,65531 'iq 29167" ° V83111 . - a
€N 2 4302970 17 37 59530 o.1239,:,‘p,mn,.\sau*w"g;;’és(gav -B4518 =
. - S 4302970 1 37 56819, .0.,28963  0,05936° 07330 9 82502 S
SN . T .4 4302970 "1 37 54926 0,30834  n,03130 0.31830 _ . 81942 S -
. 5 4302970 1 W(’ssez& 0.31273  0,03336 0,32352 .  "79m3 . .
” A b6 4307978 - 1 I 51928 0.32344  0,03167 ' 0,33402 > 78599 .
P - = . N . P . ‘. R " = I
. 4302970 IR ‘L“' . A ST
tharlotte-Meckledbirg h MR Tea e, Ttreea ARSI L ..
. - . - B - v
. 1 4011340 ¢ i 136 - 13716, 0,27139  0,62557 0.72462 {
- N . . 72462 75960
. 2 d1a34n 1 136 11755 ,0.27413  0,62175 0.72475 . 77437
. 3 -.‘011340 . 1 136 11188  0,28482 ¢,63325 0,72267 78456
: 011340 1 136 9820 D.27188  ,62240 0,72003. 79661
. , 4011340 L. f3¢ 9633  0,24531  0,66044 ' 0,72244 78379
: £ 7 4011340 1 136 . 8626 0.24772  C.65753  0.72332 ¢ 76874
. ) . . . W
4011340 6 .
L 4 . .
.~ . Y , . <
Newark
*, . . . . 4 102 . . ~ . . s
. - r
‘ 119 SRR
. ) . .
”~ « T * o ~
\)‘ . . * ’ % : v ¢ N
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] -
School ’ ‘ ) .
: District . Hetro, - Number } Prop. Number .
. - ) Year Number , Status SMSA Whites s R Black Students ’
. - . . i wb wb
. v 1 4504375 1 © g2, ' : s .
- 2 4504375 L~ 0 4 ds231 0.19304  0.55045 0.42940  ssg07
3 4504375 7648 0,19837  0,54833 0.43918 85266
4 4504375 : :g :6064 0.19909  0,55714 0, 44957 84199 3
. 5 4584375 1 Sra 4333§ 0.19772  0,56917  0,45893 81660 .
6 4504375 1 a0 208 0.19864 '0,57972 0,47264 77878 .
» . 37039 0.20015 0.59138  0,48983 73373 .
. 4504375 6 ' ‘ e o -
, Cincinnati
. * ¢ )
K 1 5707710 1 182 77291 0.06418  0.41733  0.11016 94002 IR
2 549049710 ‘1 " 1g2 72535 0,04773 0,41603 0,11597 891 a8 -
) 3 st09710 1 182 66417  0.07471 0.41145 0.12694 . 83243 .
4 5707710, 1 182 60072 0,08473 0,37587 Q.13576 - 76844
5 5707710 1 182 58024 0.09166 0,36365 0,14403 75239 ‘
& 5707710 1 182 53087  0.09337  0,38455 0.15171 70273 a
. R b . - , o
5707740 6 p ' . "
Seattle ) o ’ ) . N .
1 5338730 . 1 174 21310 0.05002 0.65892 0.14665 ° 79353
2 5338730 1 - 174 18829  0.08925  0.39393  0.14726 78289
' 3 5338730 1 174 17704 - 0,10893 0,29003 0.15343 77253
4 5338730 1 174 16014 0.11531 0,25489, 0.15476 74555
5 5338730 1 174 14173 0.12343  0,22006 , .0.15826 ‘72305
6 5338730 1 174« 12837 0.,13227 0,18323 0,16195. 70530
.+ 5338730 ° 6 . ‘ a ) ’ L _
. ¢ San Antonio - ’ i .. -t
N N a ‘1.. 3 DU .-i/w
1 3430240 1 205 66413  0,0237%: 0,80500 - "0.172162 79990
. 2 463024 1 205 © 65943  0.03228 0,75139 .12985 | 79566
. © 3 4630240 1 205 64077 °0,03732 0,72783  0,13713 | 77822
- - 4 4630240 1 205 81390  0.06214 “0.56054 0,14140 75080
‘ . 5 4630240 1 205 56859 0,07713 0,49857 0,15381 71190
. 6° 4630240 1 205 53312  0.08593  0,46843  0.1616% 67802
4 . -
4630240 . g - ' : Y -
. wlsa e . §- T ' . ‘?\
. . T . L . .
1 4819179 » 1 . 152+ 46005 0,16i10 0,58904 0.39201 76268
. -2 481917 1, 152 43962 0.14273  0,59238  0.39921 73500 -
- . . 3 4819170 1 152 43679 . 0.16451  0,59154" 0.40276 73461
. 4 7 4819170 - 1 152 41876 “ 0.17400 0,57620 0.41058° 71862
" (N S 4819170 i 152 40484  0,19108  0.54257 0.41772 70650
~ 6 4819170 . - 1 !, 152 " 39146 0.19898  0.53026 0.42358 , 68414 % .
B 4819170 6 . : . . -
. ' Pittsburgh t . .
e &, ! _ — . ‘ o
7 Y1 4710050 - . f 155 70156 , 0.04990 1.38747 \ T i
. Ly [ 0.08147 4 .
i 2 4710050 1 155 . 68583 (05243 0,39139 o, 03114 ;3433
i 4710050 1 155 66757 - 0.05883  0,36143 0,09212 75857
. 5 4710050 1 155 63233  0.06107 ' 0,37546 0.09778 72593
. S o 1 155 58854  0,07642 0,28425 0,10677 68437 ' |
10050 ~ 1 155 56394  0.08405  0.26341  0.11410 66325
4710050 6 ) .

Portland ~ .

N s
N
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-, 1 ’
’ .
) ,School
'District
. Year flumber
\1 2800540
\ 2 2800540
3 2800540
¢ 4 2800540
5 ’ 2800540
6 ° 2800540
28005%0 6

E. Blton(Rouge

..

boﬁg Beach, -

.

1 1002370
-2 1002370
3 1002370
4 1002370
5 1002370,
6 1602370,
.1002370 e
Mobile
« o 1 1428050
2 1428050
3 1428050
4 1428050
5 1428050
6 1428050
e
b 1428050 5
‘ . _Oskland
. v Mo 1. 3516400
. 2" 3516400
3 3516400
4 3516400
5. 3515400
. 6 « 3516400
3516400 I
., . Kansas gity, Mo.
*1 4205850
2 4205850
. 3 4205850
‘4 4205850
. 5. 4305850
6 4205850
. . 4203850 6
Buffalo
. M. ‘
“Tan 1 1422 500
. 2 1422500
3 1422500
4* 1422500
5. 147550
. 6 142500
Y -
S0+ 1422500. - 6

wa

0.90994
0.38783
0.67939
0.68232
10.66959
0.66380

~

0.84298
0.66902
0.56203

-0,37698

0.39253
0.39318

0.56174
0.53732
0.50751
0.49536
0,49094
0,48250

-

0.72184
0.76345
0.76043
0.79624
0.79461
0.78634

0.60829
0.58261
0.56932
0.55009
0.55094Q
0.56533

;

0.47596
0,45178
0.43887
0,41521
£.37765
0,37816

N
Metro. . Humber .
Status ~  SMSA “Whites Seb -
[ »
1 19 39772 0,03357
1 19 40939 0.04{78
1 19 ‘39188  0,12378
1 19 39866 0.12399
1 19 © 40751  0,12847
1 19 40527  0.12996
g, 124 44023 0.06542
1" 124 426200 0.13907
1 - 124 38477  0.19475
1 124 35548. 0.28963
1 124 - 35943 “0,27736
‘1 124 35222 0.27823
v,
1 177 19835  0,24193
e 177 17774 -0.26441
1 177 19098  0.27910
1 177 15617 70,30542
1 177 13981 0.31682
1 177 14409 D.32241
-
1 93 , 39510 0.1300%
1 93, 37312 0.11504
.1 - 93 35128  '0,11032
1 93 32838  0.10607
1 93 29836- 0,11171
1 ‘& 93,  .25155 . 0:11932
N P .
. . ‘ .
cel 31, 43942 0.14329
T 31 .42546 0,15740
1 3t 41021 0,16582°
1 31 C 38939  0.17894
S S $1 35275 0.185;4
1., ’31 32527 0.18468
o, 110, T 61218 _0.03988
1 110 5942%/’Jo.04522
1 110« 5767 0.05090
1 110 54760 ’0,05882
1 % .110 v 50892 0.06922
1 110, 47432  0,07420
( N . Y . é‘/‘. '
. \\ -

Prop.
Black

0.37271
0.37242
0,38607
.0.39030
. 0,38882
0..38656

0.41664
0.42017
0.44467
0,45488
0.45659
0.45850 -

0.55203 -
- 0.57147
0.56670
0.60523
0.62238
7 0.62302

Dy
.

v

0.46753
0.48633
0.50175
0.52058
0.54389
‘ 0.55844

.

-

0.36582
0.37709
0.38502
0.39773,
Y 0.41290
0.42487

v

. 0.07610
0,08249
e 0.09071
0.10059
0.11122
0.11932

m&ber
Students

kY 63725
65566
64198
65906
67342

« 67011

75464 - .
73504
69794 |
66593
66263
65184 .

64102
61679 ’
67067 ’
61988
60651
60703

74202
72638 e
70503 >
68495

65414 .

62096

T ee

72145
71441
70305
68217
64296
60752

S
L7177 T
70472 .
1 ,69250
67254
63838
T 62413




H Aruntoxt provided by Eric
\
H B

- School
District
Year Number
. g
X . 1 3774820
: . 2 3774820 -,
NN 3* 3774820
o 4T 3774820
\\\§§~’ 3774820 .
. 6\, 3774820 °
~ 3774828 - 6
Qnaha‘_“‘..\_ .
{
1° 1208760 N
2 1208760 -
3 - 1208760
4+ 1208760.
:78 1208760
) 6 1208760
» 1208760 , ,. " 6
Tucsnn
1 5318309
2 ~5318300
3 5318300
¢4 5318300
*5 5318300

4

6 5318300

PR . -
§318300 N3
El Pago *
o 1 4504490
2 4504490
: 3. 4504490 °
“« 4504490
5 4504490
‘. 6 4504490
4504490 " 6
“ Toledo )
I 1 3321240
v 2 - 3321240
3 3321240
4 3321240
5 3321240
6 3321240
v 3321240 N
: y Minnespolis .
. I 4622770
. 2 4622770
, 3 4622770 .
4 4622770
v5 4622770 ¢
] .6, 4622770
{‘/ -
46227%9 $
. ok

shoma City

?

P

¢ A I
, \ !
) : 5 '
2 s 1 Y ~ N
Metro, . Number . - Prop. Number
Status ' SMSA Whites Yy ‘R " Blatk © . Students,
\ _’;Hb wb . RO SO 0t i .
- . Lo < Ty - N
1 =143 7 49956  0,06008™ 0,66759 . '0.18074 v '
1 143 49582  0.06358 0,65598 0.18481. 62451
1 143 50381 . 0.06402 0,65500 0.18556 3516 :
1. 143 50352  0.07177 0.61989 0.18881 63931
i i:g 49384  0.08127 0.58019  0.19358 63325 - 3
. ©-o' 46923 0.08593  0.56540  0ite77y - 60502°
v N = a ‘
.,\ .
T B4 36294 0.02505 (.51422 , 0.05156 53667 o
1 04 37995  0.02567 0.50249  0.05160, 55964 s
1 204 25703  0.03147 .0.45524 -0,05778 39618
A, © 204 27799 0,03301 . 0,41564 0,05649 42949
1 204 28172  0.83098 0,43053 0.05441 - - 43323 —_
"1 204 27815, .0,03189 10,39522 0,05274 42854
. AN Y . .
. - . A ‘ ¢
T . ;
g . ' ~t. \ N ) . < « - ‘
.1 57 26294  0.03294 .-0.00401 0.02905 62105 ¢ :
1 57 25847  0,03945 -0,00351. 0.0312) 62199 |
1 57. ' 25359 0.03846 =0.00855 ' 0.03017 62545
‘1 v 57 25205  0.04026- <0,01016 0,03042 62960 N
1 57 24096 0.04114 =0,01159 0502990 . 62424 -
- 3 ‘e LT ]
L [« . \'
‘o . - . . = N
1 "5y 23983  0.04354 -0,01253 - 003141 «63937 >
. & R . -
Lt ~ 3 ’ - ~
. § .
" . 2 T N
1 ‘2017 . 43551. 0,09194  0,65165 +0.26393 65183 '
1 201 44279  0.10354 . 0,6174%  0.27067 62965
<1 203 43504 0.10357  0,61053  0.26592 61699
= ” d . - ; i . T . ’
. - © EA
.. R g e . ’
1 203 ' «435B0  0.10227 ¢ 0.62679 = 0,27404 62746 RS
1 201 43773 0.10974.° 0.59740 ' 0.27257 - 61694 “Rasa
1 201 | 40669 0.11337_ 0.60216.0,28496  * 59911 - \
- . - - ’ - o~ £y
‘ - . - - ‘\*’/ SR S &
1. <123 62490  0.05355 0,28656 , 0.07506 70006 ° e
1. 123 p0112 , 0.05509  0,31961  0.0809&: ~ 68278 ... .° -
1 123 58143 '. 0.05949 0,32991 0.08374 66855 S N
A1 - 123 55497 .0.06588  0,32291  0.09729 64877 S
) 123 51804  0,07165 0.32253 0,10576 , 61546 Ny
1 ° 123 48405  0.08220 & 0,29725  0.11698 58033, .
. . ‘j ) A .
. N - -, - L4 v
’ -‘. S oA
- « .- N fe R . A4 G
1 142 58472 0:033 0.84 o . - .
. 4 103378, 0.844 . -
b gz o mees oleis RIS 10 i
95.- 0.05466  0,76236 0.22999
1 - 142 49571 0.06715 - 07 ee0s o 100e2
. - 0271550  0,33602 -
1 ' 69141 B
B e i2224  0,23029 009491 0.26328 60275 P
o (37461 0.24636  0.07815 0.26724 - 54041
P R ' .
d + 7 ) 4 ’.




",

~

« District Hetro.
Yesr Number - Status
1 1000390 Rt
2 1000390 L
3 1000390 1
4 1000399 1
. 5 1000390 1
.6 1000390 1
1000590 ©
a0 Birmingham
* o £ 2812990 1
2 2612990 . 1
3% 2612990 - 1
) -4 22612990 1
.~ .5 261299Y 1
s - 6 2612990 1
2612990 6 -
Wichita
.‘ [
H 1
" o
' |
"1 5002310 1
3 5002310 1
4 5002310 1
5 5002310 1
. 6 5002310 1
~ 5002310 5
Greeavilde
1 5308940 . 1
M2z 5308940 1.
. 3 5308940 . 1
. 4 5308940 1
5. 5308940 1
6 5308940 1
) 5308940 6
e Austin )
‘),( YN 4 »
1 1414550 ,
;w2 1414550
<3 1414550
. 4 1414550
‘ 5 . 1414550
’ ) 6 1414550
- 1414550 e
o . )
B Fresdo .
« ‘ re e
w1 4504348 -4
. 2 4504348 1
-3 4504348 - 1
4 4504348 g
, ‘5 4504348 1
. 6 4504348 1
4504348 6
Akron | *
Q -

FRIC

. «
A FuiText provided by Eric .
x
v

b School . :

. o=
» . -
« '_ Number
.SMSA vhites
24 32278
24, 31175
“24 28125
24+ 26031
. 24 23372
24 20781
- >
216 58060
216 56218
. 216- 52868 _
216 | 48861°
216 45942
216 43914
T
‘78 43853
78 44385
78 .+ 44761
78 44164
18’ 43835
4
16 33934
16 34354
16 35400
16 35816
16, 35214
16 ° 36968
"y
70 40701
:°70 40599
70 40132
70 . 38644
;o 37665
0 38722
2 43341
? 41637
2 40880
2 39943
-2 38306
2 36101
% 106

S

.,

o3
‘e

.

0,06382 9.87587

0.08005
0,19056
0.20283
0.20498
0320842

0.05575
0.07572
0.09577
0.14995,
0,15904
0.16589

0.03979
0.21523
0,21798"
0,21736
0.,21824

0.02758
0.03283
0.03720
0,06941
0.07273
. 0,08802

&S,

Yo

0¢n2065
0.02303
0.03231
0.03610
0,03932
. 0,04355

A

0.18121
0.,13570
0.13755
0.14097
0.14589
0,15197

0,84839
0,65119
‘0,64088
0,65491
0,66267

0,57221
0.45288
0,34723-
0.03201
0,02791
0.02871

s

0,82011
0.03693
0,01903
0.02412
0.,02242

" 0.81655

"0,77872
0,75317
0.52658
0,51398
0.40508

0,77109
e, 73066
0,63678
0.61116
0,.57909
0.55416

1

-

0.49215
0,48823
0,49643
0,49308
0;49206
0,48630

Prop.
Black

.

0.51413
0.52804
0.,54633
0.56479
0.59398
0.61785

-

0.,13032
0.13840
0.14671
0.,15491
0,16360 &
0,17079%
. o

£

.
-

0.,22117

‘0,22348.

0,22221

0,22273° |

~

\

0.15037
0.14836
0.,15069
0,14662
0.14964
0.14795

.
- T
A

0.09022
0.08550
0.08895
0.09284
0.09342
0.09768

0.25836
0.26516
0.27315
0.27810
0.28722
0.29584

-

o~

Numbery
Students

S~

66434
66054
61994
59907
* 57729
54512

68391
67025
63811
59868

. 57254
55431

56306
57222
57635
56930

o.zzsi4 56598«

51760
52724
54974
55565
55861
28332

~

58180

57029
57450
.*95913

o

*54990 -

54758

- 58589
56838
56426
55570
53966
51521

vy

Ph



.

District
Yoar . Number
-
.- 1 2800300
. 2 2800300
i 3 2800300
. 4 2800300
. . S 2800300
6 2800300
2800300
,Shreveport
“x ¥
1 4504384
- 2 4504384
3 4504384
4 4504384
5 4504384
: b [ 4504384
ot
4504384
Dayton .
. 1414550
M <
1 1414880
, 3 14314880
) . 4 1414880
* 5 1414880
. &€ 1414880
: 141 4850
i Garden Yirove,
1 2703600
2 2703600
3 2703600
4 2703600
. R 5 2703600
. 6 2703609
‘ 2703600 .
Louisville
: 1 ,1433849
2 1433840
‘ 3 1433840
4 1 1433840
v 5 1433840
6 1433840
. 1433840,
Sacramento
. 1 5602670
2 5602670
3 5602670
4 5602670
S 5602670
! 6 5602620
5602670
- Norfolk
b +
L4 - r
o .

ERIC

v .
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. .

Séhool ‘

' 4

Hetro.
Status
»' 1
b 4
1
1
- 1
1
[
1
1
. 1
1
1
1
[
-
[
1
1
1
1
1
5
Calif,
1
1
(!
- \i
1
1
6
1
1
1
1
1
1
[
1
1
1
1
1
1
[

. Numbét
* SMSA Whites
»
-~
183 33909
183 31989
183 \ 27298
- 183 ~ 26677
183 25044
183 24099
49 36582
49 . 35191
49 33415
49 31348
49 28698
49 ‘26131,
9 47147
9 46050
9 45024 .
9 43994
9 42677
111 29699
111 28194
111 27458
111 25786
111 24011
111 22199
< -
167 34763
167 34763
167 33496
. 167 31261
167, 30247
167 29006
) 4
136 31824
138 33689 .
1387 29644
138 25830
138 24024
43a'~ 24204
» - 107

Z 1 {%

.
v.~-

0,01770 *
0.07595
0,20813
0.21949
0.21692
0.25881

0.07198
+0.08494
0.09809
0.11112
0.13739
0.16362

0.06145
0.00195
0.00299
0.00359

- 0,00485

0.16306
0.14715
0.14162
0.14045
0.14688
0.15184

0.11915
0.12573
0.13143
0.13770
0.14371
0,15223 -

0.08520
0.10665
0.23617
0.46020
0.47766
0.48209

Rub

0{95948
0.83186
0,57536
0.55713

- 0,56442

0,49742

0.81200
0,78412
0,75870
0,73962
0,69180
0,64654

0,07665

0.06427
C.08454
0.1£0346
0.11247

,0,64653
0.58885.-

0,70655
0,71191
0.71223
0,70915

0.14518
0,13776
0,14343
0.15266
0.14532
0.13972

0,79689
0,74631
0.47421
0.03972

. 0.03556
0,03624 ,

Prop. Number
Black Students
i
0,43697. 60483
0.45170 58782 .
0.49012 ¥ 53866
0.49561 ' 53330
0.498071 52336
"0.51496 50054 . 1
Lo k
N o . %
0,38285 59527 %
0:39343 58287 %
0,40653 56609 i
0.42675 55041 . .
0,44580 52162
0.4629% 48960
‘ l
H
.o
A S
0.00157 52908
0,00209 52684 .
0.00327 51983 .
0.00401 51382 |
0,00546 50346
0.46131 55212 !
0.47292 53586
0.3§262 53197
0,48753 50440
0,51041 49133
0.52205 46545
* ':‘,
0.13939 52545
0.14582 53327. . -
0.15343 52218 .
0.16251 49658
0,16814 48774
0.17696 47588
41941 56079 _
0.42040 59429 7
0.44917 55117
0.47924 50791 v
. 49527 48701
0,50022 504C 4




. - . - - l' - M . i
L r- . School i , ) . Prop. Kunber .
District Metro. - -° Nm;.b“ S' .. R r * Black Students
i Year  Number Status SMSA  Whites - wh wb e 3
1 3333840 1 .123 45669  0,04412 0,23859 0,05795 50338
2 3333840 1 123 - 43432  0.04622 " 0,26364 -0.06277 48432
3 3333840 1 ~* 123 44378 0.04512 ° 0,29059 0,0&360 49732 - -
. 4 3333840 1 123 . 44130 0,04500° 0,30714  0,06495 -- 49621 %
. . S5 3333840 1 v 123 -42476  0.04549,  0;32919 0,06781 48059 .
v, 6 3333840 Jd 123 ~° 40234  0.05072° 0,30235 0.07273 45954 " . .
N \ to ' - . / ‘ . ]
‘ hd . LT |
s - . . . N
N M ¢ a v, N
3333840 -8 ’ . * /J
St.Paul j
. 1 4301500 1., 77 35975 0.04974  0.82036 0.27690 . 49831 . - {
2" 4301500 1 77 36521  0.05088 0,81509 0,27518 50462 . - -
. 3 4301500\ - 1. 77 "7 35690 0.11568  0,58274  0.27723 495r4 - .
4 4301500 1- 77 33744 0.28228  0.04016 .0,29400 - 47938 - {
R 5 4301500 1, 777 . 32464 - 0.28817 T 0,05040 0.30346 46675 |
6 4301500 ! .77 31487 © 0.29677 0,04561  0.31095 45801 . }
K -
4 4301500 - 6 , ) ‘ - -
. Winston-Salem/Forsythe i \
: w . : 6110 ,
P o1 g mmopimocm o g :
S 2 ggigg;g " . AR TR S e T 0.05595 46292
: 4. $315270 1., 46 19530 0,01741 0,69279 0,05667 45900
5 5315270 e 1 4% 18798  §.02262 0,59045 0.05524 45567 .
‘ & 53i5:70 1 46 18015 0,03002 0.46926 0.05457 . 44815
2 . . o ) - ’ R
5315270 6 , Lo .
4 LT Corpus Christi | '"- . * e .
¢ . 4 - .'\ M Yo ) - o %
1 2403870 Yy .73 14063 0.22095 0,80360 0,61585 - 484341 ..
2 2403870 . 1 73 13246 0.14188  0,77559  0,63224 48435 - .
. 3 2403870 1 73 12095  0.14885 .0,77010 0.64747 46595
4 2403870 1 73 10710  0.15044 .0,77709 _ 0,67487 45332
. - 5 2403870 1~ 73 9910 0.15844 0,77234 ' 0.69596 - 44830 .
6 2403870 1 73 8640 ° 0,18823  0.73956 0,72273 43312 . .
- X . L N
2403870 6 . X . ) ] .
Gary, L . a -
! : 42 ° 0,16593 0475700 0.68285 43115 ’ ’
1 5603240 - 163 1348 oiisers  dlrawed ooaam 42719
N 2 5603240 1 L X 42680 0le4151 47988
3> 5603240 1 163 - 17041 . 0.36771 O L6
) 78 0.61990 0,10244 0,60066 45031 |
4% 5603240 1 163 13781 . .
5 5603240 1 .163 12901  6,63377 0,09663 0,70156: 438257 . .
6 5603240 1 163 10799 0,66622 0.09084 0,73274. 40960 e
. 5603240 I . ' ' , : ) S
Richmond =~ ' . Y . - . .
4224750 , 1 . 165 32016  0,18035. 0.37544 0,28876 47372 s
e ’ g 4224750 1~ 165 30352 0,19230 0,38243 0,31138 46843
65 ° 410 0,20322 0,38691 0,33147 45500 .
3 4224750 1 165 2841 -
- 4 4224750 1 165 26076  0,24689. 0,30777 0,35665 _ 44182 ... - .
: 5 4224750 1 165 ° 24271 0,23660 0.37617. 037924 43347
4224750 1 165 22956 0,24895 0,37954 ' 0,40123" 43304 .
o ' * - =Y e . * .
4224750 .8 , ' . :
4 .
Rqrhcn:er . ) LN .
C ' A 108
~ . ' 105
- - . 12\) ! )
o N i T
\) R . A

&



A\
’
)

. School v
P District
Number

-
.
-

- N o~

. 2403630
2403630-- .
2403630,
2403630
2403630

i 2403630
v 2 -

. ’ 2403630 © 6

ft. Wayne

a

OOV &t

"

2508970
2508970 .
2508970

. 2508970
2508970
2508970~ . . -

. 2508970 . c "+ 6
Des M ines ’

[y

7
[ AVIE N 2]V

3

1., 2334510
2 2334510
3 2334510
4 2334510
5° 2334510
6 2334510

E | 2334510 6

gockford, Iil. *

4007630
4007830
4007830
4007830
40076830 . |
4007830

- " 4007830 6

LR IF XY A Yy

~

w

.

1402640
1402640
1402640

. 1
Y
) .5 1402630
NN 6 1402640
. 1402640 . 5
< ‘ Akahein
. N
C1 + 1434590
2 1434590 .
3 1434590
4 1434590 "
5 - 1434590
6 1434590
1434590 6

San Jose

~ «
. v

PAruntext provided by eric ~
.

Metro.
Status

[T YTy

s s

s

Jerdey City™ — e

R
~

90

52
52
52
52
52
52

166
166
166
166+
166
166

90

90
90

- 90

90

7

O OO o

178
178
178
178
178
178

Number
Whites

. 35377
36540
36375
36377
35448
34201 .

42425
41698
41177
40102
,38796
37546

24041
24780
25730
© 26034,
26288
26201

0.05661
0.06421

0.06476

0,09048

- 0,09627

0,10129

»

0705134
0.05625
0.05855
0.05720
,0.05850
0,06084

" 0,07187

0.06731
0,07902
0.07788
0.08108

'0.09202

0.22865 .

0.22821
0,22959
0.22959
0,22463
0.20995

0,00051
0.00102
0,00157-
0,00216-
0.,00256

L d

0,00951
0.00976
0.,00987
0.Q1059
,30,01005
"0.,01051

. .
\Prop. Humber N
R .+ Black' -  Students u
wb & -, .
.. a -
0.59121 0,13848 41595
0.53437  0,13790 43016 ° .
0,56708  0,14959 43400
0.41667 "0,1551b 43822 *
0.40193  0,16097 43245
0.39172  0,16652 42012 -
. ‘/
“ T )
'}'e‘a . .
, 0.33842 - 0,07760 46532
0.28694  0,07889 45788
0.29168. 0,08257 45375 -
0.32155, 0,08430 44340
0.35381 . 0,09052 43226
0.33320  0.09124 42000 y
.e*:’;_ .
0,40065 0,13992 36975 ¢
0.39529  0,11131 42826 -
0,35714 0,12292 43116 X .
0.39067 10,1278 42133 ]
0,40494° 0,{3625 41364 ; }
0.36587 - 0,14511 40618 7,
{
{‘ ' .
- =2 i
0,46998 " 0,43141 > 37083
0.47678 0.43617 ° 37916 -
6.48277  0,44387 38420 - :
0.48522 0, 44600 39256
0.50569 0,45442 +38616
0.54633 ' 0,46279 37948 .
T ? ' S
- , * " M ’
Z0:00000 000651 33563 ‘
~0,00001  0,00101 36761
-0,00000, 0.,00157 37049
0,00273 . 0,00217 . 37344 ~
=0,00001  0,00255 37594
. b~ C
2 : |
o
¢ ) . .
Y0.36927  0,01508 35417 ool
0. 40063  0,01629 36041 .
0.37623 0,01582 3M76 ST
0.31554  0,01517 36906 . ]
0,27209% 0,01381 37146 .
4325278 0,01406 . 366%7 '« .
<
A » . ‘



’ ) .

‘Sc.hool )
District Metro. Number
t¥ear  Numbers Status SMSA Whites
’
¢ 1 1002430 - 1 126 22402
Fal 1002430 1 - 126 22207
s 3 1002430 .1 126 20530
. 4 1002430 1 126 20318
5 1002430 1 126 19p23
) 1002430 1 126 ° 19217
1002430 6 ) &
. Montgomery, Ala. ) i
1
1 5346680 ~1 57 11755
-2 5346680 1 - 57 11772
. 3 5346680 1 57 11887-
4 5346680 1 57 12097
., 5 5346680 1 57 d2140
[ 5346680 1 57 12213
. 5346680 6
Yslete (El Paso)
%
1 1503060 1 42 \ 25340
2 1503060 1 -4 26658
3 1503060 1 27596
4 1503960 1 42 rZ1
5 1503060 1 42 29853
) . 6 1503060. 1 . 42 29171
1503060 6 '
3
Colorado Springs ‘.
. . - .
N J ‘ ’
r.. ‘ k4
A
/ ¢ -
- . o
’
. - 13
. s ] ..
X '
. .
. 2 -

ERIC. e

2 L
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. N

A

.y

»

-

Nunber
Students

39093
38979
37651
37604
36949
36293

30208
31430
33262
35352
36736
39179

30336
31779
33025
34426
35853
34996

N 4
,\v
. “Prop.
Sub Rp .Black
0.03816, 0.91062  0.42696
0.12513 0,70920 ©6,43028
0.24742  0,45583  0.45468
0.25247 0,45078  0.45969
0.25895  0,44131. 0.46350
0.26099 0,44381  0,46924
* ’ . -~ 3
.4 Y
0.01738 .0.40052  0.02900, ..
0.02136  0,22225 0,02746
0.02244  0,17445 Q.02718
0.02785  0,00664 5.02803
0.03060 " -0,00249 . 0.02817
0.03088 -0,00472 0.02629
- R I
0.03495  0,44613  0,06309
0.03692  0.40957 0,06253
0.03921  0,36802 0,06204
- 0.04314  0,29181 - 0.96091
0.04357  0,30049 0.06228 -
0.04362, - 0,28272  0.06081
L]
< . )
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\ "Schoot” s, i - =
> District Hetro. Number
Year Number Status SMSA  “Whites svb
. ' 1 4220580 1 135 . 202859  0.14862
. 2 4220580 1 135 201202  0,15891
3 4220580 1 135 191832 -~ 0,15919
‘4 4220580 1 .135 179723 - 0.16121
5 4220580 -1 - 135 170216 0,15641
. 6 4220580 1 135 155062 - 0,15725
. 4220580 = ‘
New York City !,
t 1 1422710 1. 110 188646  0.02677
2 1422710 1 . 110 179883  0.02898
3 1422710 1 110 47842-  0,02997
4 1422710 1 110 8152 ' 0.03386
5 1422710 1 110 %7981 0,03855
6. 1422710 1 110 {32322 0.03668
1422710 .
Los Angeles
1 2309930 1 39 144791  0.,04736
2 2309930 N & 14 138561  0,04900
3 2309930 1, 39 133292  0.04933,
.. 4 2309930 .1, 39 125651  0,04961
5 2309930 .1 39, 114924  0.04817
. 6 2309930 1 39 104640 0.04777
) . : L
* 2309930 ' .
Chicago
1 4818990 1 149 57017 0.19287
¢ 2 4618990 1 149 , 56427  0.18642-
. 3 4818990 1 149 55255 0.16616
4 4818990 1 .. _149 252799 0.14940
5 4818990 1 149 54345  0,14584 -
"6 45818990 1 ~* 149 49128  0.13203
481039¢ . .
. Philadelphia
1 3212000 1 53 ° 69381 0.17931
2 3212000 1. 53 64028  0,19012
3 3212000 1 53 57699 0,17662
4 3212000 1 53 55232 0.,18810 .
- 5 3212000 1 93 50059 0.21751
6° 3212000 1 53 42966  0,24353
3212000 R
x Detroit .
S . . . "
. 1 5323640 1 83 74920 0,038b3
2 5323640 1 83" 68179 0,03961
3 5323640 1 83 65716 - 0,06110
4 5323640 1 83 57177  0.06662
5 5323640 ¥ 83, 50120 . 0,07453.
5 5323640 1 63 43851 '0,08%908
. 5323640 )
L Houston ™ q ?
! 1 3000090 1 .18 42182  0,13229
. ' 2 3000090 1 18 41026 . 0,13179
L 3 3000090 1 18 31715 0.11829
"4 3000090 1 16 . 28328  0,13262
= 5 3%00h90 1 18 .26126  0,14027
. g " dergaany 1 18 . 24672 0,13655
3ooowﬁp_ L .
. Baltimore L0 o112 .

129 °

4

wb

0.53374
0,527 40
0.53081
0,53406
0,55437
0,56440

0.89835
0:88347
0.88260

. 0.87021

6.85068-
0,85759

*0,90903

0.90728
0.90830
0,90869
0.91277
0.91423

o.6si5;

0.69969
0.72939
0.75303.
0,75613
'0.78031

0,6941 4
0,68821
0.71722
0.70359
0.67006
0.64612

[

0,88959
0.,88617
q.,83557,

0.82201 -

0,81203

0.78434

.

0,79624
0,79712
0.81666
0,80368
0.79488
0.79689

° Prop. .

Humber .
Black Students .
PO . . v . "_
0.31874 502055 - -
0,33624 537356 4
0.33928 537420 -
0,.34600 518318
0,35100 "~ -501634 . Lt
0,36101 _ 483668 '
i/) 1
0.24414  373146° o |
0.24870 366399 1
0.25529 356726
0,26085 ° - -346770
0,25817 334738 —~ |
+ 0,25753 323999 . .
‘
0.52087 - 387549 . !
0.52840 385729 .
0.53792 388851 ] . |
0.54329 - 379792 4 ]
0.55227 365575 {
0.55696 350836
! b3
0,61681 158453 . ;
0.62076 . 16121% :
0,61404 156421 ) .
(0.60493. D 147445, _ . . ... ..
g.60214_ 148755
160098 139326 ‘ )
; '
0.58624 174773,
0,60975 172472 e
0.62460 161761
0.63480 159744
1 0.65924 ° 156118
0.68819 - 147511 L
0.35166 150031
0.34793 137572
0.37159 142556 i
0,37432 " 125411 v
0,39649 *+ 119471 .
.0,41307 114097 i
. {
0,64924 120258 :
0.64958 117078
0.64522 89393 .
0.67553 87306
0.68384 82635
0.67232 .

75601

)
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v , L R School . .
N . Diatxict Hetro, Nuzher Prop. Number
., Year Nunber Status SMSA Whites - Sub Ry Black ~ Students
ca’ - ’ . a )
. 1 5316230 1 47 54512 . 0,02450 -0.92556 0,32919 - 94105
2 5316230 1 47 52994  0,02136 0,93350 0.32123 90157
3 5316230 1 47 50693 0,02025 _0,93937 0,33393 89300
4 5316230 1 » .47 42982 0,03059 ~ 0490390 0.,31833 75518
. 5 5316230 1 47 39037 0.04741 0,85454 §,32592 71386
T 6 ., 5316230 1 47 3.> 35282 0,06318 . 0,81989 0.35078 69520
x , -~ et .
=~ 5316230 - == 6 : ) N v
d . Dallas ’ - g / N ‘ .
LT -7 X . /' R
"~ - \ .
¢ 1. 4504378 1 41 362186  0,07944 © 0.85815 - 0,56003 85742,
2 4504378 1 Lo 41 34220 0,08378 0,85355 0.57207 -, 83880
3 4504378 1 41 33495 0,07510 0,86775 0,56792 *  H1420
_ 4 4504378 1 4 351‘32 0.06851 0.87879 0.56527 78264
5 4504378 1 . 4 3bs509 0.06082 ‘¢ ¢,89339 0.57048 75310
‘ 6 4504378 1 "4y 29152 “0.05512 0,90207° 0.56278 71488
504378 ¢ 6 o
e’ " Cleveland ,
e 1 5202940, 1 118 34868 0.04112 ¢,9215¢ 0,52389 73452
2 5202940 "1 116 34724 0.05689 0.89581  0,54603 76736
- ¥ 5202940 1 118 40545 0,07866 0,84618 0.51139 83306
4 5202940 1 118 35280 0,09753 0,82198 0.54786 78376
5" 5202940 1 118 30297 G.12694 0.78696 0,59587 75303
6 5202940 . 1 116 12510 0,48229 0,32885 0.71859 44800
* . L] «
" 5202940 6 . ]
R Menphis . T \:
4 ’ ‘ ) «
- 1 5909600 1 122 51854 0.04924 0.82371 0.27933 75982
. : 2 5909600 1 122 . 51252 0,04909 _ 0,82439 0,27953 75709
3 5909600 1 122 49427  0,05001 0,80809 /0.26059 71222 .
* 4 5909600~ 1 122 46842  0.05931  0,79611 , 0,29098 71224 ¢
e 5 5909600 1 422 " 41884 0.06832 0,78686 0,32092 66588
. . 6 5909600 1 1 38473 0.075987 0,779 T 0,33471T T 63245
' - 5909600 6 . , T
P o M v
- Milvaukee = .
1 1434320 1+ 176. 53756 0.03537 *0,70860 0.12139 71052
2 1434320 1 176 53337 0,04137 0,67682  0,12802 71716
3 £434320 1 176 51587 0.04488 0.65629 0,13057 - 69901
4 1434320 17 176 51365 0.04736 0,63942 *0.13135 69470
, S 1434320 1 176 « 48537  0,04852  0,61916 0.12739 65844
6 1434320 1. 176 46262 0,05485 0,60706 0,135%0 64276
» T 1434320 6 }
' ' < San Diego . :"
1 4504380 1 45 49078  0,07844° 6,69402 = 0.25635 66287
2 4504380 1 45 49057 * 0,08067 0,69432 026391 66945
» . “ 3 4504340 1 45 47238 0,08526 0,66501 0.25451 .  636¢7
4 4504380 1 45 45066 -.0,09378 0.65342 0,27960 62133 -
v 5° 4504380 1 45 42869 0,10748  0,62536 0.28688 .60485
6 4504380 1 45 39991 0.11387 0.61725 0.29750 ST 4
' 4504380 ¢ 6 . :
Columbus .
- Y e 17 4%00870 1 198 38834  0.03459. 0,83691 0,21208 - 53564 -
2 1900870 1 198 39781 0.03922 0,61180 0.20947 55102
, 3 1900870 v 1 198 39734  0.04635 0.76256 0.19522 53441 .
- ' 4 1900870 1 198 10312 0,24510 0,03128 0,25302 14750
5 1900870 1 198 11936  0¢21929 0,05076° 0,23102 18925
6 1900870 1 . 198 10963 ~ 0,23618 0,06416 0,25238 *16095
1900870 6 . .
Tanpa .
. 13 -
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' v
Scaool
District
Year - Number
1 3529280
2 3529280
3 3529280
4 3529280
5 3529280
6 3529280
‘3529280
St. Louis
1. " 2801170
2 2801170
3 2801170
4 2801170
5 2801170
6" 2804170
2801170

New Orleans

2404770
2404770
2404770
2404770
2404770,
2404770

N e

2404770
Indianapolis

3102790
3102790
3102290
3102790
73102790
3102790

31062790
,Boston

1< 2000120
2' 2000120
3 2000129
a4
5

2302120
2000120.
2000120

o

2000120,
Atlanta

AT

1503360
1503360
1503360
1503360
1503360

OV &GN

1503360
Dénver

* 4100060
4100060
4100060

* 4100060
4100060

6 4100060

U &GN

T 4100060
Albuquerque

6

6

.

6~
¢

1503360 .

Metro.
Status

-

-

P

¢

S b g e

T L

e e

s s e

>

[T T TSy

-

e
.

T N

SMSA

170
170
170
170
170
170

134
134
134
134
134
134

86
86
86
86
86
86

27
27
27
27
27
27

13
13
13

13
.13

51
51
51..
51
51
51

%

LU RN SV RV RV RN ]

Number '
Whites wa
26727  0.12087
25651 0,13065
23815 0,12331
20880  0,10988
19735  0,09990
18148 . 0,09919
18797  0,16798
17740 0,18861
15663  0,22159
‘12568 °0,24497
12416  0,25947
6557 . 0535895
51683 0.,07561
50289 0,08050
48418 ~ 0,08375
44121 0,09969
39746 0,10440

35759 0,20915
-

9

va

P il

o

T :
31465 0,09925
31006  0,09965
~29764  0,09032
27339 °20,08629
23420 ~ '0,09150
21776 0.09804
27244  0,07403
25275  0,09611
21167  0.17972
17586  0.21150
13440 0,25835

6644  0,43538

12
33468 0,03872
32656 0,06647
30984 0,07364
28769  0.08099.
26766 0,10391
24460  0,10656
¢ ©
23312 -0,01500
23185 0,01724
23335 0,02003
21931 0,02023
21674 0,02112
20232 0,02190
114

0.81394
0,80241
0.81655
0,83930
0,485399
0,85544

0,75866
0,73326
0,69088
0,67445

0,65570
0.56819

0.77769
0.,27p33
0,76719
0.72910
0.73069

0,49182 -

0,63764
0.66423
0.70276
0.73154.
0,73112

0.70550 .

0.88152
0,85197
0,74051

0,70244
0,65813.
0,48031

-~
3

0,74669
0.,56276
0,53565
0,50914
0,40462
0,40 346

R
0.43771
0,38750
0,280723
0,30195
0,25813

A

0.,24924

2

Prop. ¥umber , -
Black Students - R
0.64964 76994
< 0.66124 - 76415 |, .
0,67214 73372 Lo i
0,68373 66678
0.,68418 63156
0.68614 58628
Y
0,695602 64869 .
0,70710 64230
‘0,71685 60604
0,75248 56251 .
0,75362 54724
0.83128 42634
* .
0,34010 78319
0,35050" 77798
0,35974 76067
0.36798" 70302
0,38764 65391
0,41156 61313
o
.0
0,27391 | 46917
0,.29679 ; 48229
0.30387 47623
0.32142 45632
0,34031 “.41042
0,33290 38970
0,62482 72730
0,64927 72155
0.69259 68918
-0,71078 61231
0.75570 . 56071
0,83777 41614
0,15284 54313
0,15202 .. 54256
0,15859 51889
0,16500 50262
0,17453 - 47979
0,17863 44852
0.02667 40752° .
0.02814 - 41537
0.02782 41874
0.02898 39747 -
0,02847 39478
0,02918 37907 .




v School . * ' -
District Metro. o . Rumber < oge : Prop. ’ Number . . 4

= . » . -
. Year Rumber . 'Status SHSA. Whites . 8 wb R Black Students
" PR > . v .

~

1 1434420 . .1 - 177 18486 .0.14351 0.50452  0,28963 44671 ;
2 1434410 ° 1., 177 16496 0,14387° 0,48923 - 0,28168 43880 . ]
T3 1434410 1 177 15427 0,16148 0,45472  0,29615 40473 - X
4 1434410 1" 177 * 5832 0,32291, -0,00078, 0,32239 17879 LA
. 5 1434410 1 177 5060 0.32956 =0,00829"  0,32396 17002 C
6 - 1434410 1 177 4673  0,32403 ~0,00593 *, 0.32000 - 16847 :
1 - . y “ . B - ]‘
1434410 6 . ‘ . , _ « o Sl
Sah Francisco . ) -
- . ) : - ]
. . . . 3
L 1 7 4302970 . 1 37 31470 0.08631 0,70874 \0,29631 - 44949 : ‘
2 4382970 L1 37 31120 0,09569 0,68032 0429932 44698
3 4302970 1 37 19388 - 0,29749 _ 0,09095 0, 32725 29060 i
4 4302970 1 37 18919 0,32528  0,02939 0,33513 28702 ' - 1
. 5. .430297C 1 37 18512, 0.32748 (02993  0.33758 , . 28239 ;
.6 4302970 1 K4 16800 *-0,34363  0,03356 0,35557 ' " 26400
4302970 6 . . ‘ . g |
Charlotte- Mecklenburg . ‘ - i
Y ;
l
.. . 3
-1 4011340 1 136 ° 8793 0.23502 0,66699 0.7057.6 48810 - 8
2 4011340 1 136 , 7408 0,22555 0,67183 0.68728 46492 - s
3 4011340 1 136 7274- 0,20666 0,69120 - 0,66924 - 44446 ) 37
4 4011346 . 1 136 6164 0,20662 . 0,69681  -0,68148 45410 . ‘ |
5 ¢ 4011340 1 136 6239 0,19018 0,71732  0.67280 43160 |
& 4011340 1 136 5662 0.19160 _ 0,71465 0/67146 .41989 1
_'] B . T 1] ] - .
4041340 6 ) ' - .
Newark ’ . ’ . . %
Fad * . ) . - |
: 1 4504375 1 40 28527  0,14307 0,66674 0,42931 50269 1
2 4504375 1 40 * 27511 0.14807 0,69829 0,43333 48760 -
3 4504375 - 17, 40 - 25918  0,15062 0,65Y40 07 44223° 467717 . .
4. 4504375 1 40 .23970 0.14393 0.67f98 0.44011 43123 . ’*
, 5 4504375 - 1 40 21036 - 0.15212 _0,67550 0746880 39951 i
6 4504375 1 40 19769  0,15048 0,68286 0,47449 38005 .’ 1
4504375 e v . _ , . L
Cincinnatf - . . : ! |
- L]
.
1 5707710 1 182 40931  0.06922 0.44758  0,12530 50854 L
* 2. 5707710 1 . 182 '37939 © 0,07421  0,43632  0.13166 . 47805 i
3 5707710 4 182 ,32334  0,07269 o 45326 0.13295 41196 i
4 5707710 1 182 ‘24824 '0,08768 o 0.14159 32375
5 5709710 .1 182 11335 %‘»/z'sfh 0.13318 14799
6 5707710 . 1 182 23329 10183 " 394 0.15289 31166
5707710 .6 ¢ : . . . i
Seattle ,
- . J - . 4
1 - 5338730 - 1 174 10327  0,03028  0,80548  0.15550 43563 .t
2 5338730 *° 1 174 7796 0,06566 0472431 0.12490 . . 39657 » oL
3 5338730 1 174 7204 0.07078 0,43906 0.12618 38699 .
4 5338730 1 174 6500 0,07273 0,42537 0,12656 36756
5 5338730 . 1 174 5282 0.07949. 0,38279 0.12879 34910
. 6 5338730 - 1 174 4953 0. 07975L 0,38469 0,12960 - 34189 . .
5338730 6 S o, L .
san Antonio . . ’ . T
1 ' 4630240 1 205 ° 36670  0,01545 0,87071 .1;,951  aaz82 -~
2 4630240 1 205 -, 36770 ' 0.02277 0,83705 ;g%a% 44511
3 4630240 1 205 35213 0,02785 - 0, 79634 U 7 42507 -
4 4530240 1 205 32146 0.04459 0,71357 o0, 15563 7 39862 . L
5 4630240 - 1. 205 - 29224 0.05345 0,64224 _ 0,1493 36314 N
6 4630240 1 . 205 25867  0.05734  £.62626 ~ 0.15343 32445 *
4630240 ., ' - =T )
Talsa -
.o o 115 .
. - . . <
‘ ' : 132
\‘1 ‘ - L . . .- N
,, : A




2 - .
i Schoo1
? i District .
Year Number
‘1 4819170
2 4819170
3 4819170
. 4 4819170
- 5 4819130
’ 6 4819170
; 4819170 6
. Pittsburgh*
1 4710050
2 4710059
« *3 4710050
. . 4 4710050
- 5 4710050
& 4710050
" 4710050 6
Portland
1 2800540
2 2800540
, 3 2800540
4 2800540
~ 5 2800540
6 2800540
28005408, 6
‘ E‘ Baqog‘RQE‘Se N
. . i
1 1002370 .
\ 2 1002370
: 3 1002370
4 1002370
5 1002370
-, 6 1002370
F 1002270 6
* Mobile
1 1428050
2 1428050
3 1428050
4 1428050
5 . 1428050
6 1428050 -
1428050 - 6
" Oakland _ "
. 1 3516400 *
. ~ 2 3516400
3 3516400
-4 3516400
5 3516400
. . 6 3516400
3516400 , é
\ - Kansas City M0
; 4 4205850
- 2 4205850
3 4205850
4 4205850
. 5 4205850
67 4205850~
4205850 &
v, Buffalo
- . *
¢
Q * =

ERI
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[T TN

NN

e

' 152
152

155
1557
155

155

155
3ss
R

19
19
19
19

19 -

19

124
124
124
124

124
2

177
177
177
177°
177
177

93

‘93
93
93
93

Number .. v Prop.J
Whites SWP Rub Black
1 P
24968 0.15688  0.63053  0,42461
24064 0.1%376 0,64207 0,42958
24150 D.14612 0,65476 0,42326
21546 0,14288 0.66529  0,42689

. 17482 0,17012 Y 0,62278  0,45097
17772 0.16196 0.63462 0,44326

- ',‘

: .
.j43765  0.04231 0.47235 0.08019
~¢43665 0,04686 046113  0,08695
441018 0,04348 0,45882 " 0,08034
38069 0.04941 0,46851 0,09296
134601  0,06672 ©£,30797  0,09641
32651 0.07328 0,28957 0.10317
h .. . .

© 23829 ©0,03463- 0,90%5%7 0.35886
24409 0.04189 0,BE400 0,36116
22609 0.10941 ° 0,71711  0,38676
21159 . 0,10273 0,74244 0,39885
21203 Jo.égaoa 0.74045 0,39678
20392 0.¥0771 0.73264 0,40287

' 3

23941  0.06762 0,83302 0,40497
21245 0.15080. 0,62947  0,40698

- 17127 0,18138 0,53868 0.39317
13919 0,24502 0,38636 0,39929
14376  0.23465 ., 0,39764 0,38956
14416A_Aq;g3§g4 _0,39094 _ 0,38295
11262 0,20887 0,62624 0.55885
10325 0.23571  0,59003 0.57494
9682 0.26236 ¢,55866 0,59446
8839 0.27899 0,54091 0.60769¢
7713 0.30383° 0,51525 0,62677
6897 0.,32475 0,49176 0.63896

R Fd
f
22868 0,13193  0.73497  0,49780-
21759  0,12367 0.75900 0,51317
20101 0:12044 0,77127 0,52657
18399 0.12124 0,77488 _ 0,53855
16258 0.12748 0,77238  0.56005
13066 0.14469  0,74839  0,57504
4' -

. 27131 0.11365 0.68437  0.36006
25526  0,12903  0,63079  0,34948
25052 0.13180 . 0,63340 0,35953

«22883 0.13689 0,64463 0,38521
. 20665 0.,14536 -0,63539 0,39867
19775  0.14297  0,62862  0.38498
116 .
{

Number
Students

43819
42418,
42114
37886
32142
32218

48847
49361
45965
43491
39766"
37987

37377
38459
37106
35482
35544

34517 __

\ - .

40235
35825
28283
23231
23601

—a23442

.

-

36910
35647
35802
34641
32988
30963

L)

45536
44695
42458
39872.
36954
33570

44634
41445
41813 .
9802

2456
4893

-

-

o

e el e e g




st o School

- y District Hetro. . Number . Prop. Number’
. Year  Number Status SMSA whites Se 3 Bfack -Students °
N , wb -
1 1422500 |, -oo0 1" - 130 31927 0.04315 0,54818  0,09551 38846
2 1422500 ° ") 1 110 30882 0.04936 . 051710 0.10221 = 38204
- 3 1422500 {1 110 30015 0.05618 0,49443  0,11112 37230
4" 1422500 Cr 110 . 28470 0~ 05221 , 0.46589  0,11648 36059
. 5 1422500 g 110 26487 0.07097 “0,44221  0,12723 34222
6 1422500 1 110 24460 0,07203  0.45974  0.13333 33338
1422500 .6 . ' ) L o,
Long Beach .
. s . ‘s 3 !
. 1 3774820 1 143 28673  0.,049681 0.73190  0.18580 36135
2 3774820 1 143 28970 0,05570 ~ 0,70633  0,18968. 36899
3 3774820 1 143 28690 0,05576 ' *0.71%76  0,19344 36673 .
4 3774820 .1 143 27020 0.06627  0,67690  0,20510 35145 , o
. 5 3774820 : T 143 °© 27124 0,07319  0,64730  0.20752 35396 g
6 3774820 1 143 25698 0.07086 " 0,61853 0.18575 32667
R 127 R S - ' .. T
Omaha i . . —~ ‘ ) -
1 1208760 1 204 . 18639 0.02895 ~0.,53474  0,06222 29187
. 2 1208760p 1 204 . 18912 0.02781 0,51444 0,05728 28929
- 3 1208760 1 204 18800 0.03164 . 0,45517  0,05808 29390
4 1208760 1 204 20617 0,03208 .0,4378 0,05706 . 32193
5 1208760 1< 204 20968 0.02950 0,46218  0.05486  -.32394
6 1208760 1 ~204 20655 0.03078 - 0,42090  0,05316 32076 ) -
1208760, T S o ‘ ‘
Tucson . . o . \ 3
. 1 -
o T N
. 1 s53ig300 - 1 57 17507 0.03816 =-0,00526 0,03307 - 40156 St
5 : 2 5318300 - % 57 - 17536 0,04298 .-C,00897. 0,03432 = 40212 '
3 5318300 - . L ' 57 . 16792 0.04284 =D,00990 0,03327 * ° 39946 °
. 4 5318300 1 57 16406 0.04354 =(,01140 , 0,03251 _399a4"
5- 5318300 -+ L 53 +~15170--—~0..04490. =04 01,333 ° "0.03219 38920 = -
6° +5318300 1 57 14876 0.04619 -0,01289 ~ 0.03374 39036 7 Sandent
! < 5318300 ~ 6 . - . b
El’\Paso ’ B -
“~ “ B . .
1. 4504490 1 201 27894 0.08484 0.71170  0,29429 40933
2 4504490 R 201 27960 0.10173 . D.65514  0,29499- 41161 -
- 3 4504490 1 201 26946 0.10379 ©.54435 0,29181 , 39669 -
. 4 .4504490 1 201 26821 0,09677 0,67143  0,29451 39791 .
. 5 4504490 1 201 25505 . 0.09869 ' D.66198  0,29196 37909 L
; 6 4504490, 1 201 240537 0.10096 0.66474  0,30113 36433 e '
R ) . i ’
4504490 . 6 A : >
.. Toledo T T
1 3321240 ‘1 123 33774 0,05733  ©.33168 \ 0,08579 38576 ’
. 2 3321240 1 123. 32648 0,.05746  0.36576  0,09060 37871
3 3321240 1 123 30646 ¥ 0.06383 0.38055  0.10304 36209
4 3321240 RIS 123 * 25750 0.06485 0,40559 0,10909 30900
5 3321240 I 123, 23188 0.06896 0,40658 0,11621 28147
. & 3321240 1 123 20792 _0.07118 0.36069 0,11134 25835 .
hd N . N > L}
3321240 ) . ’ . o
Minneapolis : . ) . .
. ' . -
1 4622770 1. 142 33087 0.01827 0.92105  0,23137 43047 .
2 4622770 1 142 28784, 0,02681° 0.88769 0,23871 40296 2
3 4622770 1 142 26821  0,03623 “0,84939  0,24056 37911 .
<4 4622770 1 142 26260 0,04866 0.79570 0,23820 . 36945
5 4622770 1 142 10485 0,25914  0.03209  0.26745 14855
.- 6 4622770 1 . 142 9027 0.27096 0.03618  0,28113 13140 {
' ‘ 1
4622770 e . ‘ . Y i
Oklahoma City . e - . .
Y , n7 . ’ . . %
. t, . . . . J 'S M N .
L S v ' . v - Co o
ERIC *. PRUNPENNEIN ¥:7: BN L
' . : , o T ' -

3 - »




4

Scl(\nn(!. .
District
Year Number
1 10003%0
2 1000390
3 1000390
4 1000390
‘5 1000390
] 1000390 ’
. 1000390 6
-ugningham
IS “"r(
& .
pN ~2612990
2 2612990 ¢
3. 2612990
R 4 . 2612990
” 5 2612990
6 2q12990 ,
3912990 s
Wichita ;"‘
"1 5002310
2 5002310
< 3 5002310~
4 5002310
5 5002310
[ 5002310
.\ ;.
) 5002310' 6
Greenville: .
. 1}{ 5368940
. 2 . 5308940
3 5308940
. 4 5308940
. 5 5308940 R
- 6 :5308940'
5308940 - 6
Ausrin LT .
2
1 1414550
2 1414550
3 1414550
4 1414550
5 1414550
] 1314550
1414550 B
Fresrio i
1 4504348
. 2L 4504348
. 35 4504348
4 4504348
4504348
6 4504348.
& 45D4348 6
Akron
) 1 2880300
2 2800300
3 72800300
% 4 2600300
5 2800300
,6 2800300,
2806300, ° 6
Shreveport

~

.216”

[T PRI

~

~ . ~—t°

LUNGC IV RS BN ]

183
- 183
183
183,
183

183+

[y

»
Nuaber®

- Students™’ N

v

46941
46203
42940

40134 °

38651
~36156

.

Number ) Prop.*
thtes S b wa ) (_‘slac'k
22283  0,05140 0,90216 ~ 0.52530
21218 0,07055 0,86953. 0.,54077
19037 - 0.16684 0,70028 0.55666
1730f 0.17445 0,69298 . 0.56822
15458° 0.17604 "0,70603 0,59882
13536 0.17665 . 0,71705 \o 62432

ks ) .

S R .

32294  0,03620 , 0,74870 0.14405

30406  0,04368~ 0, 71017 0.15088 ,
28129 0,08907 0,57074  0,16089
24865  0,16604 . 0.03692  0,17241
22992, 0,171%8 - 0,019%1~ 0,17532
22012 0*1745b 0.02308 0,17862

K N ' Do "

LI L .
24110 * 0,03727° 0,84648  0.24275
22799 .0,06224° 0.,76472 0.26455
‘2272 '0,21273 °. 005985 0.22677
13812 0.21834 .0,0 0.22243
13990 0.21199 0,07162  0,21668
12661~ 0,20314 . 0,02576  0.20851 -
' N [ vt *

e e ' vy . EN

N . o~

16359 0.02388%. 084305 0.15213°
1802%  0,02758 ~ 0.77390 0.,12196
18066 0,02974 0,76775  0,12806
16266 0.04030  0.73063  0.14959
11679 Q.o4sa4 . 0,75879°  0,49005,
3051 1432? 0, 14769”“’0“16806

| .

" 22229 0,01485 0,84519  0.09593
22057 0,01885 0,7899%5 .0.08975
21508  0,03031. +0,67324 " 0,09277
20578  0.03196 0.66986 . 0,09681
19944 .0,03386 0,65082 0.09657
19213 0.03744, §.63362 0.10219"

- e, \ ] :
23797, 0.10391 0, 59236, 9.25491
23492  0.11504~ 0-56933% 0.26713
22638 0,11653 o $7603  0,27484 -
21513 U,11927 0.57362 — 0.27972 -
20272° 0,12510  0.565634 0728800
18721, 0,13525 0,54763.  0.29901

u\ . Y k. i
v18531  0.01576  0.96676  0.47404
16961 ao 09765 0,80012 0,48854
14162° 0,16942  0.66685  0.50855 <

- ;1476 7 0,12664 .76074  0,52930

55 0,91551 05386 0,9676%
43 0.96087 .0,00000 0.96087
18 ‘ . Ao

‘.‘ L} . N :_ T

- X e

1 3 ) . .

\ 1Y

33106
32168
3939
30720
. 30245
29974

vat

. 32046

32157

31327 -

-29994
28597
26865

35385
33465

29006 *
3157 e

1699
1099

\
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» School : “ o . . S f
dDistrict Hetxo. . - Number R Prop, ‘Number
- Year . Number - Status -~ "SMsA Whites ] R + Black Students
Sy . , R wb w \ PN
e - ", - . 7 . . i
. R N * . L 2R ‘v -
» B 4504384—-«""{"”” 49 ,,25485 0.06612 0.81677  0.36083 40049° ° "
- f o, 2 -4504384° ¢ 1 49 24182 0.07473  0,79595, 0.36625 - .- 38329 :
3 4504384 1 .49 23137 ~ 008369 0,76765 ~ 0.36019 36334 ‘j
4 4504384 1 49 15951 _0,06047" 079676 . 0.29605- . 22783 -
y 5 4504384 1 49 .. 13641 007802 0,77200° 0.34220 .- 20858 . v
. 6 4504384 v 49° isasz 0.10054 0. 70992 .0.34660 21324 -
) . ¢ Iy R . 1
. L 4504384 6 - O S : .
Dayton N i 1) . . & A . .
. «g ~ ) Y. " . .. ~ ‘ ) ' i
1- -’&1414580 Y 9 25737 ]ﬁo no;u ‘o.oalz‘{ 0 00;89 29087. ) 4 j
3+ 1434880 1 9 . 25425 T 0.00235. 0.0648 . ' PR i
4 1414880 +06481  .0.00251 29433 - P
- 1. 9 ."23133  0.00348 0.08944 < 0.60382 27211 < -
:‘ 1:1:880 1. - 9 22543  0.00435 0,10900 0.00438 26860 - .
’ ‘ 1414880 1 9 20527 ,°.0,00552 . 0,13542 0.00638 24760 - . :
" 1414880 5 - ’ RS y . . =3 :
‘ T Gaxden Grove = * R ' ' Te e * ;ti
. R
- - . ' 'af[« ; . L
- 1 2703600 1 NS B 16732  0.14128 - -0-;71417  0.49428 33151 - }
i 2 2703600 14 ' 11 15739  0,12438 - 0,75286 0,50328 ' 31746 . -~ ©o
3 ..270%300 — ... £ 111 14962 0, 11068  '0.27115  0.48363 .7 29049 ‘ !
. 4 2703600 1 7, 1117 7.13787 _° 0.10723 [ 0,77905  0,48529 26854
< 5 ° 2703600 o1 T 111 12751 ° 0.,10794>°70,78846  0:51025° 26091 .
.~ T -6 2703400 -4 S111 11840  0.,12794  0,77205  0.51739 24589 ]
[T 2703690 _ "6 . o * " * . Y. . v e A ' %
~ . Louisville . ! .‘ . — ‘ . i
" ) ) . , - ‘ _!
~ : e 2
. 1 1433840 1 g 16Tt 01728 0,19752 0.14815 3 = J
\ ~ 2L ASIAT < 1 167 19053 .0.12185° 0.19563 ~° 0;15149 29351 - 1
. 4 14338400 -, Y 167 17168 - 0,12802 - 0,22186, 0.16452 27303 - . ﬂ;j
T 5 1433840 1 167 16393 0.13174  0.21111  0,16700 » ° 26372
- v o4 6 1433840 .1 © 167 15333 0. 1356‘0 0.21343 0 17278 . 25044 T . 1
r ) ) L) - Y "t [ . .
1433 840- 5 . o . . 2 ) !
i . Sacramento , - . . - ) 1
- .- . s . 7 >
) coe 1 5602670 1 138 17173 0.06417 tf,,aswn 0.44174 31555 j
.. 2 5602670 .1 138 18127 0.07746 0.82322 0,43815 33153 - :
Lo 3 5602670 1 138 Y 11812- '0.15356  0.68697  0.49055 23918 - . ,
. 4 5602670 1 136 5252 0,45269 0.06165 0,4B243 .- 10532
S 5602670 - 1 138 4870 0.49453  0.05060 0.52089+" - 10459 ~ , ‘
: 6 5602670 , 1 138 @ 7413 0.48St6. 0.05885. 0.51603 «15910 : 1
J 5602670 6 oo \ Q. . . |
- Norfolk . L’ - . S ?1
a " . Lo C2 "
’ © 1 3333840 ! 1 123 23231- 0.04503 0.29385 . 0,06377 26045 - ° T i
2 2 3333840 _ T 123 23083  0.04597 0.30757  0,04639 25982 >
. 3 3333840 1 123 23279  0.04550 0.33238 ° 0.06815 ,26426.
4 3333840 . 1 123+ 49672  0.04756 0.37112 . 0.07563 ‘ 22609 - SR .
. 5 3333840 <1 123 . 18358  0.04799 0. 39831 0,07977 . 21262' . ) .
6 3333840 1 123 16901  0.0496%  0,41544  0,08492 19806 . . ;
Yo . ‘ . . - . . s ;
. > 3333840 6 . . . ’
) - St. Paul S - ‘ ,
g 1 4301500 . 1-——-- -77 T 19487 ~U.63%21- 0. um*smfo 30098 _ 27490 .
. 2 43015007 :, 1 - 77 ° 19227 0.03779_ 0.86835 0.28704 27010 .
- ‘o >3 4301500 1 - 77 16275 " 0.09431° 0.66652 . 0.28281 22727
/ 4 4301500 °* . " 1 v 77 + 6725 0.30343. 0.02296 0,.31056 9776 .-+ - 7
, 5  430{500 1 1 64457  0,30493  0,03280 0.381527 .. 9445 . *° .
// ;6 . 4301500 1 77 6121  0.31985 0.04846  0,33614 9261,
¢ 4301500 . ) . S
’ - Winston-Salem/Forsythe e - pom— e e “ Lo ¢
’ ¢ - - - 11_9 ‘e e , .
T — - . - . > . L} ': .
. i - M [N -, s
. N . B
o S K IR SRR <
ERIC e PR : -
“y : . . e B , o




L S

School

District Metro.
w» Year Number Status
' o ’ - ’.
_ 1. 5315270 . 1
T+ 2 5315270 b1
- '3 5315270 1
+ . 2 -
5315270 3
- Corpus Christi
» - v - v
N -1 2403870 1
* 2 2403870 1
! 3 2403870 1
4 2403870 1
5 2403870 1
6 2403870 - o1
2403870 6
) ‘Gary . -
1 5603240, 1
2 5603240 1
-3 5603240 1
4  5603240. b
5. 5603240 - 1
. 6 5603248° . 1
5603240 6
- ' T}Z{chmond T.
," “ . N - * - .
1 4224750 .. b
2 " 4224750 1
2 4224750 RS
4 4224750 .7 1
< 5 4224750 1
4224750 . 5 .
Rochester
4, LF . .
3
Y1 2403630 1
s 2 2403630 * 1
. s . 3 2403630 1
- 4 2403630 A 1.
.5 2403630 "1
. 6 2403530 1
2403630, 6 -
- * . Ft. Waype
;1 2508970 1
. 2 2508970 1
‘. 3 2508970 1
4 2508970 - 1
: » o —5_ 2508970 1
oo & 2508970 1
2508970, 6
~ Des Moines
v &
: 1 2334510 1
- T2 2334510 1
~ ‘-3 2334510 1
4 2334510 1
- > 5 2334510 1
6 2334510 1
. T " .
., 2334510 . ., 6
» Rockford TLL
O ‘ v .

. Number
SMSA Whites
NN Lo
46 . 10895
46 - 10594
46 10050 -
e
73. 7186*
73 6799
73 6049
73 4850
73 4200
73 ... 5430
i
A} ‘ <
163 7780
163 6712
163 5559
163 ° 2401
163 2271
163 1797
l,’ .
165 17529
165 .. 17168
165 14577
165 - 4608 -
165 1651
68 20175
68 20566
6§ 20433
68 19199
1 18778
68 17894
52 24589
52 23883
52 23268
52 22311
52 15621
52. 14923
o s
- -
166 16375
166 21719 <
166 17314
166 18784
166+ ° 17783
- 166 17076
r [N “
. e -
Y Y

)

).

o’

hd . -
“ Prop. - ‘Rumber
Sab . Rwli' Black ., Students
0,00477 _.91865 0,05858 24581
0.00527 . 0.90795. 0.05728 24391
0.01242 °0,78399 0.05752 . 24357
0.09021 0.86198  0.65358 26546
0.11836 0,82143  0.66283 26681
0.12283 . 0.81775 0.67397 25599
0.10453  0,84761  0,68590 20274
0.08999 . 0.86919 0.68797 17819
0.14019  0.78170 . 0,64219 19351
T ' . ’ z .
0.16597 " 0,76340  0.70147 26389
0.18266 . (.75043  0.73189 25296
0.20672 0,59299 . 0.50790" 11390
0.62958 0,10736 - 0.70530 8232
0.60051 0,13435 _0,69372 7529
0.57549." 0,10226 0.75243 739
“ - »
.- t"
..
0.16842 -.0.37775 -0.27066 25283
0+17921 ~ 0.38098° 0.28951 - 25726
0.18041  0.41624  0,30905 22605
'0,20883  0,48809 0,40795-. 8180
0.20603 0.63674 0,56718 4168
‘. . o v ¢ '
0.05122  0.66814 ‘0.15435 24217
0.05965 0,61423 0,15464 24768
0.05684 0.64774° 0.16135 24810
0.03420 _0.52797 0,07245 21076
0.03703 0,53279  0,07926 20779
0.03848 0,51468 0,07930 19874
> i
0.04741  0,42604 0.08261 , 27128
0,05534 0,3%016 0.08387 26386
0.05115 0.32557 0.07583 25450-
0.04852 . 0,38168 ~ 0.07846. 24521
0.06074 0,4 710480 . 17758
0,05201 0,39782  0.08636 . 16662
{0 w =
‘ v
o ) )
0.05813  0.40562  0.09779 18345
0,04433 0,37602 _0,07104 23605
0.05637 0,29250 ~0.07967 18991
0.05720 0,31832 008391 20737 .
0,05949 p.37386 0.09500 _ 19936«
0.06993 0.31222 0.10168 ™ 19395
. ‘v .'i
120 "
b4 L
- ML . a L~
+ »
e D -




e
. . I
2 . ’ .‘. ‘3‘
“ School - -
District Metro, Number ) c Prop. Number
Year Kumber Status SMSA Whites S Ry Bl;gl: Students
’ X ! . . Y
1 4007830 1 > 96 10231 .D.22238 .0.51776  0.46115 25443 .
- 2 4007830 1 90 10041 0,21953, 0,50984 0,44788 25748
. . . 3 4007830 1 90 9464 0,20649 0,53889 0.44781 25687
. 4 4007830 1 90 9461 0.26100 0.54993 ., 0.44661 26043
5 4007830 1 .90 9009 0.19392. 0.57932  0.46097 26418
5 4007830 ° 1 90 . 8101 0.17867 0,61540 0.46457 26007
4007830 L6 . p ) LR
Jersey City . — * : :
A .
~ -’ ™
» ¢ . = .
{ . .
* .
-~ ’ ’ . - i
. 1402640 . 0 .
Anahelm /\
> — -
\ 3 —t Iy ¢
1 '1434590 1 178 13702  0.060965 0.37547  0,01545 20447
2 1434590 1 178 14017 0,00992 ©0,40317 0,01663 20630
: 3 1434590 1 - 178 14624 0,01029 0,36373 0.01618 21451 -
S . 4 1434590 1 178 114656 -0.21096 0,27952° 0,01522 2115% &
5 1434590 1 178 14684 0,01000 .0.29076 0.01410 . 21059
6 1434590 1 178 . 14347 ~0,01075 0,26483  0,01462 20448
. R - . g . ’ , A
1434590 6 ) , » ¢
. San Jose .
. ’ - ’ N . L
1 1002430 1 126 14608 D.03470 -0.92423 0.45796 26950 *
2 1002430 1 126 14364 0,13707 0,70063 0.45786° ' 26495
T3, 1002430 1 126 11642 0.24029 0.50632 0.48673 . 22682
- 4" 1002430 1 126 11311 D,25446  0,48778  0,49677 - 22477 : :
. 5 1002430 AR { 126 - 9666 0,24837 0,49607  0.49286 - 19060 . i
- 6 1002430 1 126 10173 0.26019  0,50267  0.52317 21383 ., 1
. . A
1002430 6 ' ‘ :
> . -~ . » . .
. . Hontgomervy ALA . . ) - i ' - v i
1 _53:6680 . 1 57 . 8058 0.01666 0,44233 " 0.,09988 22425
s 2 5346684 1 57 . 7458 0,01938 ° 0,19436" 0,02406 22115 ,
3 5346680 1 57 7533, 0.02109 0,.13818 0,02447, 23257 oo
: A .4 5346680 1 57 7069 0.02628 =-0,00037 0.02592 22918
- 5 5346680 1 57 6822 0.02576 =0,00111 0,02468 23342 - -
- 6. 5346680 1 57 $737 0.02532 ~0,00261 0.02277 23891
; . 5346680 . - 6. . : . ) - S .
¢ .Ysleta . . , . o < L }
.4 1503060 ! 42 14183 0,03401, 0,53231 0.07271 . 17507
2 1503060 1. 42 14276  0.03569 0,50345 _ 0.07187 17518 ‘ i
T, 3* 1503060 1 42 14470  0.03649 ' 0,48355 0.07065 1780% .
T4 1503060 1 42 15334 % 0.03862  ©,40266 ~0,06465 18752 j
.ot 5 1503060 . .1 42 15758 0.03782, 0.40793  0.06388 19238 |
v - 6 :1503860 1 42 15303 0.03725 0,39148 0,06121 18543 ;
' . ’ o
t 1503060 2 ) = A ] j
S0t . Colorado Springs : . ‘ . L. }
A - - - ‘ .
* " . k
¢t ~ - :
A} . ~ f ' ‘
. L . * ]
E
v ) - | Y . s :
» : * . . M ‘ 4
. 121 : R

¢
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JAruiToxt Provided by ERIC
£

3212000

-

School
District
Rumber

Metro.

Year Status

4220580 1
4220580 ‘g
4220580 r
4220580, 1
4220580 Y
4220580 -1

VI aGNK

4220580 6
New York City

1422710
.- 1422710
1422710
1422710
1422710
1422710 .

1422710 6
Los Angeles

O AN

2309930 1
2309930 1
2309930 1
2309930 Y
1
1

oW & Gl

2309930 . {
2309930

2309930 - 6
Chicago

4818990

" 4818990
4818990

. 4818990
4818990,
4818990

[ ¢ XY AT
e

4818990 6
« « Philadelphia

L]

3212000
3212000
3212000
3212000
3212009
3212000

O\l &Gl )

‘)n
b8
1
b Y
1
1
1

<O~

Detroit R

5323640 ,
5323640
5323640
, 5323640
5323640
5323640

[l

1

2

3.

4 .
.S‘

6

5323640 .6
- Héuston

-

3000090
3000090
3000090 >
3000090
3000090
3000090

Ol &I

3000090
Baltimore -

~

Number
SMSA Whites
135, 151483

« 135 141909 .
135 138009
135 . 135621

-135 128564
.. 135 1168180 -

. .

* 110 77712
110 82268
110 77751
110 75611
110 73672
110 69355

39 ¢ 59507
39 .56691
39 53930
39 51068 .
39 48026
39 46338
[ S
149 29243
149 28214
149 28315
149 26007
149 272%8
149 27127
. - % {'-‘
53 28323
_" 53 26554
53 22920,
53 22299
53 19853
53 17342
83 27334
83 - 27869
. 83 124760
83 23516
83 22606
83 . 20609
18 14269
18: 13487
18’ 13108
18 =~ 12965
. 18 12239
18 11526

S

6.18338
0,20975

“0,21655

0 021'743
0.,22584
0,22701

L4
0,03237

0,03404
0.03670

-0,04589
* 0,05578
_0,06391

A

0.12582
0.12545

0.12204°

0,11949
0.11285
0,10552

s

- 0,23637

0,23974
0.21447
0,20699
0,21607

0,21684

0,24045
0.,23731
0.,24447
0.25688
027960
0,30630

»

0,03081
0,04080

009676 °

0.10329
0,12095

©0,12975

0.25927

,0,27083°

0.28031
0.,29653
0,28769
0,30630

124

. Prop. Humber
R Black Students
wb . .
0,26842  0,25066 268280
0,26875 0.28684 274770 ]
0,28183  0,30153 285000 T
0,29793  0,30970 298385 :
0.32119 - 0,33270 297421 T
0,34648 " 0,34736 287791,
0.82265 0,18252 132;&1 T
0,83099  0,20140 142606 ¢ ‘
0.81965  (0,20348 136735 ;
0,78930 0,21779 137658 ) . |
0.75550 0,22814 138341 -
0,73031  0,23699 137031
0,73274  0,47077 128519
0,74550 0,49293 130463
5,75853 0,50540- 130262 - -
0,77156 ~0,52307 131338 )
0,79091 - 0,53973 131920
'0,81001  0,55540 133507 o
L)
0.53275 0,50588, 60607 )
0.54866 0,53117 62135 .
0.59219  0,52589 61931
0,61601 0,53906 = 59090
0.62175 0,57124 66587
0,62082 0,57186 67445
- -
0,53826 0,52074 . 60754
0.57401 0,55707 61806
0,59707 0,60574 60240
0,593 0.53244 63129 .
0.57955 0,%56500 . 62217
0.55156 0,68304 . 58070
0,90163  0,31319- 46045 .
0,87212  0,31909 47667 2
0,69556 '0.31784 42858
8,67939 .0.,32216 41821 . ‘
0.65696  0,35257 42564
0,65962 0,38140 41405
° v . 4
R . Coe .
0.57539  0.61062 36645 | b
10,55674  0,61099 34670
0.55021  0,62320 34788
..0,55047  0,659%3 38091
0.57499  0.67691 37881 .
0,564%3 ~ 0,70338 39019
o4
+ Y

v



’

~

) ‘Sczool
- District
Year Nunmber
) 1]
1 5316230
i 5316230
3 5316230-
‘4 5316230
5 5316230
[ . 5316230
5316230 [
Dallas
1 4504378 °
2 4504378°
‘3 4504378
4 4504378
5 4504378
6 4504378 -
450437? []
Cleveland
, N
1 5202940
2 5202940
"3 . 5202940
4 5202940
S 5202940
6 5202940
15202940 ¢ [
Memphis
1. 5909600
! 5909600
5909600
4 5909600
5 5909600
[ 5909600
5909600 6
Milwaukee
1 1434320
2 1434320
3 1434320
4 1434320
5 1434320
- 6 1434320
1434320 6
- San.Diego
1 4504380
2 4504380
3 4504380
4 4504380
5 4504380
6 4504380
4504380 [
Columbus '
1 1900870
2 1900870
3 1900870
4 1900870
5 1900870
6 1900870
1900870 6

Tahpa o

“Metro. 'f

- Status SHSA

b I 47
1 47
1 . 47
1 47
b 47
b 47

F

41
41
41
41
41
41

-

1 118
b 118
i 118
1 118
b 118
b 118

1 122
1 122
1 . 122
1 122
1 122
1 122

1 17s,
1 176
1 176
1 176
1 176
1 176

b
b
(1 45
b 45
b U .
b

B e

45
45

v

45 7,

Runbher
Whites

22362
22744
23081

22481 -

"21097
19797

17270
16115
14370

13709 -

13597
12709

" 23108
24690
26350
25936
23029
13935

24986
26661

’”

‘0,92605/

25071

24684
23688
22698

20198
20264
-21046
21020
20525
19708

15221
14351
15052
15755
15628
15012

17817
17262
18170
17270
18655
18838

\1d

svb

0.02536f
0.02751
0.13459
15835
0.17900 -

0.09447
0.08701
0.09217
0.09084
0.09875
0,10629

0.62179
0.03535
0.06267
008113
0.11018
0.36309

0,05977
0..06910
0.07758
0.07554
0.08026
0.09182

0.04284
0.04516
0.05411
0.05805
0.06757

0.06802

‘0.16730

0,16283
0.1728%
0.16860
0.17147
0.17712

0.03994
0,06029
0.07855

0.15855 °

-0.16314
+0,16380

4

0,90608
0,90765
0,90941
9,54061
0,51187 .
0,48994

-
.

0,80491
0.82616
0,83822

-0,83513

0.83375
0,82013

.

Ao

0.95G44
0,92423
0,86170
0,82727
0.76716
0,37515

0,69202,
0,65240
0.63183
0.,67286"
0.67087
0,64321

0.53083
0,51399 -
0,45520
0,40946
0,42749
0,43011

. 1
0.35456°
0,38177
0.37432
¢, 42355
0.44604
0,44548

©,73882
0,58469
0,46970
0,01034
0,00851

0,01884

-

Prop.:

3

~

:\‘ Number
\ . Rlack | Students
v T
' < "\
A
0.27740 33472
0.27466 34581
0.30367, 1 36266
0.29298" ' 35013
0.32439 35220
*0.35093 | 34830
0.48423 34535
0.50054 33578
0.56970 34962
0.55094 32114
0.59397 35135
0.59095 32737
0.43957 41322 |
0.46650 46420
0.45317 48362
0.46969 49077
0.47322 43891
0.58109 33425
0.19407 31917
0,19880 34290
0.21072 32973
0.23090 33556
0.24385 32840
0.25736 32208
0.09130 25432
0.09293 253537
0.09932 26451
0.09831 26305,
0.11803 26722
0.11937 25845
0.25920 20617
0.26338 20279
10.27619 20931
0,29248 22453
0.30953 22780
0.31941 22169
0.15296 . 23080
0,14%17 22263
0,14813 23425
0.16020 . 22303
0.16454 24547
0.16694 24865
X
— “‘.




5 School
~ District

3529280
3529280
3529280
3529280
3529280
3529,280

O &GN -

3529280
* T5€, Louis®

1 28q1170
2804170
2801170
2801170

“2801170
2801170

2
3t\
4
5
(]

-

2801170
New Orleans

< 2404770
2404770
2404770

* 2404770

2404770

Indianapolis -

o H

1 -3102790
2 3102790
3 3102790
A 3102799
5 + 3102790

26 3102790

— 3102790
’ Boston

2000120
2000120
2000120
< 2000120
2000120
2000120

U i N

2000120 - -
[ ¢ Atlanta

N

1503360
. 1503360
1503360
1503360
1503360
1903369

1503360
Dgnver

4100060
4100040
4100060
4100060
4100069
4100040

CWV aAGN-

4100060
‘ . Albuquegque
¢ ) o © :“ﬁ

. ."".._L'

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . -’

Number .

2404770 °

© 2404770

¢

..

T

4

s s b

_SMSA

170
170
170

-170

170
170

134
134
134
134
134
134

86
86
86
86
86
86

27

27 .~
27 -
27
-27

27

13
13
13
13!
13
13

51
51
51
51
51
51

Humber
Whites

10417
10005
9786
9502
9237 -
8763

8334
7863
7876
7162
6864
6216

18807
18408
17360
16863
15900
-14650

15738
15252
146385
. 14069
13977
13346

-

o+

v

_—

Sy 0 R
0.13955 0,75050
0,34938 0.74220
0:15071  0,75044
0.14144 0,77330
0.14226 0,78501
0,13277  0,80149

L4

*0,19234 0,66780
0.21446 0,62485
0.23865 0.61629
“0.26233 0,59059
0.28430 0.58128°
0.29387 0,58338
0.19710 ¢.38808
0.21394  0,36455
0.24534 0,28011
0.28980 0.21671
0.31653 0,18924
0.34309 0.18050
0.12487 0.34589
“0,12429 0,37195

0,13611  0,41682 -
0.13421  0,49153
0.13432 0.51638
0.56260

"
N
.

+

0,12471

\
~ \

. .
15004 0.12349 0.78406

13857

11690
9946 .
7810
5163

a

17942
16969,
. 17224}
15446
14161
13441

11326
11797
12578
13430
14123
13851

126

0,15453.

0.23690
0.27229
0.32939
-0,43635

v/

0.04379
. 0,06005
0.08393
0.09945
0.09699
0.10283

0.01244
© 9,01330
0.01260
0.01331
0.01644
0.01668

fl

0,74325
0463931
0,60986
0.56356
0,46688

0.58045
0,45431
0,28914
0,20985
0.36875
'0,33578

-

0,36357-
0,34062
©0.,41342
0.41832
0.,27042
0,28907

1

Péop.
Black

0,55932
9,57943
0.60393
. 0.62392
-0.66170
0.66883

0.57900
0.57167
0,62194
0.64075
0.67898
_0.70538

0.32210
0.33668

0.34081 °

0.36999
0.39041
0.41866

AT
.

.0.19091
0.19791
0.23339
0.26394
0.27774
0.28512

.

>

0.57188
0.60189
0.65681
0.69793
0,75473
0.51848

0.10438
.0,11005
0.11806
0.12586
0,15364-
0,15 481

0.01955
. 0,02016
0.02149
0.02289
0,02253
0.02317

Number
Students

—~

° 23818

-

24041
25013
25641
27653
26829

A

20653
19191
21634

- 20810

-~

22419
22225

27743
27887
26525
26947
26321 ,
25412

20303
19969
20309

* v 20402

20919
© 20574

35084
34852
34092
33026
32168
28906

23586
22617
24436,
21842
20847
19940

18156
18747
20339
21673
22769
22963

’




School’ n

-1

ey

District Metro. Nulber . . Prc;p. Nunmber
Year Number -~ Status ~ \SMSA Whites swb ‘wa Black Students
- » . . \';v . ' Y.
1 1434410 1 177 ¢ 9648  0,19811  0,13822 0,22988 . 20989
2 1434410 1 177 8434  0,19380 0,19687 0,24130 20891
~ .3 1434410 1 177 8461 0.20465 0,20685. " 0,25802 . 21529 .
4 1434410 1 177 7461  0,23250 0,12862 0,26682 20205 .
5 1434410 1 177 6902  0,24195 0,10223 « .0,26950 19640
6 1434410 1. 177 5988 ,0.23818 0.11373  0.26875 , 19215 :
1434410 6 ) . ’ .
. San Prancisco < .
- 1 4302070 Y .1 37 12276  0,11220 0.57219  0.26225 16690
2 4302970 1 37 -12804  0,16008 0,38086 0,25855 17312,
’ © 3¢ 4302970 U1 37 12704  0.25921 0,02014 0,26453 17340 ,
. 4. 4302970 1 37 12795, 0,27228  0,02220 0,27847 17801
5 4302970 1 37 12626 0,28246  0,02325 0,28919 17843
6 4302970 1 37 12247 0,29227 0,01424 0,29650 17491 -
4302970 T 6 . . T, 4
Gharlotte~Mecklenburg , - . : L
1 4011340 1 - 136 4001 - 0.3%357 _ 0.52936 0,66625 13627 < }
¢ 2 4011340 "1 136 34817 0,31347 © 0.53807 0.67861 . -13588
* 3 4011349. 1 136 3040 0,33786 0.51502° 0,69664 14168
4 4011340 . 1 136 2648~ 0,35393 ° 0,49707  0..70374 15760
5 4011340 M| 136 2673 0,31659 0,55856 -0,71717 15377
6 4011340 1 136~ 2385 -0.33690 0,53663 0,72707 15004 -
4011349 6 L, M : ’
Newark . .
. - . ‘ s .. . S
. 1 4504375 1 40 - 11241 0,29579 ,0.24855 . 0.39363 18670
2 4504375 1 40 T 10771 .0,29784 0,28237 0.41504 18473
3 4504375 ! 40 9447  0,28426 0,34848  0,43631 16848
4 4504375 .Y 40 8131 0,25187 0,41740  0,43232 14420 j
5 4504375 1 40 9076  0.29013 . 0,37609 ~ 0,4650% 17062 : T
6 4504375 . 1 40 8934  0.28475 0,40011 0.47447 17231 ]
i 4504375 -~ 6 . . ) . . " s
Cincinnati r - - i . . ve . . 1
-2 v, - Y
a_ * N . )
1 707710 1 182 20237 .0.05253% 0.37453 0.08398 23780 v i
2 707710 1 v 182 18250 0,05686  0.38486 0,09244 21733 ]
* 3 5707716 1 1182 16685  0,06002  0,46490 0.11216 20293 3
4 5707710 S 182 , 17122 0.07251 0,36912 0.11493 21013
‘6 3707710 1 - 182 14920  0,08145  0:40871 . ‘0.13728 19216 .
5707710 - 5° 4 ' . ;
Seattle ® * 5 ‘- j
. o .
1 5336730 » 1 174 5847  0.09208 0,24108 0,12134 18626 .
-2~ 538730 1 174 5742 0,14990 -0,00709 0,14383 17931 .
" '3 5338730 1 ,174 2 5507  0,18314 -0,03440 0.15404 17936 .
=~ 4 533730 ’ 1 124, 4933 © 0,19518 «0,04303 0,15900 17554 .
* - 5  5338730., 1 174 4818  0,19380 + -0,03341  0,16619 17227,
¢ 5338730 1 174 4083  0.21860 -0,04692 , 0,18013 16333
5338730 - 6 b SV ' o .
. San Antonio . v : . \ .
P ' ~\‘ " & I T ) .ﬁ'\\\
1 4530240 1 .. 205 23924  0.03633 ,0,61409° 0,09932 , 16140 ’
2 + 4630240 1 205 ‘14172 0,08990~ 0,62608 0,10669 16505 .
3 4630240 1 205 13866  0,04495  0,61290 - Q,11611 156596 -,
4 4630240 1 5 205 13991 0.05892 . ©6,52218 . 0,12330 16715 . '
5 4630240 1 205+ 13258° 0.06600 0,51570 0,13628° . 16121
(6. 4630240 1 - 205 12462  0,10027 0.29943 0,14312 15288 )
4630240 6 . R £ . ., o )
- Tulsa v (A .
: .o~ T, ]
. - ,’ - c: ~ . . "<
. . i -‘ n i ."
o : LN 143 . oL

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

x . . .




» * .
. \ .
» School " ' +
. -’ . District , Metro. N Number ~ & - Prop. - Kunber
Year Nuaber .+ Status SMSA + Whites S“b Rub Black Studenta °
;o 1 4819170 . 1 152 16006 40,15703  0,52964 * 0,.33384 24173 .
\ 2 4819170 1 152 15746 0.16674  0,49880  0.33269 _ 236%9 .
. 3 4819170 Y 152 ° 15344  0,17939 - 0,48484 . 0,34823 23614
4 4819170 Y 152 14902 0.19436 0.46130 0.36079 23429
. 5 4819170 1 152 15045 0.20655. 0,43288 0,36421- 23797 /
v 6 .4829170 1 ~ 152+ 15277 0.20671 0,41988 0.35633 23846
. 4819170 6 . : . .
Pittsburgh - * . ) -
& ‘o . , . A~
. - 1 4710050 1 155 22653 0,05942 0,15016 0.06992 25000,
2 4710050 1. 155 . 22496 0.,06i71 0.,14363 0.0720 24992 .
3 4710050 1 155 21748 ,0.07039 0,43712 0.0815 24419
. 4 4710050 1 155 20097 0.07460 0.,14649 0,08740 - 22735
5 4710050 1 155 19298 - 0,07923 0,15048 -0,09326 22046
. & 4710050 1 -1 18116  0.08644 0,15747  0.10260, 20926
: i 4710850 - 6 . , : . .
. Rortland . ) .
1 2800540 1 0 11676 0.,02201 0,93625 0,34526 17888
. \ 2 2800540 -1 19 12696 0.02933 0,91226 0,33426 19147
_— 3 2800540 . 1 19 11828 0.14404  0,59898 0.35918 18517
4 2800540 <o 19 11872  0.14911  0.58846  0.36234 ° 18698
.5 2800540 1A 19 11701 0.14673- 0.59633 ° 0,36349 18534
6 2800540 1 19 11046  0.14895 .0,60438 0,37651° 17949
‘ 2800540 4 6 - s T (o
M . E. Baton Rouge - s , “z : /
—~ . - A . “ t
1 1002370 1 124 17387  0.03736 0.90292 0.38484 - 28264
2 1062370 1, 124 - 16235 0.12237 0,68726 0.39129 26671 .
3+ 1062370 1 - 124° 14977 0,19467 ° 0.35425 0,3580% 23357
A 1002370 -1 124 14073'° 0.27393 0,33280 0.41057 23935
. 5 - 1002370 1 124 14826 0.,25906 0,34453  0.39523 24558 ,
% 6 1002370 .1 124 ' 14430 0,26908 0,35356 0.41625 24740 ”
A . s - ’ .
1002370 6 ’ - ’ \ .
5 Mobile % )
N = ’ ' . » - >
1 1428050, 1 177 , 4045 0,29042 0,44498 0,52326 12573
2 1422050 1 ¢ 177 3521 0,30%42 0,43621 £.54881 *11975
3 1428050 1 177 3352 - 0.31176 0,44686 0,56362 . 12008
. 4. .1428050 1 177 3328 ° 0.33029 .0.40517 0,55527 ° 12457
5 1428050 1 177 2855 0,34200 0,42914 0.59930 12008 ,
6 . 1428050 1 T o177 T 2498  0.34568 0,43721  0.61423 11556
1428050 6 I SR - -
" 0akland ’ ° o~ : N * .
. . . / . ) : . N
. 1 3516400 1 93 10603 0,15297 0.64240 0.42776 18529 N
. 2 73516400 1 93 9861 . 0.14407 0,68766 D0.46127 18304
© 3 3516400 1 93 9160 0.13481  0.72372 0.48795 17889 o
4 3516400 1 93 - 8860 0,11994 0,77172 - 0,52539 18668 .
C . 5° 3516400 1 93 8325 0.12745 0.76600 0,54468 18284
\ 6 3536400 1 92 7361 0.11401 0,79770" ., 0.56358 18567 2
3 .. 3s16400 . 6 e e . L
" . Kansas City Mo - o . : .
g . * . - .
. . .
. R 1 4205850 1 -31 . 13397 0,17422  0.37639 . 0.27936 ' 18943
. 2 4205850 1 31, ° 13016 D,18621 0,36833  0,29479 18956
~h 3 4205850 1 T3 12826 0.20324 . 0.33935 . 0.30764 19019
T4 4205850, ‘1 3 12319 0.23440 0,28410 0,32742 18878
(o - 5 4205850 1 31 11278 _ 0.24528 0.28522 0.34316 18015 .
N 6 4205850 1 31 11043 ° 0,24303  0.32000 0,35739 18025
- ' . e . - r
v 4205650 ) ' )
o Buf falo e R Coe N 14
‘ . 128 - ‘
Lo . ) . ) ]
. 2 N H S
Q . ) - . -

ERIC . T L 144

. ‘
oo oo oo BSO. EN ’
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‘v

School
< District
Year Number
1 1422500
2 1422500
3 1422500
4 1422500
5 1422500
6 , 1422500
1422500 S
Lopg Beach
1 ﬁ3774azo
2 3774820
3 3774820
4 3774820
5 3774820
6 3774820
37748207, 6
Omahd™ T
1 1208760
2 1208760
1208760 -~ 2
Tucson
1 5318300
. 2 5318300
+ 3 5318300
4 5318300 »
5 5318300
+ 6 5318300
5318300 6
El Paso
;1 4504490 7
;27 4504490
.3 4504490
4 4504490
~ 5 4504490
6 4504490
14504490 6
Ioledo
. .
1 3321240
2 3321240
3 3321240
4 3321240
S  3321240°_
6 3321240
3321240 6
Minneapolis
1 4622770
2 4622770
3 4622770
4 4622770
5 4622770
6 4622770
"4622770 "6

Oklahoma City

L2

[T Y S o

e s e e . [P Y

[ SN e T

- s
,

142

Nmber'

SMSA Whites
110 15334
110 15088
110 14305
110 13835
110 12916
110 12365
143 ‘11772
143 10414
143 10722
143 11042
143 11017
143 10616
204 11623
204 12402
. I
57 8221
57 7803
57, 7762
57 7924
57 7769
57 . . 7949 .
201 13363
201 12173
201 .13925.
201 14197
201 14300
201 14214
.
£23 17254
123 | 15435
123 15190
123 14910
123 - 14433
183 ' ¢ 13421 ¢
142 13980,
142, 13329
142 12123
142, 11809
142 “2578
11819

R

145

Sub

0.03158

0.03429

0.03698

"0,04438

0,05623

0.06504
1

0.09018
0,09585
0.09375
0.09916
0.10570
0.11479,

0.02187
0.02155

0.02177
0.02769
0.02361
0.02751
.03102
0,03538

0.10297
0.11261
0.11120
0.12081
0.12836

0.12959

0.04607
0.04932
0.05
0.061085,
0.0724
0.08189

0.05809 -
0,09860
0.07920
0.09019 -
0.21544
0.23727
.,

\

129

wa

0.24606
0,27277
0,29233
0.35083
0,26728
0,23104

0.34059
0,40000
0,42640
0,40926
0,39951
0.36730

0,45033

0,46064

0,03964
~0,00428
~-0.00284
-0,00438
«0,00672
«0,00939

0.51871
0,53216
0,49664
0,50601
0,45555

0,47804,

]

0.11375
0,14344
0.13404
0.14731
0.15449
0.16042

0.69494.

0,55531

0.63493,
0,64899"

0.17699
0,09947

A

Prop.
Black

0.04388
0.04716
0.05226
0.06836
0,07674

0.08458

¢

0.13677
0.15975
0.16344
0.,16785
0.17682
0.18143

0.03978
003996

0.02266
0.02351
0.02083
0.07323

0.02446
0.02623

-1

0.21395
0,24070
0.22092 .
0,24456
0,23576

0,24827

0.05199
0.05758
0.06742
0,07160
0.08573
0.09754

0.19041
0.22172
0.21694
0.23673
0.26177
0.,26348

Number
Students

16952 \ \
8816 . -\
16227 A
1617 \ K
15324

15087

13907 .

12707 o
13106

13631

13777 .

13388 - .

16288
17292

18796
18462

~18432

18899
19172
20051 - T

17457
16531
18491
19496
19431

19640

. ) .
18562

16794 e
16716
16537

16062

15542

»

17268 :
17748
16198
16196°
1760
16616

- .




1000390
Birmingham
T.1 2612990
2 2612990
3 2612990
, S 4 2612990
", 5 2612990
A - 76 2612990
L]
2612990
Wichita
‘L 5002310
s 2 5002310
3 5002310
4 5002310
- 5002310
6 5002310
5002310
Greenville
1 5308940
2. 5308940
- 3 ; 5308940
4 5308940
5 5308940
o . [} 5308940
A 5308940°
Austin
1 ., 1414550
Ly 2 1414550 °
. 3 1414550
e 4 1414550
S 1414550
[} 14145590
1414550
‘Fresno
" 17 4504348
2 4504348
> 3 4504348
4 .4504348
5 4504348
[} 4504348
" 4504348 -
. Akron® -
1 . 2800300
. 2 2800300
3 2800300
- 4 2800300
5 * 2800300,
C .. 6 2800300,
2800300 .
- Shreveport
. o
Q .

-ERIC

1000390
1000390
1000399
+3000390
1000390
f00039p

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

SMSA

24
24
24
24
24
24

216
216
216
. 216
216
216°

e

78
78
78
78
78
78

e,

16
16
14
16
16
[N 16

¥

T
N 4 .

[T T T
NN S

183
183
183
183
183"
183

[N PRI

Number
Whites

10011
9999
9088 |
8638 |
7847
7150

.
-

12175
12518
12062
11817
11258
10792

12908

11917

12647

13906

13620

13294
N\

9623
9861

-10371

10842
10700
11975

[N

9316
9162
9251
8873
8637
8300

9481
9033
8984
9104
9519
9145

8494
84%&
7985
8114

8226
8009

.

Swb

@

0.09217
0,10112
0.24025
T 0.25887
0.26091
0.26740

N I

0.08802
0410365
0.11650
0.,11613
0.12686
0,14651

»

0.04290
0,04908
0.18924
0,20044
s 0.19683
0,20262

0.04354
0.04150
0.04759
0. 09618
0.09654
0.10849

0,02347
0.02687
0.03620
0.04135
0,04449
0,04750

* ‘0.14783

0,14504
0.15410
0.15613
0.,16158"
0.16148

v

0.01818
004902
0.26472
0,28870
0,29567
0,33374

-

130

wa

0,80661
0,79441
0,54066
0,52614

0.,54842- 0,57778
0,55470 . 49

0,12272

0,04919-

0.,01783
0,00443
0,00105

" 0,00308

0,83097
0,76231
0,03367

"0,01584

0,01311
0,01495

0.65721
0,69510
0,66 720
0,23744
0,20785
0,14984

0,74316
0,65716
0,56 773
0,50400
0,48132
0,46774

0,33720

0,37763.

0,35929
0,38608
0,38181
0,38864

«96831

0
Y,91283

0,44789
6,37853

0,37949.

0,28060

. Prop.
Black

=

0.47660
0.49184
0.52304
0,54631

0,10033 .-

0.10901
.0.11862
0.,11664
0.,12699

0,14697

0,25379'
0.20649-
0.19583
0,20367
. 0.19945
0,20570

T

0,12701 |

0,13611
0,14301
0.12612
- 0.,12440
0.12762

“0,09138
0,07836
0,08373
0.08337

- 0,08578
0.08924

0,22303
0.23304
0,24052
0:25432
- 002613_7
0.26414

-0.57359
0.56237
0,47947
0,46454
0,47649
10,46392

Number

Students

19127
19677
19054
19068
18630
17907

13824
14393
14p62
13760
13324
13071

17298
15018
15743
17504
17062
16816

12465
11932
12241
11983
- 11809
11464

12218
11805
11862
12260
12924

" 12467

20049
19391
© 15444
15342
15866,
15065

[}
ST N

~

Ll




- . " x A
, ' . ’ ? ') . . .
School . A . .
. . Distriot Metro. Number p Prop. . Number |
Year:  HNumber Status SMSK Vhitew s R Black Students
- wb - wb
., v ) ) . LI
’ 1 4504384 1 49 10788 0,07097, 0,79243 0934192 16457 |
’ 2 4504384 1 49 10554 . 0,09415 0,72630 0,34397 16164
. 3 4504384 .1 49 10071 . 0,121¢60 0,66900 0,36739 T 16024
, 4 4504384 1 49 s 10039 - 0,14374 0,62337 ° 0,38165 16363 ~
j . ’5 4504384 1. 49 | 9500 0.,17328 . 0.56839 ° 0.40147 ~ -~ 16051 . ;
| v 6 4504384 1 49 8598 0.22}049 0.46124 0,42781 15112 L.
| .
s ¥ 450438 4 M N « . v
R - . Dayton . . o
| - 1 1414880 .1 9 12707 - 0.,00128 0,06230 0,00136 - 13950 Lo
L .3 1414880 1 9 13455 0,00119 0,05952  0,00126 15049
. 4 1414880 1 9 12943 0,00233 0,08067 0.00253 14617 *
5 1414880 1 9 © 12935 _ 0,00303- 0,08793  0,00332 14739 >
.6 1414880 1 °9 * - 12777 - 0,00400 0.08245 wﬁ!b 14667 ‘
’ e . v » . 0 L
. : 1414880 ) * 4 - -
. Garden Grove -4 , -
- ) ) PN - . , '1;’ v
! 13- 2703600 1 111 6766 0,19428 0.51660 0,40189 11319 .
2 2703600 1 111 . 6795 . 0,16451 0,58698 .0,39832 11310 5 .
3 2703600 1 111 6464  0,18681 0,57773  0,44239 - 11612 .
4 2703600 1 111 6334  0.18175 ° 0.61940 0.,47754 12133 .
5 2703600 1 111 5792 0,19318 0.61901 0.50706 ‘11754
. & 2703600 1 111 5552 .0,21514 0.59969 0,53743-. 22024
- 2703600 | i , ' .
Louisville ~ . P - !
L) o . . » -
’ 1 1433840 1. 167 7466~ 0:10698 0,06061 0,11388 11003
2 1433840 1 <167 7344 .0,12036 0,05657 0.,12757 11029 ”
3 3 11433840 , 1 167 7100 0.,13188 0,05652 - 0,13978 10953
' 4 1433840 ‘1 167, 6608 0,14410 0,04870 0,15148 10457 -
S 1433840 1 167 6651 0.15985- 0,06186 " 0,17039 10828 S
6 1433840 1 167 6858 0.,18219 ) 0,04143 .0.1900& 11575
S 1433840 - ) o < - X
\/ Sacramento s .
1 5602670 1 ,138 6978 0%13261 0.,61964 0.34865 10879 :
2 5602670 1 138 7366 0.,17799 0,52169 0,37211 11’862 4
. . 3 5602670 1 138 6517 0,32558- 0,21334 0.41387 11274 -~
4 5602670 1 138 _ 6291 0.41674  0,02583 . 0.42779 11183 %
- 5 5602670 1 138 . 6080 0,43718 0,00826-." 0.44082 11059 N
6 5602670 1 138 . - 5204 . 0.44850 0,00568 0.,45107 . 9666 .
. 5602670 ‘ . : -
by Norfolk -
. o L ' ' ) ‘
N . 1 3333840 1 123 . 11978 0,04301 0,17112 0, 05‘189 13048 . ,
2 3333840 1 123 11571 0,04362 0,19789 - 0.05439 12742
3 '/ 3333840 1 »123 14189 0..05067 0,16775 0.06088 15835
v ; 4 3333840 ° 1 123 11699 0,04287 -0,22054 _ 0,05499 12983 ,
5 3333840 1 123 11354 _‘ 0,04586 0,24352 0,06062 12702
1 b 3333840 by 123 11310  0,05126  0.27212  0,07043 12793
S 3333840 ) PR X .
e - St. Paul . * e .
]\ . : Lo \ ' F
\ 1 -7 4301500 1 77 79147 0.08311 < 0.,75107 0,33387 11969
o ) 2 4301500 b} 77 8118  9,07550 7 ,0,73965 0,28998 11449
. . 3 4301500 . ! 77, 8434 0,14701  0,41698 0,25215 11299
4 4301500 1 77 5659 0,26987 0,02783 0,27759 7846°
. 5 4301500 1 77 5551, 0,27343  0,03466 0,28325 7753
] 6 4301500, 1 .77 ‘5490 0.27674 0,04015 0,28832 7724
4301500 6 - L3
Hina:on-Saleq/Foray:‘hg . 131 . !
o P ¥ SRR
| Y
B B . . . o ~. - . . ‘

5 s ¥ f .




> School
b District
Yoar Number
1. 5315270
2 5315270
3 5315270
4 ~5315270
5 5315270
6° 5315270
5315270

Corpus Christi

1" 2403870
2 2403870  _
3 2403870
4 2403870
5 2403870
> 6 2403870
. 2403870
34 "Gary
1 5603240 ~
2 5603240
3 5603240
4 5603240
5 5603240
. 6 5603240
. 5603240
7 Richmond .
Y 1 4224750
2 4224750 -
3 4724750
P . 4 4224750
. 5 4224750
E 6 4224750
- 5&: - .
4224750 .
. * Rochester
; ©'1 2403630 1 -
- 2 2403630
3 2403630 °
4 2403630
—_— 5 2403630
6 24036305
o 2403630
Ft. Wayne
. ’
1 2508970
. . 2 2508970 .
3 2508970
4 2508970 .
5 2508970
% 6 2508970 ' .
< 2508970 - , 6
-, Des Moines f
) 1, 2334510
2, 2334510
3 0 2334510 .
4 2334510
‘ . 5 2334510
6 2334510
~— 2334510 . -. 6
» Rockford
. \
, 4
o .
\

' ER

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

.

Number
SMSA Whites
46 . 5389
46 5571
46 5333
46 5224
46 5008
46 4834
73 5372 °
73 5134
73 4 4930
73" "3583
73 3319
73 2765
'r'
163 3755
163 3493
163 4129
163~ ° 3347
163 3379
163 2786
165 , 11942
165~ 11275
165 + 10524
165 7500
165 9160
165 8634
:‘ N
68 7277
68 1\ 7677
68 7660
68 8094
68 7690
68 7609
%
52 8608
52 8421
52 8449
52 8677
52 7463 .
52 7362
166 8366
+166 10302
166 10436
166 10537
166 10358
166 101 49

Prop. ‘
wa va ' Black -
N
0.01307 0,70745  0.04467
0:01304 0,72026 0.04663 .
0.01529 0,71396 0.05345
0,01889 0763986 0,05244

0.02581 ‘0,50447 0,05209 .

,0.02813  0,48954  0,06510.

* .‘ L (3 .
« L] ¢
0,43575 0,75886. 0.55293
0,96773  0,67274 0.51253

,0,15330 -4,70579 0.52105
0.17332 0,71899 0.61679
0.15828 0,75799 —0,65402
0.18670  0,733507 0.70057

o . M
0.£7791 ~ 0,70387 ,o.enoe{

0,19702 06,6900 - 0.63576
0.45676 0,26455 0,62105

-0.61026 ° 0,10283 0.68021 &
0.62563 0,08199 0.68150
0.65266 0,08830 0.71587

s - .
0.18287 -0,22564 0.23616
0.19465 .0,25155 9.26007

©0,21766  0,26244 0.29499
0,26243 0,11120 = 0,29527
0.21998 0.26770 0.300Q40
0.23999 0,26732 0.32755

- " ) ~ '
0.06249 0,35595 0,09703
D.06462 0,35587 ° 0,10032
0.07317 0,36314 -0.11489

.0.11938 0,00212 0.11964
0.1308f 0,00563 70,13155 .
0,14313  0,00640  0,14406
0.06110 0,05446 0,05462
0,05941 0,07675. 0.,06435
0.06352 0,08587 0.06949
0,06203 - 0,08158 0.06754
0.04964 0,£2001 0.05641
0,05172 0,12286  0,05896
0.05609 0.06947 . 0.06028

0,06477 0,10706 0,07254

" 0,09143  0,07302 10,0983 -

~0,09002 0,07913 0,0977%
0.097 . 7 0.10792

~6,1 0,07590  0,11610

.,
<ty
L)

-

‘Number

Studenta .
s

9671
9908 ° .
110085
10069’
10436
10108

P -

.

15723,
13771
13657~
12664
12709,
12527

1
v

'
- -

9434’
“9664
10991
{0682
10810

« 9948

16180
15884
15787
11366
14181
14117 -

8142
. 8622
8730.
. 9303
9061
9059

'~

9301
9091
19153
9402
7995
7920

8975
11167 .
11710°
11835
11805 |
11671

AJ

.

-

.

2¢

a1



" T School - , 3 . = 1
' . A Di.str'icr. - & Metro. - Number .o~ 7 Prop. Number i
. Year Number - Status SMSA Whites 5 . R, Black Students ’
v . - - rw\uh‘:b .
. - 1 4007830 1 90 . 5579  0.22p74 723965  0.30084 8975 o i
) 2 400%830° 1 +90° 5185 .0,23057 0,28005 0.32026 8899 ‘ 1
., 3 4pore30 - 1 90 .. 4744 0,25163 0,29319 -0.35600 8910 i
W L 4 4007830 ‘1, 90 4720  0,26566 - 0,28809 0,37316 9532 |
- T 5 4007830 1 90’ 4201 0,27283 0,31123  0,39612 9121 ] 4
Y . & 4007830 1 .90 - 3689 0,26195 '0,38572 ' 0.42644. 8904 SR
R . .. ~ .. ~ i
. 4007830 6 . ¢ 1
s - Jexsey Clty - . . - - . - i
- 1
. , . , N ) . . - . . }
- . \‘ . %
LY -

. 1 1402640 v -1 9 14211 0,00082  0,02739  0.00032 15430 :
. 3 1402640 1ttt L9 15582 0,00091 0,01461 0,00092° _ 17343 - |
. 4 . 1402640 1 ¢ "9 3 15731 0,00147 -0,00000 0,/00147 - 17661  ° 4
P . o 5 1402640 1 9.+ 16318 0,00197 0,00156 0,00197 . 18251 - N
. 6 1402640 1 9 . 43088 0,00212 ~%,00001 0,00211 14681 T
- .o - ., . ] k
\ - 1402640 E L - : EPZ
€, ’ Anaheim e * X - %
S : 2 936, |
“rx, 1434590 1 178 4918 0,00842- 0.37191  0.01340 - 6938, ¢
2 1434590 ° 1 - 178 i 5093 0.00774  0,43632 0.01374 7134 ) §
. 3 1434590 "1 178 5222 0,00847 . 0,45567 0,01557 7323, ¢ .
- : 4 1434590 . 1 178 5777 0,01181 ° 0,36931  0.01746 8419 ., |
v 5 1434590 1 V4178 5831 0,01321  0,27387  0,01544 8615 T
- ’ ¢ 67 14345990 17 T1rs 5848 0,01118 0.23737 . 0,01465 8462 T
\ 5 R . '. “ s . . ]
i A 4.3.45 90’ * 6 - - . ,Y A< j
.« - San Jose - v, ’ . :
‘ LY 400 1002430 /. 1 126 © 5071 0.04714  0.90224 0.48223 . 9794 ° |
AN - 2 1002430 AR 126 5212 ~ 0,10282 0,77330  0,45355 9538 . - .
ot . 3 "1002430 ™ 1 126 4778 0,26929 0,26060 0,35%20 7515 %<1 . |
. . S T 4 1002430 1 126 4842  0,28096 0,30071 0,40178 8094 |
".5 - 1002430, 1 126 , 4831 0,29187 0,29305 0.,41286 8228 3
’ 6 1002430 1 126/ “4770- 0,29825 0,28794  0,41886 8220 |
. - . . ‘ . ) ¥ |
. 1002430 6 - “ s
Montgomery ALA . R - ‘]
[y oA ! i
1 5346680 1 57 3639 0,01875 0.28982. 0,02640 7690 e
2 - 5346680 1’ 57 3827 0,02300 0,2%222 0,03075 7804. ;
3 5346680 1 . 57 3879 ..0.,02458 0,18359  0.03011 8R02
"4 5346680 1.%7 57 3890 0,02829  0,08553 _ 0.03027 9415 g
& . 5 5346680 1 57 . 4089  0,03358 =0,00144 0,03218 10161 "y ;
- .4 .. . 6 5386680 1. 57 4002 0,03592 =-0,00608 0,03002 10925 | 1‘
Co -5346680 " \ ' |
Yaleta . - i
- - . « " * ? 1
¥ 1 1503080 1 42 5188 0,03667 0,10002 0.04075 5816 ‘

i 2 1503060 1 42 5564 * 0,03765 _ 0,12485 0,04302 . 6299, ,
3 1503060 - ° 1 e 42 5932, 0,04761 0,02891 0,04903 2 6792 |
- .4 1503060 1 42 6319 ' 0.05287 0,01542 0,05370% 7225 ¢ o
5 1503060 1 42 6809  0.05870° 0,00578 0,05904 . 7842 1;
6 + 1503060 1 . 42 6819 - 0,05816 0,00045 0,05819 7057 - |
1503060, 6 a A L © I , |
Colorado Springs ‘ " <t : . . S R T v e B
< IS . ’ ' ) . S ] /’ * ‘- s '« ¢ N i
e N P * . !
. :.‘ i o . ) ;j
e N ot X ' : ‘ L : 1
, . . . - - v . o . B v }
r N . . . i «m . . . ¢ !“ ]
+ . R . . . . . . :,\ i
T ) i - o 133 SR {
O ‘ . . A . - . . ; j
ERIC - . | ¢ 149 - - L L
- R - ¢ . , e : R } St Y T 3
- B N . A T



