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ool AGORGGAT = A

reatest indirect envollment costs of school desegregation are in
the vear of implementation. Decause post implementation year losses tend to

e less than nermal, assessinwg costs over a five year period indicates the
tot il loss is reduced to zero or even a henefit in all but 35 percent or
creater city school districts.  In these school distrlets, the most >xtensive

olans involving white reassignments can result in an additional white enroll-
ment loss of almest 0 sercent over tie five vear period. This is less tnan

holf the ioplementation yeav less.

fhese data also indicate that implementation year costs are greater when
sohool desegregation plans are phased in, rather than completely imnlemented
in one vear. In addition, the evidence vresented here shows change in proportion
white Lo be minimally atffected by scheool desegregation because of the tendency

for blaor and white cnrollment change to be positively correlated with each other.
Finallv, all school desegregation plans show a net benefit in irterracial

contact, and paradoxically this bencefit is greatest in school districts at or

above 35 percent black despite the fact that these are the school districts

with the ¢rearest white enroliment loss,

THE MASS MEDILA

Sectien D Tinl BEFELCT OOF COMMULITY LUADERSHLE

Jews coaerage of school descgregation was analvzed inoa sub sample of ten
court ordered citics for a wear before school desegregation.  The data suhow
community leaderonip has overy little effect on w%itu'flight r protest, but in
part this woy oo tuncticn of the fact that Lhere were very few statements
pade by leaders about school desegregation., In general, the more minimal the
sohool desegregation ploan, the more favorable were the statements. The cvidence
Sappests, ae ool that protest causcs negative teadership statements rather

riran the ot roway around.

Five news oedia coverage of school desceprepat fon did have an cffect on
whrite flight Dodependent of Gt cxtent of the plnn; The morve negative tiw
coverage ol deseoregation, the preater thie .white flight., In addition, the
Jdverdge severity ol protest in the Firot six months of the pre desegregation
sear alse has an cftect on witite light independent of the degree of school

desegonat boei,
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Introductis

The study of policy impact involves a basic model in wnichk an analyst
seleczs a policy innovation, preferably of a rather specific kind, identifies

tkhe goals of the policy, the target annd/or target population, and assesses
the impact of that policy innovation on the target. Costs are typically
measured in collars and then subtracted from the benefits which
accrus to the target group.

Most analvsts suggest, however, Lhat such outcome evaluation distinguish
between the impact of a policy on the target situation or group, and 1its
impact on grcups or situations other than the target (i.e. 'spilluver effectg’).
Tn addition, impact analysis (or outcome evaluatioq) should include future
as well as immediate conditions, direct costs in terms of resources devoted
to the program, and indirect costs, including loss of opportunities to do
other things.

The researcii on school desegregation has suffered from the failure to
consider these elements. In gZeneral, rhis research has seldom gone beyond
rhe immediate impacrt of the policy on the target group (e.g. minoritcy
children) using a simple input-output paradigm. .
Nevertheless, with tne advent of court ordered, citywide school desegregation
plans arcund 1970, policymakers have become increasingly uneasy about the
possible indirect costs and spillover effects wnichi may subvert the goals
of school desegregation. These goals can be conceptualized on several levels

depending o1 one's orientation and requirements, but certainly a basic

O
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suburbs is cthat "it would be better for the children there.'

wnite flight in response Lo school desegregaticn is one communitvwidie,
unintended impact which may subvert this goal. It is assumed a priori that
such an impact is possible because there is a large body of literacure which
suggests that neighborhood problems ave a "push' factor behind exit from a
metropolitan neighborhood. (For example, see Orbell and Uno, 1972; Lansing
and Barth, 1964; Johnson 1975). School desegregation may present such a problem
or dilemma for many middle class, white families, particularly in light of
Wendell Bell's (1956) finding that the main reason given for a move to the

'

1

From a policymaker's viewpoint white fiight in response to school

desegregation might be seen as a risk or an indirect cost——i.e. it 1is not

normally a part of the cost /benefit analysis a local decisionmaker typically

calculates, but there is every resscn to beliewe it should be since the

greater the white flight, the lower the inrerracial contact and the benefits

" that accrue from it. Using Dye's (1975) terminology, white flight from

school desegregation can also be thought of as a spillover effect since it
affects the cnoice of schools and residence for white families and uay further
contribute to the decay of central cities.

The research reported here is an attempt to assess this unintended
negative impact and to calculate the net beneiit in {nterracial contact of
various school desegregaticn plans. Salamon (1976) argues that much policy
impact research is misleading becaus2 it neglects the time dimension. The
real impact of public policies may not appear until after a considerable

period of time. The long run impacts may Supportt, negate, Or even reVErse

the immediate effects.
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Morsover, unlixe tudies, this

national study of 113 school districts includes data on school desegregation

plans and the proportion of students reassigned of sach race.

The decline in white public school enrollment began long before the

advent of court ordered school desegregation plans in the early 1970's.

Urban economists such as Clotfelter (1977) and Xatzman (1977) suggest it is

in large part a function of the post World War II suburbanization trend

resulting from (1) market forces such as rising incomes and changes in

production and transpertation; (2) public policies providing subsidies to
transportation, highways, and middle income suburban housing; and (3) discrimina-
tion agains blacks, causing them to be underrepresented in suburbs relative

to their economic status. Central city crime and city-suburban fiscal
disparities have also been suggestad as possible stimulants of this white

niddle class exodus to the suburbs.

In addition, the declining white birth rate has on 1its own caused a
reduction of almost .ne percent in overall white school enrollments since 1968.
The vearl, decrease is now almost 2 percent. The black school age population,
on the other hand, continued to increase until 1974 or 1975, raising the
percentage black among all elementary and secondary students from 13.4 percent

T

in 1968 to l4.4 percent in 1974 (U.5. Bureau of the Census, 1976). Recencly,

q
O
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s Dieck oenrolloont, partioioaa ot LoTUL e T iy compirieated b
v ot B a8 i 53
oL hectin lnowiiite AT st carellment resulting from

coat o reams iaclating the porler lmpact from these long term

demonraphiic trends. Cnrortunate Dgthe Jdata are not available Lor a comparative

et aeiiioh diorliuiones botween the TwWo TDUs of flighe which =schood

deseeregation might provoke: the tronsfer of students to private school and

»

{he movement of families to the suburbs. Three case studies (Taylor and

~

Stincheombe, 19773 Johason, 19773 MeConahay and Hawley, 1976) using survey

samp ling teohntgques in o

smunitics with citvwide desepregation plans, indicate
par o white {Ligies from wchiool desepreration does not o take the form of
Fosidentiar relocar fen to the suburba. Thus, there is the possibilic, that what-

cuer other negative impacts school descuregation may have, 1t has licttle or no

oifect on the further deterioration o lnner cities. These findings are also

fmportant deoante ove e Tong run, the possibilicy of wiiite return to the

sub i Schiools is o owreater 10 white families do not relocate to the suburbs.
[4ois aloo conceivable tiet the phenomenon of ", opentrance' is as important

e whiite exit. Codics of residential turnover have found that neighborhoods

chonping from predominanely white to predominantly black do not have higher

Gt ion than other areas.  Rapid ravial turnover is caused
vt owhiires e ing, cutocire net replaced by otherv whites in the
goarmal potrern of resident {0l velooation that occurs inoany met ropolitan area

Fooan s oo, adnls Molotaeb, 1Un9) . Unfortunatels, there 1s no available

ine this.  on the other hand,

apd nonenirance, tor che

purpeses of thin sooady net chvmge auiticient to calceulate net benetits.
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The previous reasearch sxamining s

G

2n be divided into

white flight c two categories: the early studies chat Zound
litrle or ne whize flighet, (Cletrfelter, 1976a; Farlev, 1973; Rossell, 1375;

"
=
{D

<

1977; Pettigrew and Green, 12763

and Robin, 1974; Mercer and Scout, 1974;

which included southern significant

whire £light as a resulz oI school Azsegragarion. (Coleman, Kell™, and Mcore,
1975b; Farley, 1976; Clotfelter, 1976b; Clotfelter, 1977o; Armor, 1676 ; Lecrd,

. ]
1975; Munford, 1973). ~

.

A careful reading of these studies indicares the most important rsasons

for the divergent findings are sample and time differences, rather than

metnodological diiferences. As Figure 1 illustrates, the characteristics

of desegregation plans have changed over time. With each vear arfter 1970, a
larger proportion of whiﬁé students are reassigned to formerly black schools
in the average desegregation plan. 1f the exzent of white‘reassignments is a
critical variable, then the time period of the study will be equally important

unless such reassignments are explicitly controlled for. In none of these

studies is this done.

S
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Figure 1: The Average Percentage of Students Reassighed in a Desearegation Plaa
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¢&s somputec Ior 2ach 3Ihool LisTrilit.to sigmiisanmc iroo LnoToie Il
sorroborating =vidence of Jésezrassliln Itudent = ToosTw il
celared = ~hurwe in the infex oI iizsimilaric T sarrTe=_atliin lso—Lmt WITH
zhe pire-cage ionlies rRassignec o Jormerly Sl 3.0 ,oand -Ln4 Wil

the percentage of bdlacks reassignea Lo scheols T we regrzss ochange
‘n white enrollment on studanc reasslgnments, as shown in Table L, W& can
sradincr the a2affect C¢I white and Dilacs seascignments on the lave ~f segvezatiom

in a perfectly rational systen, reassigning five percent of the black students
to white scnools should result in a reduction of five percentage points in
the index. This is also true of white reassignments rto black schools. The

fact that a given proportion of dlack or whire reassignments does not result in

exactly the same reduction in segregation is the result of measurement exror in
calcularing black and white reassignments from school district questionnaires and
school enrollment data, and the fact that students are not always reassigned

in the most technically ratiocnal manner for Some Very good polirical reasons.

5cill, the fit is quite good Zespite this.

‘ HYPOTHESES

The general literature on central city white flight, as well as that
on school desegregation and white enrollment change, suggest a number of
hypotheses whlch zan be tested 0y the availaple data. First, virtually all
studies agreo that the proportiocn 5lack in a school svstea i1s an important
detaerminant oL white public school enrollment. 1f the proporticn plack in a
school system is nigh, whites will avoid moving into that school discrict,
and other whites wmay hasten rheir move to the suburbs or transfer thelr

children to private schools.

O
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Table 1

Predicting Change in the Index of
Dissimilarity with School Desegregation Reassignmentsa

Black Reassignments Only Total A Segregation

5% -7.7

107% _ -11.4

15% -15.1

20% -18.8

25% -22.5

3Q% -26.2

40% ~33.6

50% -41.0
607 -48.4

White Reassignments Only

2% -5.5
5% . -7.8
10% -11.6
15% . -15.3
20% =19.1
25% -22.9
30% -26.7
: |
Black and White Reassiguments X
10% blacks, 2% whites -12.9
10% blacks, 5% whites -15.2
20% blacks, 5% wiites -22.6
30% blacks, 5% whites -30.0
20% blacks, 107% whites -26.4
30% blacks, 15% wnites -37.6
40% blacks, 20% w. :es ~-48.7
50% blacks, 25% v ..tes -59.9
60% blacks, 25% whites -67.3
3The prediction equation is ASeg = ~3.997188-74.057011 BR%Z —-75.600210WR%
P
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In addition, various studies (Frey, 1977, Coleman, et. al., 1975b) have

suggested that southern citiés have higher rates of white suburbanization,
* .

and thus white public.school enrollment decline, than northern cities. Although
there is no cirect evidence on this, it may be a function of greater sensitivity
to the proportion black in a school system, as well as delayed industrialization
resulting in delayed suburbanization.

The unemployment rate should be negatively related to changes in whit=
enrollment. A high level of Qnemployment deters families from moving to a
city and encourages residents to leave (Lowry, 1966; Greenwood, 1975). White
enrollment also appears to be responsive to the social class of the school
system population. The higher the income level or educational level of a
school population, the less incentive for middle class parents to transfer
tneir children to private schools or to relocate to another school system.
In addition, the school system will be perceived as desirable to white families
moving into the SMSA (Mayo, 1975; Jackson, 1975).

The common wisdom is that higher crime rates serve as an impetus to
white middle class outmigration to the suburbs. Nevertheless, at least
three studies have suggested there is no relation (Droettboom, 1971; Guterbock,
1976 ; Frey, 1977). Droettboom found moves associated with the perception of
crime to be undertaken more often by low income individuals and to be
associated with within-city relocation rather than suburban relocation.
Still, the overwhelming belief that crime does cause middle class whites to
move out serves as an incentive to test this effect.

During the 1960's and 1970's large densely populated cities grew more
slowly than smaller cities (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975). Suburbs
were generally perceivéd as more desirable than central cities by middle
class, white populations. Therefore, we would hypothesize

that che larger a scnool system, and the more densely populated a city,

G
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the greater the negative change in white public school enrollment.

Several studies of school desegregation and white f£light have found
the difference in the segregation of a school district relative to the
SMSA to be positively related to whire envollment change. (Fariey, 1976;

-
Coleman, et. al., 1975). In other words, the more desegregated a school
district is relative to the SMSA, the more white movement out of the school
district to other more segregated school districts.

There appears to be a linear trend toward greater white enrollment decline
(Farley, 1976). In part, this may be a function of the measure: proportion
white enrollment change. As the base gets smaller, even the same white
enrocllment loss will result in a larger proportional loss. Therefore, it is assumed

the year will be positively related to the proportion white enrollment decline.
There is evidence that the quality of education, in some objective sense, has
an effect on the choice of schools or school systems by white middle class
families (Bloom, Brown, and Jackson, 1975; Jackson, 1975). Thus, it is
hypothesized that the higher the per pupil school expenditures, the lower
the white enrollment decline.

Finally, we would expect the extent of desegregation reassignments to

be related to white enrollment decline. The most recent studies indicate that

N
the greater the reduction in segregation, the greater the reduction in white
enrollment. However, the measure used here distinguishes between the effect
of white reassignments to bléck schools and black reassignments to white schools.
The few case studies that have examined this have found white reassignments to
‘black schools to result in substantically larger white enrollment decline
than black reassignments to white schools (Giles, Gatlin, and Cataldo, 1976;
Lord, 1975). |

The research on additional plan characteristics has been limited. Busing

distances have been found to be unrelated to white enrollment change (Giles,

o P
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Gatlin, and Cataldo, 1976). Some of the wvariables talculated from the

data collected in this study are so'badly skewed, or hi: rrelated with
the pr portiontof students reassigned, that they are misleading orv unreliable.
One variable that can be used is the grade level desecregated. We would
expect greater white losses if a plan involvés elementary schools than if

it involves high schcols because there is greater white opposition to
elementary school desegregation (Taylor and Stinchcombe, 1977).

Finally, ;he literature suggests an interaction effect between the
proportion black in a school distriZE'and the extent of desegregation (Coleman,
1975b; Farley, 1977). Therefore, we assume that similar desegregation reas-
signments will cause greater white enrollment decline in larger proportion
" black school districts than in smaller proportion black school districts.

This research suggests a basic analytic model, designed to explain the
proportion change in white public school enrollment. The estimating equation
is of the following form:

IWE = a + by (¥ BLACK) + b, (REGION) + b3 (CRIME) + b,

(S128) + by (DENSITY) - b (SES) + by (S.D./SMSAAEC.)
+ by (UNEMPLOY) + by (YEAR) + by, (SCHOOL EXPEND.) +
bll (Z WH. REASS.) + b12 (Z BL. REASS.) + b13 (72 WH. REASS. X
7 BLACK) + b14 (% BL. REASS. X % BLACK) + blS (GRADE) + e
where
AWE is the proportion change in white enrollment from the
previous year,
7 BLACK is the proportion black in the school system,
REGION is a dummy variable indicating southein region of

the country,
.

b
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CRIME is the per cap’ » rate,

SIZE is the school u sopulation size,

DENSITY is the ¢ity population per square mile,

SES is the income and educational level of the «city populatioen,

S.D./SMSA SEG. is the ratio of school district segregation to
SMSA segregation using the index of dissimilarity,

UNEMPLOY is the unemployment raté\inqthe city,

YEAR is the year being analyzed,

SCHOOT EXPEND. is the per pupil school expenditures,

7 WH REASS. is the proportion of white students reassigned to
bl;ck or formerly black schools,

7 BL REASS. is the proportion of black students reassigned

- to white or formerly white schoéls, and

GRADE 1is the grades involved in the desegregation plan.

A quasi-experimental, interrupted time series design 1is used in this
analysis. This strengrhens the inferences that can be made with regard to
the effect of desegregation actions by allowing us to test for effects
peculiar to the periods hefore, during, and after desegregation. Such
a design necessira.es determiniug cne "major' desegregation year. For school
districts that desegreg~cel ia two ov three year sequentialrnlans the first
year of mandatory a- -egregaticr was chosen as the desegregation year, although
it may have be.a the smal..sT reast iuo-it of the total implementation
period (e.g. Boston). For school . .fvicts tl.. had several different
desegregation plans separated by twc or more years, the year of the largest

reassignment was chosen as +he desagregation year.

O
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IMPLEMENTATION YEAR EFFECT

Appendix 1 shows the percentage white enrollmenc chaunge before and after
the major scheol desegregation plan. The school districts are divided into
groups and within eacnh group ordered by the sum of the percentage of black
students reassigned to white schools (the first rounded off number in
column 2) and the percentage of white students reassigned te formerly black
schools (the second number in columm 2) in the major desegregation year
(which divides the pre and post desegregation white enrollment change in
the table). Column 3 contains the change in the index of dissimilarity
(from T-2) in the major desegregation year. The greater the negative change
in the index, the greater the reduction in school system segregation. The
léég colum: in Appendix 1 contains the firal (usually Fall 1975) index of
éissimilarity.6 The higher the index, the greater the segr;éation remaining
in the Schoél system. The third column from the end contains the residual
white enrollment decline associated with the major cesegregation plan
predicted from the pre desegregation time series. The second to the last
columm indicates the statistical significanca. cf Lhis difference ‘between
predicted and actual enrollment in the desmgregation year.7 School districts
that have implemented extensive desegregition are more likely'to haw~ a
statistically significant (.05 or bettef) residual loss. Only three of the
contrél school districts have a 51gnificant loss.

Tahle 2 shows the amount of white enrollment change associated with
differenc levels of school desegregation, as well as the predicted T+0 white
enrollment change, the T+0 difference between predicted and actual, and the
significance oI that difference. Only the two most extensive white r=zassignment
plans have a significant loss, although in general, the difference hetween
predicted and actual increases with each increment in reassignments even

O
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without controlling\for other factors. Nevertheless, this increment in
loss appears to be sthFfterm. Indeed, those school districts that
reassigned the most white students seem to have less white enrollment
decline in T+4 or later than would be expected from their pre desegregation
trend. (This will be analyzed more formally later in thé‘paper.)

After testing numerous equations, and eliminating unstable énd unrelated
variables,8 the equations shown in Table 3 ﬁere derived& Equation 1 is the
most parsimonious.of those with the proportion of black akq\ﬁhice s tudents

reassigned as the desegregation variable. As with all equations, the
proportiog black in a school district is far and away the most significant
variable predicting white enrollment losses. It vastly overshadows any
desegregation variables. 1f we compare equation 1 to equation 2 (comparable to
Coleman's and'Fﬁrley's simplest equations); we can see the change in
segregation (index of dissimilarity) ob3cur§s the differential impact of

black and thte reassignments; Equation 2 is also unsatisfactory becausg}

it does not take into account past reassignments, yet phis type of single\\
year analysis is typical of previous studies. Wnile T-1 and T-2 white
reassignments have some residual importance, T-1 and T-2 black reassignments
have a zero coefficient. Even black reassignments in the year of implementation
have an insignificant standardized regression coefficient of -.07.

Another important variable is the central city school district/SMSA

segregation ratio indicating that the more segregated the SMSA is relative

to the central city in the year of implementation, the greater the white
enrollment decline. The unemployment rate is positively related to white
enrollment loss, reflecting relocation in search of jobs, a phenomenon

which is much more characteristic of whites than of blacks (McAllister,

Kaiser, and Butler, 1971). The crime rate is insignificantly negatively

O ' ., .
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Llo % Wh. Reass.

LlO %2 Wh. Reass.
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A Seg. Index

Constant

2

T

Observatious
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s Reass. T
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2eass.
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—.l9l*_~.56
(.032)°
-,041% =10
(.025)
-.340 -.09
{.31C)
-.257 -.06
(.37)
-.011 -.04
(.029)
-.049% -, 17
.27

.07%* 24
(.02)
~-.020% -.,22
(.011)
-.002 .03
(.009)

a

a

a
-.246

.59
109
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Table 3
white Zarollment Change T+U
Ea., 2 Ea. 3
b 3eta b
-.206% . 80 -.273%
(;031) (.117)
-.055% =.22 -.039%
(.022) (.025)
-.70% -.13 -, 330
(.310) (.310}
-.321 -.08 -.233
(.372) (.376)
a -.015
(.029)
a ~.045%
(.027)
.06% .20 .070*
(.03) (.029)
a ~.009
(.018)
a -.002
(.009)
a .031=%
(.043)
a a
.0012% .28 a
(.0004)
.195 -.225
55 .59
107 109

the b.

.09
.06
.05
.l6

.23

.03

.27

oI |

a)
I~

.296%*
.053)

.037%
.024)

-.450%
.300)

-.124

.365)

.046%
.026)

.064
.028

.014
.011)

.002
.008)

-.021%

.009)

.206

.62

109

Beta

.87

.13

.03

.05

.15

.21

.02

.36
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related fo white enrollment change, although the zero order correlation
is -.31.

Another nypothesis not supported by the data is that per pupil expendi-
tures are positively related to enroliment change. This is not the
case even in vears prior to implementation, gither at the zero order level

or in the multiple regression equations. This mav be due to the fact that

cr

since the Elementary and Secondary Education Act nf 1965, central city
school districts have had fairly high per pupil expenditures relLative to the

suburbs. Despite this, they are still perceived as undesirable by white

L

middle class families, primarily because og their cLaéé"énd_racial composition.
Education, income, and size also have no significant relatiomnship tec white
enrollment change.

The implementation year has nc effect either. This is an important
finding because it indicates plan characteristics are the cause of negative

.
impacts, not the time period. _When the proportion” of whites reassigned is

controlled for, the year has no independen® effect.

Equation 3 in Table 3 shows the result of adding an interaction effect.
This interaction variable is based on the assumption that similar wnite
reassignments to black neighborhoods will cause gréater white enrollment
losses as the black proportion gets larger. The psychological explanation
for tnis is that white parents perceive the black ghetto as a more threatening
and dangerous place, the larger it is and the greater the probable proportion
black in the receiving school, based on the city proportion. While eqc zion
1 supports this assumption, the coefficients being strong and statistically
significant, we can see that equation 4 is actually a better explanation
of the effect of a large percentage black in a school district.?

Equation 4 tests for a proportion black "threshold effect.'" This is

suggested by the research of Giles, Gatlin, and Cataldo (1976: V—?)‘ They

\

‘.,
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found that while the rejection rate of whites increased when the school
they were reassigned to was 30 percent or more black, it did not continue
to increase verv much once that threshold had been crossed. Equation 4
supports this finding, although the threshold observed here is 33 percent
black. This suggests an important distinction between the social dynamics
of a changing neighborhood, yhence came the tipping point theory, and centrally
administered school desegregation. In the latter situation, there is not a
great deal of difference between a school that is 35 percent black and one
50 percent black to a parent willing to send his children to‘a 35 percent
black school. This is because the school's racial balance is centrally
controlled. Unlike schools in changing neighborhoods, the proportion black
in that school is ''guaranteed' by the school administration, relatively
stable over time, and usually reflective of the citywide proportion rather

than of a racially changing neighborhood.
N L ]
All equations are a failure in predicting Memphis's desegregation loss—-

the best equation (4) only predicts a loss rate of =24 percent when in fact,
Memphis had a loss rate of -35 percent upon desegregation.10 The equations
conservatively predict desegregation loss in those school districts like
Boston, Louisville, Memphis, Pontiac, and San Francisco which had a great

deal of protest and violence associated with desegregation. (In another
analysis of a sub-sample of ten cities I found protest to have an independent
effect on white loss. See Rossell, 1978.) In addition, all equations over-
estimate the amount of white enrollment change in Berkeley. According to these
equations Berkeley normally should have had almost four times the annual white
enrollment lo=s that it did for a school district that was 45 percent black.
It was not until they desegregated that rhey assumed this "normal" loss rate.
While this is a schoul desegregation effact, only the time series estimate in

Appendix 1 accurately predicts that. 11
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Because of problems of multicollinearity, we are left in the dark
regarding interaction effects between black reassignments and the percentage
black in a school district. One way of testing this is to select for
analysis only those school districts that did not mandatorily reassign whites.
This will not resulve the problem of how much the white reassignment inter-
action effect masks a black reassignment Lnteraction effect, but it will
be useful in determining if there is such an effect. The proportiou whites
reassigned voluntarily--usually to magnet schools=~has no relationship
whatsoever to percentage white enrollment change. This equation gives a
better estimace of loss rates for school districts that only reassign black

students and are at otr above 35 percent black than Equation 4 in Table 3.

Tables 5, 6 and 7 indicate the percentage white enrollment change for
hypothetical student reassignments broken down by the scope of the school
district: northern city, ccuntywide, and southern city. Because the school
districts in Tables 6 and 7 are at or above 35% black, the equation shown :n
Table 4 was used to predict the white enrollment change for plans with only black
student reassignments. This includes the black reassignment/BSZ black inter-
acrion effect. Equation 4 in Table 3 was used to predict the white enrollment

change for white only reassignments and two way plans. 1t should be noted

that the white only reassignment plan predictions are merely developed in

/\‘"}



Table 4

Predicting % White Enrollment Change T+0 in

“chool Districts With No
Mandatory White Reassignments

% Black T-1

Southern City

Unemployment Rate

S.D./SMSA Seg. Ratio

o

LlO 7 Blacks Reass. T-1

Lig %4 Blacks Reass. T-2

)

Lig % Blacks Reezss. T+0

'

Lig 7 Blacks Reass. x "' 2 35% Black"

Constant:

r2

OCbservations

*Significant at .05 or better

&jot entered in equation

bNumbers in parentheses are the standard error of the b.

«

b L Beta
--307%* -1.13
(.068)

-.050 - .16
(.046)

- -.13

(.-

042 .12

(.050)

-.007 - .05
(.032)

-.005 - .04
(.029)

.004 .06
(.01 ¢

-.027 - .54
(.012)

.001

.57

66

D



Predi
Scho
SMSARP = , 81 No. Reassignmen:is
School Desegragaticn
SMSAR = .71 - 5 % blacks
SMSAR = .68 23 10 % blacks
SMSAR = .30 :_3 20 Z blacks
SMSAR = .46 <32 30 % Hlacks
SHSAR = .34 ; 3 40 % blacks
SMSAR = .27 zZ = 50 % blacks
~
24
SM5A™ = .71 E‘f 5 % whires
SMSAR = .56 ; al 10 % whites
SMSAR = .36 . 3 20 % wnites
SMSAR = .49 = = 30 % whitas
SMSAR = .51 10 % blacks
SMSAR = .51 20 % blzacks
SMSAR = .41 3q % blacks
SMSAR = .24 40\%Z blacks
SMSAR = .(Q9 5052 blacks
SMSAR = .04 5Q Z\blacks
SMSAR = .00 60 Z blacks
3This is equaticn 4 of Table 3.

rate (.060), unemployzmeznt (.051)
% black is set ag .150.while the

BThe coumty

districts tha wean pre-cdesegragatica ot
reductions =% the ratio are reductions cf
formula fseg = -3.997 - 74.057 BR% -
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SMSAR is set at a comnstant of

1.0.

this group of school districts

75.600 WR%

is

the base.

Tahle S
ting % Wnize Iarollment Ihange Wi:id
1 Desegragatiocn Reassignments Zor
School Discwiczs 137% 3ilzak?
Norzhern,
Northern Ycuther Scuchem
Citv Ceuney Cizw
-.7 .5 -4.3

resss. ~1.6 .3 -5.2
raass. -1.9 .2 -5.8
raass. -2.7 .2 ~6.3
Tesss. -3.3 .1 -6.9
resss. -4.1 .1 -7.8
reass. -§.6 .09 -2.2
reass. -3.7 -1 -7.3
r2ass -4.5 ~2.2 -8.0
r2ass. -5.4 -2.6 -9.1
reass. -6.3 -2.9 ~10.0
, 3% whicas . -4.6 2.1 -8.3
, 3% wnices -5.3 ~2.2 -9.0 _
, 3% whites -£.0 -2.2 -9.5%
, 107 wnites -7.5 -2.6 -11.2
, 137 whizas -8.7 -2.9 -12.4%
, 207 wnites -9.2 -3.1 -12.9
, 253% whites -9.6 -13.2 -13.3
The following wvariables are held comstant at th2 zZean: cIiz=e
, T-2 White reassigmzents (0), T-1 Wanitsz reassignzents (0) and
desegregation variables are varied as shown.

e

For non-cotnty gorthara and soutlem scacel
Subsequ
the mean city iadex of dissimilarity according o the
holding the SMSA index ccnscant at . 31.
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Table ©

Predicting % Wnite Enrollment Change With
School Desegregation Reassignments for
School Districts 35% Black

Northern,

Northern Southern Southern
City County Cicy
ABLE 4:School Districts With Yo Mand. White Reassignments?
MSAR = .81°€ No Reassignments -2.2 1.7 ~-7.2
MSAR = .72 | 5 % blacks reass. -6.2 -2.2 -11.2
MSAR = .67 o % 10% blacks reass. -6.8 -2.9 ~11.9
MSAR = .58 o g 20% blacks reass. ~7.6 -3.6 ~12.6
MSAR = .49 = 30% blacks reass. -8.0 -4.0 -13.0
MSAR = .39 = a 407% blacks reass. -8.3 ~4.3 -13.4
MSAR = .30 22 50% blacks reass. ~8.6 -4.5 -13.6
Q. 4, TABLE 3:All School Districts®
MSAR = .81 @ 'QU_J No reassignments - .2 1.0 -3.9
MSAR = .72 %Eo 5 7 whites reass., -6.8 ~5.0C -10.4
MSAR = .67 oo 10% whites reass. -8.1 -6.C -11.3
MSAR = .57 ~ 8| 20% whites reass. ~9.8 -7.1 -13.5
MSAR = .48 = 3| 30% whites reass. -11.0 -7.7 -14.7
MSAR = .62 10% blacks, 3% whites -7.7 -5.3 ~11.4
JMSAR = .53 20% blacks, 5% whites ~8.4 -3.3 -12.0
JMSAR = .44 307 blacks, 5% whites -9.0 -5.4% -12.6
JMSAR = .30 40% blacks, 107 whites -10.9 -8 .4 -14.6
MSAR = .16 0% blacks, 157 whites -12.4 -7.1 -16.1
IMSAR = .11 50% blacks, 20% whites -13.2 = ~7.5 -16.9
SMSAR = .00 6G%Z blacks, 257 whites -14.3 -7.8 -17.9

a , . .
Crime rate and unemployment set at mean anc previous reassignments 0.
quuation 4 of Table 3, see description in foctnote a, Table 5.

CCalculation described in footnote b, Table 5.




Predicring . Wnite Enroilment Change With School
Desegregation Reassignments for
School Districts £53% Black

Northern,

Northern Southern Southern
City County City

'ABLE 4: SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH NO MAND. WHITE REASS IGNMENTS?

'MSAR = .90°€¢ No Reassignments - 8.3 - 8.2 -13.3
MSAR = .81 5 % blacks reass. -12.3 -12.2 -17.3
MSAR = .77 10% blacks reass. -13.0 -12.8 -17.8
JMSAR = .68 20% blacks reass. -13.7 -13.5 -18.7
JMSAR = .59 30% blacks reass. -14.1 -13.9 -19.2
JMSAR = .50 40% blacks reass. -14.5 -14.2 -19.5
IMSAR = .41 50% blacks reass. -14.7 -14.4 -19.7
:Q. 4, TABLE 3: ALL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

SMSAR = .90 @ El No Reassignments - 5.5 - 4.7 - 9.2
SMSAR = .21 s g 5 % whites reass. v o -12.1 -10.9 -15.8
SMSAR = .76 = wl  10% whites reass. -13.5 -11.9 -17.1
SMSAR = .67 = @ 20% whites reass. -15.1 ~13.0 -18.8
SMSAR = .58 23 7 whites teass. -16.3 -13.6 -19.9
SMSAR = .72 107 blacks, 5% whites -13.0 -11.2 ~16.7
SMSAR = .63 | 20% blacks, 5% whites -13.6 -11.3 -17.3
SMSAR = .54 2 3l 30% blacks, 5% whites -14.2 -11.3 -17.9
SMSAR = .41 < 40% blacks, 10% whites -16.1 -12.4 -19.8
SMSAR = .28 = 9| 50% blacks, 15% whites -17.6 -13.0 -21.3
SMSAR = .23 o 3| 50% blacks, 207% whites -18.4 ~13.4 -22.0
SMSAR = .09 Z %l 0% blacks, 25% whites -19.7 -13.8 ~23.3

8crime rate and unemployment set at wmean and previcus reassignments 3.

quuation 4 of Table 3, see description in footnote a, Table 5.

Ccalculation described in footnote D, Table 5.
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order to compare them to the black only plans. XNo school district has ever

reassigned only whites and probably never will. . .1 the equations under-
estimate the percentage whlte cnir: lment charse [0 soheol districes wich
no reassignments. Therefore, it may be more instructive to use the 5

percent black reassignments as the base line for comparing the "cost' of
additional reassignments.

Several things stand out in these tables. First, the negative effect
of a given proportion of white reassignments is almost double that of the
same proportion of black reassignments. Second, the negative effect of
school desegregation on white enrollments is much less in countywide school
districts. In Table 4, we can see the loss rate for northern school districts
reassigning 5 percent of their whites almost tripled with an increase to'60
percent black, 25 percent white reassigned whereas the countywide school
districts had less than a doubling. 1f we consider both proporticnal
change and absolute enrollment change, countywide school districts have
demonstrably less negative effects when they desegregate.

Finally, beéaﬁse the equation contains a dummy variable for southern
city school districts, we can ex ine the differential loss rates in those
school districts. The data deﬁoq§trate hiéher loss rates\for southern city
school districts even for Similar)levels of proportion black and in the absence
of school desegregation. This is substantiated by findings by Frey (1977)
that southern cities had higher levels of white suburbanization than
northern cities in the 1965-1970 period. He argues this had little or no
relationship to racial factors. The South may be going through its period
of rapid suburbanization a decade or so later than the North. There also
may be an interaction effect between school desegregation reassignments
and white flight that cannot be isolated because of multicolliinearity

and sampling fluctuations.

it



POST IMPLEMENTATION ZFTECT

Phasing in Desegregation

Because most of the comparat.ive daidlisus Jf school Zesegregntiom oand
white flight have been pooled time series cross-sectional analyses, no one
has thought to examine whether phasing in a plan over a two or three year
period has any impact on change in white enrollment, contrelling for the
total amount reassigned. As Appendix 1 indicates, many school districts
do indeed phase in their school desegregation plans. (This is also
indicated by an asterisk attached tolthe yearly percentage white enrcllment
12 |

change) .

!r

One way of analyzing the eqfect of phasing in a plan is to use the total
three vyear whitekagrollment ch;nge (TH0 - T-1)+(T+1 - T+HO)+(T+2 - T+1) JT-1
as the dependent variable and dummy variables denoting one year Or multiple
year white or black reassignrant plans.l3 The results of this analysis are
shown in Table 8. Although the coefficients are not very reliable, this
analysis indicates that phased in plans result in more white flight than
one vear plans even when the total amount reassigned and the interaction effect
are controlled for. [If a school district reassigns 40 percent of its black
students, and 10 percent of its white students over a two or three Year

period, instead of a one year period, it will have an additional / percentage

point white enrollment loss.

Long Term ILmpact

A. White énrollment Change. Table 9 shows the zero order correlations,
and the partial correlations controlling fof percent black, between three
measures of desegregation and white enrollment change in the years before
and after school desegregation. This analysis suggests that, even without
controlling for subsequent reassignments, school desegregation's effect on

white enrollment is negative only in the year of implementation, or the

’

‘
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Uneoploymant xace

L,q #» Blacks Reass
10 °
Lig # Whites Reass. x 2.35% 3lack

One Year 3lack Reass. 2lan

One 7Zaar Whaite Re2ass. Plzn

Two or Three 72ar wnite 22ass. “lan

Counstanc
rZ

Chservratcions

aSignifh:ant at .25 or better.

(B

b
-.531
(.105)

-.057
(.063)

.005
(.075)

-.020

.64
101

Beta
-.21
-. 14
29
.02
.08
-.22
.04
-.09
-.17



Zero Order

L % Whites Reass.

ES ar

A Segregation T+0

N

7% Blacks Reass.

==
[
O
'_A
L
W

Correlations of School Desegregation
T+) With % White Enrollment
Change

YEAR

T-2 T-1 T+ T+1 T+2

T+ 12 -.03 -.45 -.03 09
T+ .25 .16 -.18 .09 .30
-.29 -.15 27 -.13 -.24

97 106 109 198 104

Ccitrolling for Percent Black

LlO % Whites Reass.

L % Blacks Reass.

10

A Segregation T+

df

T+0 .17 0 -.50 -.06 .10
T+0 .16 -.04 -.41 -.07 .20
-.24 -.06 44 -.06 ~-.19

93 163 105 105 101

N
-
-

T+3

.14

95

.14

.16

.15

T+4

77

.29

.25

73

T+5

.38

.43

.48

.48

.40

.51
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vyear after LI thers have been

The multiple regression 24uatlons skiwa oh Table LD presant 3 30mewWniat
. : s Lo 15
different pattern, although the ceoellicients are Aot er ralizble ese
equations suggest that for scncol disrcriccs that ars less than 35 percent
hlack there s virtually oo nion Lmpel D r ndeed, e bl
impact is positive. For school districts greater than 35 percent black
a net positive impact does not occur until T+4. 1I1F we can trust the rather

4
L

unreliahle coefficients, all school districts that nave desegregated {even

with the most extensive two way reassigunment plan) have less white enrollment

loss by T+4 thun would be predicred from the-r school svwstem characteristics.
There are several nlausible, but unproveable, axplanations for this

seemingly positive effect of school desegregation on white enrollment.

One possibility is that distric ride plans offer a guarantee of racial bpalance

rhat might substantially reduce the suburban relocation or private school

enrol lment of white students living in transitional or fringe areas. With

a citywide plan, such "eransitional' schools may have a reduction ii. proportion

1

black to the ci:ywide proportion, thus reducing the "push'' factor.

In addition, it is possible that if there is a greater than normal less
in one or two vears, there will he a less than normal loss in subsequent
vears because there i3 only so much available housing and private schooling
in an SMSa. In orher words, tne "pull" factor is reduced. It is also possible
that whites retirn to the public schoois around T+4, when the plan has settled
into routine operation and the cost of private schooling becomes a greater
and greater burden.l6
If school desggregation continues to have this positive effect on white

enrollment in post implementation vears in school districts less than 35

percent black, the implementation year loss should eventually be made up.

g
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cfface of 3cn00l Sesegregacicn 2 M
Inroiloear Change o

“hicze
Jucsequeac Tears

Tl T=2 -3 =’
- 32za b 3ets b teta p) leca
7 3lack Taar 3efore -, 134" -. 35 .20~ - 37 ~ 135% =73 -.2%ax -.22
{351 3345 67 . .388)
Souzharmm Cizy -.J%7 ~.09 -0 -.2z2 Q013 .20 -.208 -.33
.30 021 £.029) (.334)
Caecployment fate T2aT zafsre -. 360 -0 -, .98% -5 513 LI -.233 -1
31 C.320) ey} {,33C)
Crioe Race (1970) 192 .06 . 139 .05 .320 1 L3185 5
(. 360) (.375) {.350) (.334)
SD/SMSA Sag Ratio LQaLx 0 QB85 * .30 238 .3 .002 .07
(.025) (.02n (.036) (.304)
:‘1 v whizas eass. 0 .007 .29 .C03 4 -.90003 -.20 -.002 -.33
(.01 (.01L) (.31421) (.019)
Ly % 3lacks leass. - -.000% ©.30 013 2 .0L3 23 016 22
- .200%) (.20 (.o (.33
;w Y wWhizas Zaass. T2
x 2357 3lack 1=l -.305 -1 i’y Pt -.008 ~-.13 -.300¢% -.21
(.01L) .oLL) (.31%) (.0182)
Lig 7 whices Reass. T1 -.025 -.22 -.G05 -.04 .02 .31 L0211 14
(.913) (.222) {.927) (.936)
L‘O % 3lacks 3eass. T+l .007 .09 .Q07 .09 -.008 -.10 .02 .12
* (.01 (.013) (.G18) (.023)
L.g 7 thicas Yeass. i
~Y x >35% 3lack T +.307 -.17 =-.018 ~.%8 ~-.003 =-.97 =-.009 -.18
{.009) (.016) (.018) (.024)
Lvg % whites Raass. TF2 -.039* -.28 -.023 =-.17 ~.020 ~.11
~ (.026) (.033) (.043)
LLO % Blacks 3eass. I+ .009 .12 -.002 -.02 L0086 .06
(.014) (.018) (.023)
L’.O % “hizas aass. T+l
x >35%7 3lack T*1 .002 .36 .005 .15 011 .23
(.013) (.32 .zn
L., - Wnices 2aass. 173 -.025 ~.36 -.310 36
~ (.939) (.97%)
L‘O v 3lacks masz. T*1 011 .08 ~.303 QL
1 (.020) (.028)
Lm ? whices Reass. "+
x 2387 3lack I+ -.005 -. 14 -.220 a4
(.015) (.18}
L 10 7 hicas waass. 1*4 a
Lm 7 3lacks 2weass. T*4 -.023 -7
(.330)
Lig 7 3lacks Reass. T4 3
x >35% 3lack T3
Canstant -.053 -.083 -.069 -.082
5 .
o ) .34 .39 +
Qbservacions ) 108 104 95 77
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reassign only black students make up their implementation year loss by T+4.

indeed, this equation suggests lass white enrollment decline with desegregation

o
L

nan withour. he mest extensive swo way reassignmenr plan (60 percent black,

(a4

and 25 percent whites reassigned) shows a small negligit = difference between
the five year enrollment change without desegregation and with desegregation.
If the school district is countywide, there 1is less white 2nrollment decline
with greater reassignments.

Tor school districts graater than or equal to 35 percent black, blzck

whire enrollment decline than no

o
~
n
[
[
o
rt
,_.
o}
-
©
wn
wn

only reassignments agai

fu

reassignments at all.l7 Nevertheless, there 1s still a desegregation effect
for two way reassignment plans in northern and southern city school districts.
The most extensive plan results in an increase of five and a half percentage
points in the loss that could be expected with no desegregation.

3. Change in Percentage White. Because one goal of school desegregation
is racial balance, the change in proportion white should be as important
as the change iniwhite enrollment. Table 12 shows the five year change in
proportion white (% white T+/4 - ZwhiteT-1) and its relationship to the proportion

reassigned and the interaction of proportion black with white
reassignments. Although the equation is not very satisfactory, both desegre-
gation variables are positively related to change in percentage white over
this time period. TIf this is compared to the SMSA segregation ratio, the
negative effect is small. A thirty-five percent black city school district need
only expect an additional reduction of two percentage points in the proportion
white, with an extensive two way busing plan (50 percent blacks, 15 percent
whites). This means over the%zémg run, school desegregation does not -
contribute much to increasing the proportion black--the single greatest
O
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Averags 1 3lack
Average Unemplcoyrzant Rate

Southem Cilty

Crime Rate

SD/SMSA Sa3.

LlO (T+2,-T+1, T+2 Whizes Raassi
LT'O (T+0, T+1, T+2 2lazks 2eassi

L (T+0, T+1, T+2 2lacks Reass.

Aot in 2quacicn
*Significanc act .03 cr terrer

(T+2, T+1, T+2 Whites Reassizns

Doy

= Reza
-.5632% -. 51
(.13

-2 .438% -.22



Five tTear Thangs in nice T-L T Tmoy
b Beta
Average 4 bBlack ~.028 =13
(.056)
Average Unemplovment Rate . 112 .04
(.420)
Southern City -.035%* -.22
(.022)
Crime Rate -. 440 ~-.17
(.368)
SD/SMSA Seg. Ratio .059% .33
(.026)
LlO (T+0, T+L, T+2 Whites Reass.) ‘ .005 .09
(.011)
LlO (T+0, T+1, T+2 Blacks Reass.) -.003 -.07
(.009)
L (T+0, T+1, T+2 Whites Reass.) x .35 Black .0Q9 .25
10 (.009)
LlO (T+), T+1, T+2 Blacks Reass.) x .35 Black a
Constant -.068
r2 26
Cbserv:stions 73

ot 1in eqation

bSignificant at .05 or better
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desegregata Itne schools, tha 2Iil2ctiveness of school dasagregzaticn cannes

the loss235 1n school diszricts tlat are above and below 35 percent black
and in city and large countvwide school districts., The change in segrega-

tion is calculated from the cquation shown in Table |.

Taole 13 indizazes chacg, =2ven I 35 zervzent >lack schcol Zdiscrices

black reassizmments have 2c¢ izmditac: costs up to 20 sercenr black reassigned.

Whice reassigzzents have ZRelr graatasc ¢oS5:Is 2% 3 percent or less. Theraiore,
if a policymaxer i3 zeing to reassign whize students, it may Se mostc

B. VNet 3enefics. Ipn arder to avaluata the affectiveness of schocl

desegregation, it Ls necessary to measure tie aet benefit in black iatervacial
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Tahle 13

Five Year (T-1 to T+4) Ad¢itional I White
Enrollzent Change Associated With Desegregetion

Cunulative
g <157 Black : »35% Black .
Reassigned b §pregation G Large County city - Large County
acks Only
5 | - 1.7 +3.3 +4.3 +3.3 +4.3
20 -18.8 +3.95 +5.8 +3.3 +5.8
40 -33.6 +2.2 +6.3 +2.2 +6.5
1{tes Only
5 - 7‘8 “1,3 - ~3 "'lh6 "'317
20 -19.1 -2.8 -4 6.6 -5.0.
40 -34.2 -3.7 - .95 -3.9 -5.6
lack/White Reass.
10/5 -15.2 +2.8 +4,7 - .0 +1.3
30/5 -30.0 +2.5 +.1 -1.2 +2.5
50/15 ~52.4 -3 +6.3 -4.6 +2.0
60/25 ~61.3 - .9 .5 «5.7 +1.8

U



contact with whites. We can calculate black contact «yith whites, or the

proportion of white children In the average black ehild's schoocl, by the following

formula:

where Dkb is the number of blacks in a given school, and Prw is the proportion
white in the came school (Coleman, et. al., 1975b).

Table 14 has three equations predicting black interracial contact with
whites with school desegregation. Equation 1 includes T+) reassignments and
the interaction effect, equation 2 all reassignments plus the interaction
effect, and equation 3 includes only the total change in segregation. All
equations show that school desegregation is associated with greater black
interracial contact with whites, although the effect of black reassignments
is much ;jreater than the effect of white reassignments. It is interesting
that the net benefit in black interracial contact with whites is greatest
for school districts at or above 35 percent black, despite the fact that these
school districts bear the greatest white enrollment losses. Equation 2
includes all reassignments in T+0, T+1, and T+2. The findings are very
similar to those in Equation 1.18

Equation 3 includes change in the index of dissimilarity from T+2 to T-2.
This equation obscures the d1fferential effect of black and white reassign-
ments, but it indicates that for every reduction of 10 points in the index
of dissimilarity (X = -18.3), we can expect an increase of 4 points in the

proportion white in the average black child's school.
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T. .e l4

Predicting Black Contact With Whites
{(Proportion White in Average Black
Child's School) With School Desegregation

Eq. ] Egq. 2 Eq. 3
D Beta b Beta b Beta
% Black -.676% -.59 ~.705% =162 -.759 -.66
(.176) (.163) } (.082)
Unemployment -. 452 -.03 ~-.542 - 94/ .509 .03
(1.095) (1.10D (1.03)
Crime Rate -.732 -.05 -.612 -.04 -.928 -.07
(1.140) (1.129) (1.011)
Southern City -.106%* -.12 ~,111*% -.,13 -.096%* -.11
(.064) (.064) (.057)
Llo % Whites Reass. [+0 .019 .04
(.034)
Llo % Blacks Reass. T+0 .054% .22
(.026)
Llo 7 Whites Reass. T+C
x > .35 Blacks .024 .12
(.0273
Llo T+0, T+1, T-f'2 % White
Reass.)
.018 .06
(.033)
Llo (T+0, T+1, T+2 Z Blacks
Reass.) 046% .20
(.026)
Llo (T+0, T+1l. T+2 7% Whites
Reass.) x 2.35 Black 020 11
(.026)
A Segregation (T+2-T-2) - ~.0045% -.37
(.0009)
Constant . 814 . 820 .581
r? 69 .69 .73
Observations 105 105 101
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abla 15 showsS the net beneliis (n black contact with whites for
different nypothetical reassignment plans. Using the same reassignments
ac shown in Table 13, we can see that everv desegregation plan nas a net
henefit--that is, benefics excead costs. The greatest increment in inter-
racial concact is shown with black reassignments of 10 percent and white
reassignme s of 5 percent. Clearly, there are diminishing recturns with
greater white reassignments. Still, the most axteunsive desegregation plan
(60 percent blacks, I5 percent whites reassigned) continues to have a net
benefit. Using Rossi's criterion for evaluation research, even the mosc

extensive sch->l 'esegregation plan is effective in obtaining the instrumental

goal of black interracial contact with whites.

2umma e’

Ts summarize, the greatest indirect costs of school desegregation are in the
vear of implementatiocn. Because post implementation vear losses tend to be
less than normal, assessing costs over a five year period indicates the total
loss is reduced to zero or even a benefit in all but 35 percent or greater city
school districts. In these school districts, the most extensive plans involving
white reass gnments can result in an addirional five vear white enrollmert loss of
almost 6 percent over the five year period.

These data also indicate that implementation year costs are greater when
school desegragation olans are phased in, ratic: “han completely implemented in

-

one vear. Ia addition, the avidence presented here shows change in proportion

1t
']
(w3
19}
o

white to be minimally atte by school desegregation bzcause of the tendency
for black and white enrollment change ro be positively correlated with each

sther.

o

e
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Table 15

Net Benefit in Black Contact With Whites®
(Proporticn White in Average Black Child's
School) for 35% Black School Districts

Proportion White in Average

% Reassigned Black Child's School
Cumulative Total Increment Cumulative Total Increment
BLACKS ONLY

5 + 5 + .09 + .09

20 + 15 + .12 + .03

40 + 20, + .16 + .04

WHITES ONLY

5 +5 + .07 + .07
20 + 15 + .10 + .03
40 + 20 + .11 + .01
BLACK/WHITE REASSIGNMENTS
10/5 + 10/5 + .18 + .18
30/5 + 20/5 + .21 + .03
50/15 + 20/10 + .24 + .02
60/25 + 10/10 + .25 + .01

34-,1culated from Equation 1 of Table 14

O |




iy

Finally, all school desegregation plans show a net benefit in inter-—
racial contact, and paradoxically this beneflt is greatest in schoel districts
at or above 35 percent black despite the fact that these are the school

districts with the greatest white enrollment losses.
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Additionsal Policy Issues: Implementaticon Vear Loss

‘ade level Loss  Because of the problems of sampling fluctuations or unrealiable

ita, several nolicy issues could not be tested in the multiple regression
jalysis. One of these is the lssue of whether the loss associated with
:segregation 1s greater at the elementary school or the secondary school

svel. The policy implications of this iss.ue are enormous. Knowing whether

1ite loss 1s greater at the elementary or secondary level can glve administrators
clue as to where to concentrate resources in order to stem white flight.

Answering the question

s difficult, however. OCR racial composition date only indicates the grade

tructure of a school, not the number of individuals in a specific gradé.

‘herefore, differential changes in white loss between grade levels could be

‘he result of grade reorganization améng schools. Indeed, the school districts

sost likely to undergzo grade reorganization are precisely those school

iistricts that desegfegated.*

Conclusions regarding grade jeval effects based on aggregate data of this
type, cannot be accepted with any confidence. Analysis of the grade level
structure of the 113 school districts in this sample indicates a good deal of
variation from predesegregation to postdesegregation in the number of schools
with a 9th grade or above. The loss of even one School to another category
can make quite a difference in white enrollment since schools in my sample
range from about 300 students to over 2,000. Moreover, schools can remain

e e

*Coleman decided to ignore this problem and selected all schools having a 6th
grade as elementary and all schools having a 10th grade as secondary. His
conclusion was that white loss as a result of school desegregation was greater

at the elementary school level than at the high school level. Subsequent to this
he decided this was Incorrect and changed the procedure so that any school that
included a grade 9, 10, 11 or 12 would be considered secondary and all others
elementary. Some preliminary analysis showed almost equal losses from high schoo
and elementary school. See Coleman, et. al. "Trends in School Segregation, 1968-
73," pp. 77-78, and the imsert to this paper, pp. 3-5. See Coleman (1975: 3~5).

Lo~



in the same category, but drop or a..! a grade with considerable raduction

or expansion in enrollment. In short, there is simply no way of celling
conclusively what 1s really student loss at each grade level and what is

the result of reorganization without a pupil census by grade because no
school district is c-nsistent in having tne same schools with the same grade

gtructures before and after school desegregation.

white Reassignments to "Other Minority' Schools In the aggregate level

multiple regression analyses, the proportion non-black minority in the school
district had no effect on white enrollment change, whereas proportion black
was consistently the strongest predictor of white enrollment change. Therefore,
we w 11d expect that white reassignments to other minority schools would not
have the same negative impact as white réassignments to black schools. Although
the data calculations for the 113 school districts did not include analyzing
this effect, a case study of Denver's desegregation plan reveals some patterms.
The Denver plan developed by Dr. John Finger, mandated, with a few
exceptions that all schools be between 40 and 70 percent minority {combined
Hispanic, black, and other minority). Using this guideline, it was possible
to determine eight black segreg-ted schools (five elementary, two junlor high
schools, and one high school’, and 29 Bispanic segreg=zted schools in 1973,
the year before their major plan. The most striking difference between the
Sﬁanish segregated schools and the black segregated schcols is the average
proportion white in each. The Spanish segregated schools had an average 16
percent white, the black schools only averaged 4.7 percent white. Examining
onl; elementary schools, the Spanish segregated elementary schools had an
average 15 percenc white, while the black elementary schoois had an average two
percent white. This conforms with what we know‘about the greater residential

integration of whites with Hispanics compared to whites with blacks.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In order tc determine the difference between those reassigned and these

who showed up, thie actual number ot wnites who enrolle s supstracced from

fo

the number who would have had to be reassigned there in order to bring the

school up to at least 30 percent white-—the bottom line in the Finger pilan.

Q

This was done for both Hispanic se

aQ

Tega

(mi

2d schools and black segregated schools.

Q

The data show two striking phenomena. First, there was very little white
loss, if any, from black or Spanish segregated junior and senior high schools.
All were trought close to or over 50 percent white. Virteallv all of the
schools with discrepancies between reassignments and enrollment, can be found
at the elementary level.

Second, there is ¢xtraordinary difference between the loss from segregated
Spanish surname and segregated black schools. Using thirty percent as the
bottom line for both Hispanic and black schools, 90.5 percent of white elementary
school students assigned to black schools failed to enroll. On the other hand,
only 30 percent of white elementary school students reassigned to segregated
Spanish did not enroll.

This analysis suggests that white flight is primarily a problem &t the elementary
school level-—ironically the very students who would best adjust to the new
desegregated situation. Secondly, the Denver experience suggests that while
there is some white flight ‘“rom Spanish segregated elementary schools, it is

minor compared to that from black schools.

Court Ordered v. Bcard Ordered Several researchers have made statements implying

there is a greater negative impact when school desegregation is court ordered
than when it is ordered by a local school board. First, it should be noted
that there is a great difference in the degree of desegregation resulting from
these different types of desegregation orders. As a quick examination of

Appendix 1 will show, mcst extensive desegregation is court ordered probably

‘~l\l



because schol boards are more sensitive to white constituency pressure to
implement minimal ¢~ veluntary plans. In additicn, HEW is limited by
congressional controls such as the Esch amendment which forbids busing past
the next nearest school. Indeed, there are only three extensive board orcered
plans and of thes~ only one ~¢cassigned a significant proportion of whites to
black schools. It is this extreme skewedness of the dummy variable, court
ordered, which made it impossible to obtain any reliable estimates of its
effect. If we simply compare the most extensive board ordered plan {Berkeley)
with the most extensive court ordered plan (Pasadena), we can see little difference
between them in terms of the negative impact of school desegregation on white
enrollment. In fact, Berkeley actually had a greater proportional loss than
Pasadena. This suggests that the characteristics of the plan and the school
district are much more significant thax whether or not the plan is court
ordered or board ordered. Indeed, if we have iearned anything from individual
surveys, it 1s that support frr school Jesegregation (which we would expect

in upper middle class communities with board ordered plans) is unrelated to
white flight. (See Giles, Galin, and Cataldo, 1976). In fact, a survey by
McConahay and Hawley (1977) indicates that those who most supported the plan,

were most likely to leave because of it..
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C-lculatine the Least Squares Equation and Mood Test of Signitficance
for the Interrupted Time Scrics Analysis
Least Sgquzres Eqguation
A 7 (& fO the estirmate of the first pre change value , tgis the first post

/e
change time point
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the number of pre change observations

where m
t

y

&= 7-2t
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the point in time
dependent variable

"
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Mood Test of Significance
N
Yo - Yo
¢t =
V T to-€ )7 - A AL NP

" z:-((éi—g>a “I T

where y, is the actual post change observation
AL . - , .
Yo is the predicted first post change obser vation from the least squares
equation
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Footnotes

Coleman's first "whize Z1izat” papar (197Z2) anzlyzed schszol anrollzment only
through the Fall of 1972, Sur 5y dividing the sgmple Into larze and
small school districis was able oo chrain an 2ffect in the large scheol
distrizts. 7This analvsis was roundlv crizicized Ior a rvariety oL r2ascns
inheld, 1875: ?Pat LG ckscn, 1373; Wisenbaker,
d : Jackscen's paper rzznalviing
2 small szeparately, Iomd 2o
zxriad wera ingluded in

2 This saomple *eoresaﬁ s B84 percent of all cities owver 250,000; 4¢& percent cof all
cities 100,00 - 249,5%9; and 8 percent of all citles Irzm 30,000 te
99,999 3:0&30 dewa dv regicn, tiis rapressncts 38 percent of all norther
cities -nd 75 percent of all southern cicias over 250,000; 53 percent of all
northern cities and 27 percent of all southera citfes Irom 100,000 to 248,369;
and 9 percent of all northera cities and 4 percent of all southern cities
from 50,000 to 100,000. Tor a discussicn of the original 200 city sample see
Rossi and Craia (19638).

3 Although Zost analysts of schicol desegragation and wnite fligzht use this data, it
is by no means unflawed. Schools wi.l sometimes drop out of a listing one
year only to reappear two years later, and vice versa. This may be in-
conmsaquential if it is caused 57 the occasicmal additien of sma

4 Bacause the =easuras are

5 The

O
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[

schocels wich minut
school naze. Dlesp
trends.

o

e enrollmencs or a computar error ia the list

ira rlase oroblams, i- is rzasonably reliasble in estimating
z =S

cal s wno ar*uall] enrclled in
the deseg*eaﬂfnd schccl
(=3

T

, chey 2 azmount of reassignments,
particularly of white students This i5 compensated for somewhat by
standardizing woize r2assignzents by the desegragaticn year enrollzent
racher than the previcus vear's enrollmenz. 3lack raassigaments are
standardized by the previcus vaar's enrolimeanz. Dates of plans subsequent to
Fall 1972 were obta‘ned from Intazratad Iducacion, HEW's O0fiice of Civil
Rignts, and David Armor. This was corroborated wihan necessary by pnone calls
to local school discriczs. <17 plans were provided indicating the affacted
schiools, che pre and post Zesegra2gation exrollzent difference was ccmput2d
in only those schools. “hen no plans wers provided Incicatiag the arfectad
schicols, the pre and pcst desegragation enrollzent diffaerence was ccoputed
in all schools. Only significanc changes which inmcraased integracion in
the reviwving scnool wera counzad as desegregaticn reassignzments. This is

discussed in more detail in Chapt. 12 of David J. Kirby, T. Robert Harris,
Robert L. Crain, and Christine H. Rossell, Political Strategies in Northern
School Desegregation (Lexingwn: D.C. Heath, 1973).

adex of dissimilarizy is a standardized measure of segrsgaticon. It refleets
the proporticn of 2lack studezcs who would have to be reassizued, If zo whicas
were reassizned, in crder to have the same pevcentage of blacks in eaca scnocl
as in the witole schcol ZiscTicze. Thus, the higher the index, Lhe graater Ioe
segregation. _he formuli Ior che Index Is

D=1/2 + L_ - i‘:
W K

It was creacad by Xarl and Alza Taeuber and is described In Rarl and Alze
Taeuber, Jegrzes in Jities liew Iorik; Athenim. 1%65) pp. 236-238. The computa-
tional formuia was used co calcalace the index sr dissimilarizy zeasurses used
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following schcol Zizczicts 218 acc zend me their 1975 racial compesicion dataz
(or it was inceomplec2) znd 30 the iadex was computed wich 1974 @gatar Fliacg,
Michigan; Zamilzon, Chio; Mebila, Ala: Menczomery, Ala; Muncie, Iad; Passaic
N.J.; Paterscn, N.J., Phosnix, Ariz.; Portland, Crz.; Sacrazmento, Caliil.;
Seartle, Wash.; 3ouzh 2end, Ind.; Spriagfield, Iil.; S=amford, Cz.; Tolado,
T T T T T T T T T Ty L e
Ohio; Waco, Taxasy znd watersurr, Co. albanv, Hew _Tork had no_ 7% or '3 far,
so the incex was Icox ed cn 73 dacz.  Detrol Michigan 4 regatad azcar
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A least squaras r2zressicn line 1is fitred to che pre desegragatiosn series to pradl
the Iit vear afzer desagrzgaticn.,  The residual is che differencze betwean
the pre red and the actual oSroporzion white enrsllmeat change. It can de
thought as whirte Slizht associazad with Zeségregatien. I there appezrs
to be sco "axpecrtazion” of desagragacicn in T-1 which would affect tha T+J
predizcicn, a1 unbiased T-1 was predictad Zxom the predesagregation seriss a

j owever, multiple regression analysis o cascs

a2
In genevral, wvarizhles we

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

usod to predict T—3. (1]

showed in go ttle or no anticipation effect.) The test of significance
is a t-test {the Niood test) using the pretest variance only for the standiard
error. Sce Sween and Crmpbell (1765) and Appendix IV for the formulz,
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Footnotes Cont'd.

including an interaction elfect between southern city schoel districts and the
amount of white reassignments proved O be unsatisfactory because of extreme
multicollinearity between this variable and two other independent variables.
However, zero order correlations abserved over time suggest that such an
interaction effect may exist.

The residual white enrollment change predicted from the pre desegregation time
series was analyzed as a dependent variable. There are few differences between
this analysis and those presented in Table 3, except that density is a more
important variable in predicting residual white enrollment change than it was
in predicting total white enrol lment change. However, this equation, even
with an interaction effect explains only 41 percent of the variance in white
enrollment change.

) - _ .
* Memphis was excluded from all analyses of T+2 and later because ol land annexatlons
which increased its white enrollment in that year.

The criterion for two or three year white reassignment plan is white reassignments
greater than .2 percent in T+1 or T+2. The criterion for two or three year
black reassignment plan is black reassignments greater than 6 percent’in
T+1 or T+2. ’

4~

By T+4 the only school districts left in the sample are those that desegregated by
j871. By T+5 the only ones left are those that desegregated by 1970.
Since white reassignments are explicitly analyzed here, this time factor should
not bias the sample in any way that I can think of.

w

The increasingly positive crime rate may be a finction of the time lag since 1970
when the variable was computed. Cities with previously high crime rate have
already had white outmigrat’on of those able to leave. It may also be a
function of multicollinearity.

o

A contributiag factor is the fact that white enrollment change and black enrol’ment
change are correlated, on the average, above .25 beginning with the T-2 year
up through the T+3 vear. Therefore, large white losses are usually accompanied
by large black losses (or less than normal increases). This has led many
researchers to suspect that part of the loss of whites in the vear of
implementation is ortifically caused by inflated pre desegregation enrollment.
We would suspect sucn a phenomenon 1is operating, if there is aiso a black
encollment decline (or a less than noymal increase). Unfortunately, we can-
not control for this because there is no way to tell in the absence of a survey
what Is blacx "flight' and wiat is an artifact of pre desegregation inflated
enrollments.

O
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Footnotes Cont'd.

l7Again, because of multicollinearity problems, an interaction ertect between
7 black and black reassignments could not be included in the equation.
To determine if such an interaction effect exists, those school districts
that did not mandatorily reassign whites were analyzed in a multiple
regression equation including only black reassignments. The net effect
i{s similar to that derived from the full equation. In other words, there

{s no interaction effect between % black and proportion black reassigned,
if no whites are reassigned, over the 5 year period.

18 . . . ) . X . .
In order to determine if there is some regression toward less interracial contact
over time, school districts which desegregated in 1971 or earlier were

analyzed with the control group. The effect is virtually identical to that
shown in Table 17.
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Section 1L

The Effect of Community Leadership and the Mass Media
Protest and White Flight
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Sonc of the studies on wnite flight tell us what effect community leaders
and the news media can have on white flight associated with desegregation.
This paper «will explore this. In the order cf their appearance, the following
issues are suaalyzed: (L) the elfecs of leadership statoments on white fligiht;
(2) the effccot o6 The noews Todla on wilite flinhioy (1) tas effect of protest on

white flight and finally (&) the eifect of leslersnly on causes of protes

T
.

Corraumity TLoadersiiin and Tmite Conesition: The Evidence

White there has beocn no systematic research on the relationship between
comnunity leadership behavicr and white flight associated with desegregation,
there has been some research on the effect of leadership behavior on white
opposition. One of the more important of these studies is described in

o 2
Political Strategies in lorthern Schocl Descaregation by Rirby, et al.

They found white support and wnite opposition to desegregation to be a function
of leadership behavior and attitudes. White support was greater and opposition
less, 3 when the civic elite supported the civil rights movement, the civic
elite was more active in the comzunity, the school *oard was more liberal,
school board elecrions were more crganized, uid more harmonious reiations
existed betwaen =he school board and the civil rights movemeat. In addition,
there was more opposition when the mavor was inactive or cons:rvative on the
issue of school desegregation, thers was Dore conflict within the school
Yoard over whether to desegregate, a d the superintendent was less active
It is possible, however, that the factors chat influence white opposition

5

are different from those that influence vnite flighet. Procest, because it
is a short term angry, behavicral reaction to events, may be more susceptible
to the force vf authority. white flight, on the other hand, could be the

cresult of a personal calculation of the costs and benefits of integrated

education (mediated bvw artitudes).
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this does not secen likely. The most influential factor influcncing white
flight should be the chavacteristics of the plan because this is the most
concrete avidence of the personal ccsts and benefits of desegregation.

Vevertheless, leadership and the miss modia could have an indirect

ef

[as)

cet on white flight throush their e¢fi=et on protest and the subsedquent

2

ffact of protest on white fligh:z. La08s vosnsible relationships will be

o

explored in this paper.

Sample and Mathodolosw
The ten city sample analyvzed hizre was chosen from those school districts

in my 113 school district stucy which had desegregated under court order or

an HEW administrative order and wer:2 included in the YNewsbank news clipping
SEHSDANS
microfiche service. The plan of analysis involved reading all newsclippings

in the categories of "education,” "government structure,’

"law and order,"
"nolitical development' (incl-'ing elections), "social relationms," and "welfare
and poverty,'" for a vear bef schanl desegregation. Since the newsclipping
service did not begin until 1970, all school districes that desegregated
under court order before Fall 1971 were eliminated. Because of tipe coastraints,
the sample was reduced frem 14 to 10.

The final variabtles used in the anajivsis included news emphasis on
conflict, level of protest, and leadership statements. Means, totals, and
proportions wera calculann! “.r six month and three monrh pevicds for the school
year before desegregaticn.

Th2 sample of ten cour: order=d ¢ .:ies is listed in Table 1. This table
suggests that school districts cypically reassign a larger proportion of
their black stucdents than their —hite sfudents. Delause Minneapolis, Davton,
and Avlanta reliecd on whitze volznt:20s C) formerly black schools (even though

ire s o TYeassizned {5 insignificanc.

rry
3

@]
o
oot
1
(
&)
r
o
L
I
7—:
N
Iad
<
1
@]
1%
]
[§)

O

ERIC .y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L2N
-



Boston
Memphis
Indianapolls
Loglsville
San Franclsco
Denver
Baltimore
Minneapolis
Dayton

Atlanta

——

d Study only goes through Fall 1975,

b Desegregated under HEW order,

Ycura
of
(.0.

Duseg.

1974
1973
1973
1975
7]
1974
197:°
1973
1973

1973

DESECREGATION CHARACTERISTICS AND WHITE LOSS

Percent
Whites
Reas-
signed
To Black

Schools

9

TABLE 1

° The higlor the Index, the more segregated the school district is,

4 The figure represents the difference i percentage points,
was 9,7 percenage polnts higher than predicted.
o :

Percent
Blacks
Reas- Change Fall
slgned In 1975
To White  Seg. Seg.
Sehools Index Index”
12 -23.4 20,2
23 -3 1 50,8
11 ~14.6 46.9
b6 54,8 21.9
37 -31.2 20,9
17 - 41,7
2 - 6,2 07.4
9 “ b7 44,3
4 - 6.6 69-1
4 - 6,3 1.2

Mfference
Between
Predicted

& Actual Loss

Statistical
Signif,

of

Loss

(White Flight)

- 907(1

~28.1
- 2.8

- 6-7

- 7!5

—817

0005

025

.S,

025

.S,

(01

0005

N 5.

H.5.

Tor example, Boston's actual percentage white loss

(Y
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Columm four shews the change in the level of segregation (index cf

/
RS . 9 , . : . . .
d1551milar1ty).’ The schocl district with the smallest reducticn in
segregation 1is Minneapolis, a city usu:lly laudad for its peaceful desegrega-

eacefully is

e
&)

tion. It is quite possible that the reacon it desegregated
1 p S I3

because it did not desegroga

T

e very ouch, and the final index of segregaticn

o

shown in coilumn five indicatss tre outacma of their de

~

egregation plan is a

4]

fair awount of sogre

aTicn,

Finally, column six shows the Gifferencs between the amount of white putlic

school earollment decline (meussured as the percentage of the previous yvcar's

0
.
n

(%
-

whice =—arolloent) pro ¢ from the pre desagregation trend and the actual

percertage white enrollment loss with desegregation in the year of implementa-

tion. This estinate, unlike the total enrnllment declines usually cited in
news articlas, can be thought <¢f as white "flight' from desegregation.lo
It will be the dependent variable used in this analysis. Althpugh all school

districts except Dayton had some white flight from dcsegregation, only four of

the ten school disc¢ricts had a statistically significant loss. ;]

Does Leadershio Support for School Desegregation Reduce White Flight?

The first questicn to be answered by the data is an important one

hs

for policy consideraticos. Tf white flight can be manipulated by leacderstiy
statements than it may be possible to convince leaders that they ought to speak
out on behalf of school desegregation and thus eliminate one of its unintended,
negative impacts. XNumerous studies conducted by the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights have led us tc believe that such suppert is able to reduce or eliminate

negative impdcts.l1

Tre simple corralation between leadership statements and white flight
do not reveal a very clzar relat’ :nship because leadership statecents in

support of school desegregation are inversolv related to the extensiveness of
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she plan. There is @ greatar DropoTiion sTat.onents in supucri of scheol
desearegation where less students, Lot ; Clowhiino, wTw Tonma L S
is also true when cthaese statem=iits are related to a composite variable moasuring
13
i o . ) - y N - S - -~ 1A . <t . -
both the' extent of the plan znd the school district porcentage black. Most

leaders do not

_4

"Within the context of minimal cesegrejaticn, school desegrazation is goody

within the ccntext of extcensive dosegregatl

to insignificance. In sum, this meuns that a simple relcnionshiv between

leadership statements in support of school desegregation and jesitive or

successful school desegrezat 1 Is actk evident in the case of white flight, as

14
Muniord indicated in his study. My own feeling is this is a functicn or

two things. First, there were not man leadership statements one way or the
b . v

other in most cormunities. The average number of "pro'" statements for a

community for the whole year was orl, four, the number of neutral statemants
three, and the nuzber of 'con' .tatements only seven. Thu., .t is clear thut,
s has been indicated elsewhere, most community lezaders simply hide frem oo

issue. GSince the analysis is on only a small nurber of statements, it 1is

not surprising they have little impact. A second and less plausible, reascn for
rhe unimportance of community leadership‘statements has to do with the
characteristics of court ordered school descgregation. In this situétion,
ég@munity leaders are probably perceived as being powerless to change the

most important aspects of the costs and benefits of school desegregation: the
characteristics of the plan, especially whether or not white children are to be
bused. Therefore, the abiliﬁy of leaders to inhibit or increase white flight
mav be substantiully reduced where thevy can offer little promise of any policy

changes and ara2 probeably perceived as insignificant.
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In general, tiils 2nreds . '=h g study cenducted by Stuart of media cowverage

e

on school desegragation in ﬂashvilla.l5 Le found newspapers often resorcad
to businz, ' wholesaie changes,' 'busing rurnoil,™ and
Yohite fligno't where move procos ording would have been appropriate.
Morsover, anti-dusing roubs 2h. ¢ ware afforded the bulk of coverans

= for news 50orY emprnasis on contlict

was 3.2 ~n a s.2le of cne to Iive. TNLS Means rre averane story emphasized
conflict, but not over<helmingly, or that & odries emphiasizing conilict or

predicting dire ocutcomes were ocassionally balanced by stories emphasizing
positive outcomes Cr cooperation. As with leadership statements, the exphasis
on conflict was nighlv relatac to the extent of the plan. School desegregation
plans with greater hlack and white reassignments were given coverage during
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negative outcomes than plans vhat were minimal in their reassignments, and
5 5 ’

this 1s not a function of the protest generated by extesnsive plaus.
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clear to mo. The media oan oz “he cviee oomnunits Snopacts of
desegregation bocouse thay ars Lo comduit rhooegh o which dnformation Tegardin
school desegregacicn is 4 to marente.  Thus, the perceivad costs of
school desegregzaticn ars creal don s cxvore by othe nows media, These data
suggest that ir the verol oaoininl Do ey powitn supnoriive s_2nT,
guch perceived costs iz o zicmificantly roduced.
Does Protest Cause wnite Flicht?
The simple correlation be protest is quite high.
{r = .71)Hcwever, this could Lo oa fuﬂ%}lC” of the high corvelation between
protest and the extans of the Jdoser plan, As Hirby et. al. point ~ut,
white protest arpears to bDe a reacticn Lo tte decision to implement school
desegregaticn, but it dows not prevent i&. Indead, the greater cthe white
o prevent scaool desegre-
gation, it mav increase walle z s Tadble 3 indicates, protest in the
first six monchs, {(cwpically sefore che plan has deen reyealed) can in. nafe
white flighr 2w symbolically iliustrating the perceived cosce of school desegres

gation.
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Independent Variab

Index o  Deseg., »

Average Hews

A C , . e S ;
The prediction equation 18 WiITn FLIGul
(Standard errors are in pareuchescs.)

The mean for LLDEX is

Predicting Wnite Flight Wita &
Emphasis on Conflict Controlling
for an index of Desegregation,
Protest, and - Black
ol —_— Beta
Tavk, anndg Pronest 83 .68
5 on Conflioct &7 .37
o = R
= 14,88 4 089 L[NDEX + 6,139 Lr¥S.
(.024) (3 2R3
1.23 and for NEWS is 2.530.
r
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iletld Wirlt St With Desegregation Index dnd crotest
Prediceoing Witite Flight With Jesegregatlon ihe

[ndevendent Variables

e

Beta

4 S4 .88
District “ Black L34 S

- 5
3 rost Firer Six Months L LT .22
Average Protest Firs: >Slx Jonl

Arhe prediction equation L wHilo woen

5
' Syl The mesan for DOSEG. INDEX is 1.48 and
(Srandard errors are In nmarentierse..: phe ean ot DCSEG. INDEREX
for LicWS is 2.70.
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Lol Tiils T.L‘fil&i\.";‘._; L _ 0 vonlon vl ST res oLl S
study nhas at: Sonooamplors L oo e i Toaluers, Toe
amd procfest aave on woite fiight Tic tencative oon o
{.lustrated in Figure o, his i3 o zhange from the o
stared at the Hesinning of this parer Unexpectedly,
fturned out to nave ne significant siiect on Whlte rlignt. However, Tho 2ws

media did nave an independent oficct on white flight, as did the average

[a%

severity of protest in the first six months of the pre-desegregation year.

1)

These findings have important polioy implications because they suggest that,

Pre mews mediaocan o siaonifleancly alter the percelved costs and benerics ol

scitoe o, . wnus its unintended negative impacts, by ali=ring
fheiy coverage of sonecl desegregation. Undoubtedly, there are those wno

would arg:. -t Lnis Ls unetiaical--that the newspapers have a responsibilicy
to report exactly what happens. evertheless, a careful reading of the
news stories on school desegregation sungests that Stuart is ccrrect-—the
media go out of thelr way to fnterview anti-busers and to publicize protest,
a0t necessarily because it is A truthful image of wgat is happening, but
because that sells newspapers. For three years the Boston Globe overemphasized
the importance of Scuta 3oston digin School to the poiat where thev would have
Slunked an elementary math course. LI 150 achools have no problems, is it
accurate reporting to Jdevoete virtually your entire coverage of desegregation
ro the four or five schools that have severe problems? In doing so, the
froubled schools are weighred thirty cimes that of the untroubled schools.

Tp oshould ne caphasized at tnis point that the small sample size made
4 more extensive analvsis impossivle. The variables analyzed here v only
a few of tne halfl doren or more sariables that influence the amount ci wihite
flignt associrted with school desegregation.  While t'1is sample of ten

~itses can be considered repr sentallve of rhose thar nave desegregated under

court order, tnis may aatige L Lade adar future. At best, tiis should be
o considered an expleratorv project.
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Footnotes

1. Munford's study of school desegregation and white flight in Mississippi
found tnat the influence of leadersdip was small and it diminished
over time in botn its effect on protest and white flight. However,
as far as I can tell, there was no systematic analysis of leadership
Statements or behavior, and therefore, his conclusions would have to

be coasidered impressionistic. See Lewis Munford, "Whnite Flignt From
Desegregation in Mississippi," Integrated Education 11 (May-June 1973)
12-26. '

) T e . . . . . . .

2. David J. Kirby, T. Robert Harris, Robert L. Crain, and Christine H. Rossell,

Political Stratecies in sorthern School Desegregation (Lexington, Xass:
D.C. Heath, 1973). This study of 91 northern school districts was
conducted during a two and a half vear period from 1967 to 1969, covering
events from 1960 through 1969. The data come from a series of 18 in-
depth interviews with 13 local elites ranging from the city editor of

the local newspaper to an informed civil rights leader in the ccmmunity.

3. White support fcr desegregation is measured by the number of meetings and
the number of people attending such meetings in support of the
desegregation demand. Wnite opposition to desegregation is measured
by the number of meetings and the number of people attending such
meetings in opposition to the desegregation demand. .

4. Kirby, et al., pp. 128-130.

5. However, Giles and Cataldo found at the individual level the factors that
cause white protest are very similar to those that cause white flignt.
The exception was educational level. Education was negatively related
te protest when income was controlled for. However, there was still
a positive relationship between education and white flight wnen incore
was controlled for. See Michael W. Giles, Dougias S. Gatlin, and
Everett F. Cataldo, Determinants of Resegregation Compliance/Rejecticn
Behavior and Policv Alrernatives (iationmal Science Foundation Report
NSF/RA-760179) .

O
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Giles, Gatlin, and Catalde also found that wnite flight, while only
weakly or not at all related to racial prejudice, class prejudice,
or attitudes toward school integration, was related to attitudes
toward the handling of implementation. I suspect that tnis

. latter variable also measures attitucdes toward the characteristizs
of the plan (e.g. whether wnites are bused to black neightornoocs,
the proporticn black in intagrated schools, atc.) Ibid. pp. 1IV-12 -
IV - 13.

The study is described in Christine H. Rossell, "The Political and Social
Impact of School Desegregation Policy: a Preliminary Report,'" (a
paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Political
Science Association, San Francisco, California, Sept. 2-53, 1975) .
The 113 cities consist of all cities with at least one study
conducted in them from the 200 city sample chosen by Rossi and
Crain and describad in Pater H. Rossi and Robert L. Crain, "The
NORC Permanent Cormunitv Sample," The Public Opinicn Quarterly 32
(Summer 1968) pp. 261-272.

A complete cescription of how the variables are computed from OCR racial

census data and a survey of eacn of the school districts is described
., Political Strategies in Jorthern School Desegregaticn,

in Kirby, et. al

pp. 176-180; Christine H. Rossell and Robert L. Crain, Evalusting

School Desegrezation Plans Statisticallv (Baltimore, Md.: the Jonns

dopkins Universitv Center for Metropolitan Planning and Research, 1973);

Christine H. Rossell, "School Desegregation and White Flight,"
Political Science Quarterly 90 (Winter 1975-76) pp. 678-680.

The index of dissimilarity is a measure of segregation used by most
sociologists. The formula is

- N
p=1/22| i _i

W N

where W. is the nucber of whites in each school, N, is the number of
blacks In each school, W is the number of wnites in the whole school

system, and N is the number of blacks in the whole school system. This
calculation is performed for each school and the sum of all the scnools
{s then divided in half. The figure represents the proporticn of black
students who would nave tc be reassigned, if no whites were reassigned,

St

in order for each school to have the same proportion black as in the
while school district. Thus, the higher the figure, the greater the

segregation. The measure comes from Karl E. Taeuber and Alma F. Taeuber,

Negroes in Cities (¥ew York: Athenum, 1965) pp. 236-238.

10. The methodology used here is called an interrupted time series. This

involves fitting a straight line (least squares) to the pre-desegre-
gation trend of vearly proportion white enrollment change and then
extending that line out past the desegregation year. The white loss
attributable to desegregation is the difference between the loss
predicted from the pre desegregation line and the actual loss. The

test of sign =~ 1nce is a t-test using the ~-etest variance only for
the standu. . <. .or. This is described .11 in Joyce Sween
and Donnld TI. Campbell, 'The Interrugte: .es as Quasi-Experiment:
Three Tc.cs of Significance," (Evanstorn, .965, mimeographed) .
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11. See for example, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Fulfilling the lLatter
and Spirit of the Law (Washingtoa, D.C.: U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, August 1976) and U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, School
Desegregation in Ten Comnmunities Wasanington, D.C.: U/S. Commission

on Civil Rignts, Juane 1973).

12. Because the distributicn of the variables is somewhat skewed by some
extreme cases at botn ends, a logarithmic transformation to tne base
10 (adding .001 to all cases to eliminate zeros) was performed on
all varisbles. All further analysis is based on the log of each
variable. A leogarithmic transformation preserves the rank ovdering
of the cases but pulls tne extremely large values in toward the middle
of the scale and spreads the smaller values out in comparison to the
original, unlogged values of the variable. This snift toward a
symmetrical distribution better fulfills assumptions that form the
basis of statistical significance testing in a regression model. For
an extremely clear discussion of logarithmic transformaticns see
Edward Tufte, Data analvsis for Politics and Policy (Englewood Cliffs
N.J.: Prentice-dall, 1974), pp. 108-131.

13. This composite variable is testing an interaction effect. The proportion of,
whites reassigned is multiplied times the school district percentage
black on the theory that similar plans will have different effects
with greater percentages of blacks in the school population.

14. Lewis Munford, "White Flignt From Desegregaftion in Mississippi."

15. Reginald Stuart, "Busing and the lMedia in Jashville,'" New South, 238
(Spring 1973) 79-37.

16. Kirby, et al. pp. 128-130.

17. This conforms to the findings of a study by Miller and Stokes on constituency
influence in Congress. It was only in the area of civil rights that
the attitudes of constituents and their congressional representatives
agreed. Moreover, the relationsnip between constituent attitudes on
civil rights and their representarives’ congressional roll call voting
was the highest of the three issue areas studied (.90). Also the
representatives' perception of constituency attitude was three times
more likely to be correct in the area of civil rights than the other
areas. See Warren E. Miller and Donald E. Stokes, "Constituency Influance
in Congress," American Political Science Review 17 (March 1963) 45-56.

18. Kirby, et al., pp. 128-130.

19. Christine H. Rossell, '"The Mayor's Role in School Desegregation Implementation,"
Urban Education XI1 (Fall 1977).
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