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B _ABSTRACT . )

The garlier studies of the effect of desegregatlon on white flrghc
were in confllct, 1arge1y’because of methodolqglcal differences Lné ,
The most recent studles have used more
comparable methodolggies and tend v} show—that under certain conditions
desegrégation does have a significant effect on wh}te 10ss, although
tttere is still disagreement on the size and duratxcn of the effect .;;
The present study offers a demographic projection method for

estlmaL1ng the s1ze and duratlon of the white phenomenon and applies. the

-method to school dlStriCLS experiencing court-ordered mandatory desegre-

A
In most cases the size of the efféct 1s\both large and long-
f a

ga tigg

term, accounting for 30 to 60 percent white losses over extended

perlods following degegregatlon. The whlte losses are such - -that, in

I

. many cases, the amount of desegregaplon -~ defined as minority exposure

to whites —- is declining, and for some districts has fallen below the

pre-desegregatlon level. ‘ Mo f .
- Cours-ordered desegregatlonj-couﬁled wlth norimal demOgrephic trends,
1s prodycing lncreaslng ethnic and racial isolatlon in many larger
schogl districts.” if this trend is to be séopped or reversed .other’
Given the strong public oppositan to
mandétory busing as Gell as the current legal siFuatiqn, the prospects
foruaptropolitan desegregation appear.limited. O# the other.hand!
aﬁolensery method$ have worked well in sgme cases and may offer a more

! .
/¢

viable "alternative in larger cities. i .

At 8
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.o ' ‘_,) . INTRODUCTION -
Among the' many debates that have raged ovef school busing, few
have engaged soC1al scientists with more 1ntens;ty than the wnite
fLight" debate. Although the white fIlght phenomenon has a long ' .
histpry in both public ‘“nd social science' dishu331ons, it did npt
'become a truly c0ntr§ver31al issue in sociology until James Coleman sf
weil—publicized work on the subJect, in which he concluded that school |
desegregatlon was a significant cadse of declining white enrollments
in public schools (lé?S) ﬁﬂs\

. ) Shortly after Coleman's work appeared, three other major studies

a.' * .
3 . 4

were publlshed”(or presented) which concluded, quite firmly, that

Coleman s analysis was defective;and that scﬁool desegregation has

» .. ' “little dr no effect on white flight. The first of These was a study

'.‘by REynolds”Farley’(1975) the\second a study by Christine Rossell
(19?5), and the thlrd a study by Thomas Pettigrew and Robert Green
(19?6) This &atter!stgdy reéied heavily on the Farley and Rossell
data supplemented by some\original analyses. ’

. w?at makes rhe whlte Tlxght controversy especially intrlguing is

:% ' thay all four of these studies used substantially °‘the same data base,

« _ namely, the public school ethnic\ennollment reports publlshed since

.. T 1967 bysrthe Office of Civil Righa§\(oca) of HEW. While social scientists

v

frequently disagree abouk conclu31ons\from data, one would not’ thlnk

-

such disagreement could result from anélyzing as simple anp straight-
- forward‘a data base as this one. Moreover whiﬂeemost metno&ological
debates are esoteric and dull, tgis controversy has genefated ¢onsider-
~ “4 able-heaérooth within and withdut the professio tUndoubtedly, one
" *  of the reasons is that a great deal is at stake in“this debate, with

major policy decisions %inging ﬁpon its outcome. -A large number of .

_ gration. If the whlte flight thesis is true, then court iﬁter\;‘ions

Y seeking to eliminate segregatiﬁn may actually be, expanding it '\this

event many judgel, educators, and sqpial scientists will be in the ™~

un fortynate position of promoting|the very condition they seek to halt. .

-

. . . - - . ¢ ' .

~ educational _policy makers and social scientists have been supporters
/Zof court-ordered desegregatlon as a means of attaining r::}al\inte— .,

I3

N
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.-, All of these gaTrlier studiis,oere based upon eprollment data
e

through 1972 or 1973 at the iatest, prior to implegfntation of many

t‘l,orthern court-erdered desegregatlon cases_(e.g., Denver and Boston). N\

After the inittal furor, both Farley and ossell added enrollfent data
Jfor subsequent years and refined their analysis techniques. As a re-

sult' they modified their original conclusions to some extent, f1nding

5 more evidence for white flight due to desegregation than they had pre-—

viously (Farley, 1977; Rossell, 19?73). Interestingly, these newer - -

studies have not been well- publicized as yet, and many soclal saien-
tists are unaware that there is now less drsagreement on the fac} of
. white flight. Disagreeﬁknt still exists» however, over the 31ze and

dhration of the effect, and the conditi ns under which it occursg.

‘|l'I '
Accordingly,sgiven ﬁhe_importance f the issue for future policgr ’

actions, another look at the white flight phenomenon seems justified. .

This paper reconsiders the white flight issue in several ways. First,

" the works of Coleman, Farlgy, and Rossell are,reviewed briefly. While
sone of their latest boncfﬁsions differ, due‘mainly to somewhat differ-
ent analysis strategies, points of agreement will be emphasized. e

:
is maintained that much of the remaining disagreement stems from 3 com—

 mon failure tq ude demographic methods to establish underlying popula-

/tion trends.
Second, results of a new white flight study will be presented.
{ The new study attempts to determine both-theomagnitude and the duration
of white flight effects by using demographic projection techniques for
the school-aged population. The'method is applied to court-ordered

cases, which are judged most important'for ‘future policy decisions,

v

Althoug@ the courts have held that’ mandatory desegregation

r "busing" is more effectiva than voluntary methods, this claim

. must be reeValuated in the light of induced white losses and th® resul-

tant possibility of resegregation. Changes in desegregation leve or

court-ordered cases will be assessed and compAred to a voluntary plan

]
x4

underway In San Diego. .
Finally,,implicabions for future school desegregation polici%s
‘Jill be discussed. The reasons for white flight must be understood'in

order to improve upon current'policies. 1f white flighe ;3 caused by

-

prejudice and opposition to raclally integrated schools, then-wmandatory
. %

> . L) [
olans may continué to find support. .On the other hand, if white- flight

- - ‘1,-

. o . . -

a
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© 1is caused by opposition to mandatory rea551gnments away from neighbor-
N . hood schools, voluntaryéplans may prove more success ful than 'mandatory

\}\ plans for 1ntrad1!tr1ct desegre&atlon. at least® for those districts not vy
* L
\Zet under court orders. . For Tourt- -ordered dlstricts e erlencing re-

k se_g\tega\tion of course," metropolitan remedles--mandatory or voluntary--may

be the onty solution. o ve .
» - - .I N . o
. v . . N ",
[ . ¢ . \\‘ -{‘

THE COLEMAN AND.FARLEY STUDIES ° . _ ’
Coleman and Farley used a similar conceptual approach to \.\tudy R

’ “whi te fiight, although'their initial Amethods differed consi:derab\l.y. '
Basically, their approach if to analyze the relationship bptween ‘, '
change in white enroliment and changes in a quantitative desegrega\tion

C Ty . rindex fér the same period. <@ N
In|foleman's approach the dependent variable is annual change :i.n‘\‘ ..
white ::ollmentfﬁw, from 1.9638 ro 1?73, while the independent vari_ables"\

.are chgnges in _deSEgre_gation Ad,” proportion black enroliment Py log ©of .

" w / - district size-n, z region dummy r (North'versns South), and the extent
" of des gregation within the SMSA ds' -Coleman then examines various

‘. * linear wregression models of the form ) . ~

n

*
11

bw = £(8d5 by, 0, T, d) ey

appli.ed to the largest 21 central city‘school districts and the next:
. &6 1arge\st - He also tested various interactions with Ad including
aprB,aer anjdd}(d. ; ’ .
\"‘tn heman s b model (with -an R of .60 for the 21 largest v
“districts and .40 for the next &6’ districts) the st:rongest and"post
consistent coefficients occur foy changes ‘in desegrekation, desegre-
_gation withln the SMSA, and th‘ )

change and propdrtion black, If we .igterpret SMSA desegregation as a

nteraction between desegregation

surrogate for the ‘existence of white suburbs, then Coleman's major .
finding 1s that white loss is ac'c'etléfated whenever d'eseg:;e-gation occurs

" in large, central c¢ity school diet::icts with a sdbstantiak proportion .

—_— . = e | - - -

1The desegregation measure uj is a reiat:.ve,,exposure index which 't
measyres the average proportion of white students.in schools attended
by the average black. student (Coleman, 1975). -
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of black enrollment, and this effect is eﬁhanceg_whenever predominantly
white suburbs exiéc avound the district. He dia not find any evidence
for.substantial long-term effects, ai&bodgh he admitted his analysis

wds not adequate for thig test. Also, he found the effect strong in

) the South and much weaker in the North! but it must be emphasized that

his latest.data was for 1973,;prior to the start of large-scale
‘desegregatlon ;g_larggr northern cities. . ,

Farley's first analy31s (karley 1) was based an 125, school dls-
trlCtS for cities Wluh over 100,000 populatlon {excluding - those
districts with less tha[‘ three percent black). Like Coleman', he .
examined tHe changes in white enrollment from 1967 to 1972, and :elateg
it to‘chanée ined desegregation index ta éiffereni one than Coleman'sz):
But here the slmllarlty ends . '

Farley analyz?d total change An white enrollment from 1967 to
49?2 rather than year-to-year changes Since Coléman’ found the largest
whlte lo§§es~eccgrred in the flrst year following a signjificant deseg~
regation action, longer'Time~intervals might+obscure the #elatlonship

"More important, Farley did not experiment with more complex regression ,
mod%is, %nd in parri;?lar he~did not test for the crucial interaction
between desegregatiod and proportion black. His main results showed
gnly the bivariate relationship between white loss and desegregation
cliange, separately For the North and the South; in a.footnote he Showed
a three- variable regre531on u31ng desegreaat1on change. and proportion
black. Perhaps not surpr131ngly, then, he did not find evidénce to

support Coleman's 90nclu91unv ' :

'Farley's second ﬁnal;sis fFarley il) was quire different (1977).
BaSicaIiy the same set-.of school districts were usea a®in Farlqy,I,_‘ .
but enrollment data was addea for 1973 and 1974, Mofé crucial, hqw-
ever, he applied & regression model much like A1)} t ;1 ¢hanges
in white enrollment. He also added severql varlables not used by
Colepan 1nclud1ng yedr, a metropolltad\Q1strict versgs central city -
district dummy vaﬂ;able "(Coleman analybéﬁ only central -eity districts),_'
and average white enrollment change id the twe years preceding deseg—
re'%atj_on £ \l-.r) ’ ’

PThe index of‘dissihilarity (Tauveber and Taueber, 19653).
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) . With tnese mooifications, ?arley IT comes ko, conclusions noL
o .- uynlike Coleqan's:. The Highest t ratios pere fopnd‘fo; proportion

, black, change in desegregatjion, theq;ktro ﬁariable (such'that metrd .
districts have lesgkjgss than central city: dlstrlcts) and the inter-
actlon ter?f Ad X sB, Ad X n, "and Ad X aw.‘ In other worqs, the effect
o of desegregatlon dn white loss Nlll be strongest in larger central

ciry School districes that hdve a substantlaf proportion of blacks and LBy

that show’ pre-exlstlng white enrollment decllnes. Coleman found that,'s

- far a large centrai city school discrict with white subirbs and 25 per—

s cent black, a_ch nge of 20 points in his desegregation index is

associzted with an additional white loss of 8 percent Farley If, finds

thaB for a large central city district rlth 30 percent black enroll[ .,
\.
’ ment, the 1ncremental whlte loss assﬂcrated wlth a 20 polnt change in” "
his ‘desegregatibn index is é percent, * ) ) . -

While it -is encourageng that the Coleman and Farley LJ analyses .

. show a convergenceein concluslons, there are still many analytxc

difficulcties and ssveral qnanswered questlons. Flrst thélr common j S

conceptual aﬁproach mskes the asSumptlon that only the ampunt and not N

the type of desegregatlon.makes a difference. . If . the reasons for whlte n

l
flight »re maudatory reas%ignment to non- nelghborhOod schoois, réth.er

than 1ntegrated schools per se, then changes in.a desegregation index~ ' -
caused by voluntary transfers bf mLQortty studsnts to predominantly -

whrte schools’ mlght not cause whlte losses. Moreover 1: is posslble

that white flrght will he dlmlnlshed or non- exlstent wvhenaver desegne— .
gation -- mandatory or voluntary.ﬂ— is" supported by the community- ,
T

rather than berng 1mpo§ed,by a coorr upon ‘a protesting commnicy.

- A second and possibly more serious problem is that ane attempt 1s o ‘

x made to model the basic demogréphlc processes that‘are the prlmary .* T

causes of white losses in the absence of desegregatién- namely, whlte .

M,
.

out-mlgratlon tg the suburbs and declln}ng White birth rates, If Lo

i

‘large-scale desegregatlon cauges white loss and if “the mechanism .
. involves consq1ous choices of whrte famllnes theno it is possible'that
*
s . spme whlte.losses-ﬂ dntlclpatory wh1tef£llght--m1ghs occur prlor to the

ongsat of desegregatlon- Such a result wou kd be mlssed in Coleman's mOdeI.

‘ ¢3%d confounded with an 1ndependenqlwar1able in the Fariey 133 model (aver— y
age white )oss for the, Rrevious Ewor ycars) , RS - ‘ P
- . ‘ . ) B f. . " ..
. \)‘ - . .; - . . - K . . . -: L . ’ . ; L] Lt . * . . . -
EMC/ . \h - l, i ’. B ~ .' b‘ . ' ﬁ’ h . ¥
i o u g : . R e, . ‘e
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. " Finally,.neitier analysis deals adequately with ‘the issue of
- longerJterm effects ot desegregation, particularly for large scale ?
[ 1

t—ordered plans. The mafn reason, of course, is that the earlier
s .

T e ' works had data for only 1972 ‘or 1973, and"Courts did not begin issuing
o large-scale deSegregation orders until 1970 ot 1971. Even 1974 is too

early to determine long-term effects in the North, singe many northern

-t

desegregation ordets were not implemented until 1973 or 1974, qiearly,
“.the fall policy implications of white flight gannot be evaluated with= "

» " out knowing'mhe'longer-term effects of desegregation.
R ) ) - - L] .
\ ‘ . o . ¢ ’ .
‘THE ROSSELL STUBIEQu ' - - .

i The original Rossell study (Rossell I( 1975) toBkﬁe:different

conceptual approach £pr assessing the effects of'desegregatiqn on
white fllght. Observing that Coleman's analysis could not separate
- the effects of government-imposed dedegregation from other types of
dEsegregation dncluding changes im natutallresidentfal pattgrns, she
- adopted a qua31-experimental design. Her basic approach is to compara e
w °pre-dese5regation rates of white loss with post- desegregation losses
for sehool districts that implemented school desegregation plans, and )
- = t5 then compare shjfts, if any,, to a group of control distriots. The -
h districts chosen.for study compriséd 4 non-random sample of 86 northern
- :j " school districts (a subset of the National‘Dpinion Research Corpbration 8 o
Permaneht COmmunlty Sample of 200 cities that were in the North and -~
Vo ‘ had’at least 3,000 black residents). The year of desegregation was
. established by means of a mail questionnaire sent to school district ”
ta administratbrs. ’ . - D )
While Rossell 1 had a‘distinet advantage ‘over the Coleman and
¢ : Faﬁley work by identifying government and cour&-ordered.desegregation,
; a number of analysi;'problems hampered this first study, leading. to

- ' '~‘ 7 L
b - '+ the conclyusion of no relationship between desegregation and white

—~ . flight. First, the dependent variable ysed was not change in white
b enrollment but rather, change in the percent t white. This measure Y,
. . 'codfounds the_possibly different.novements of two independent popula-” L.
tions, whites and blacks. For exa.ple, the percent white will dedline ..
Af black enrollment is increasing while white énrollment is stable.
: . C R . |
) ’ -, CoAe ;. . . :
. i .o~/ .
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Af ter a desegregation action, black ‘enrollment levels off and dhite

enrollment starts declining, the percent white will continue to drop,
This

pPhenomenon has aé%ually gecurred In a number of'desegregatgon cases,

"

thereby masking a significant shifr in population movements. .

includiﬁg Boston,.
Like Farley I,
no attempt. was made to control for most of the significant factors

Rossell I enrollment data stofiped in 1972, and

identified by Coleman as intervening in the relationship berween ,

-desegregation and white losses, such as proportion black. existence

of white suburbs. and so forth. Finaily, the effect of desegregation
was evaluated by fitting a megression line to, pre-desegregation white
'1595 rates and comparing this slope to a post-desegregation regression
"slope. Since‘the year of desegregation is simply the vear of the
most'signifitant government action, the slope of the ﬁre-desegregation

regressioft pizht be influenced by other desegregation events -- or

several events -- prier to the year chosen. For example, the ;ear
of desegregation chosen fer San Francisco 1s 1971, when ‘court-ordered A
. busing began, but a major school- -boatd busing plan was adopted-in
1969 and implemented in 1970, during which time substantial white

+ losses occurred. As a result San Francisco does not have, significant
whﬂte flight in Ressell’s studies.
Rossell R (197?9 represents a major updating with mote.data and

.

nore extensive analys€s. She*added southern school districts as well

as ehr¥llment data through 1975. She also grouped the districts
according to type of. desegregation plan (government-ordered or school
board- initiated). extent of desegregation, and region. In this new
analysis she finds more "districts with significant white‘losses asso-
sciated with desegregation changes. The strongest effects-are found
for‘those di:::éjts with court-ordered desegregation that have Sub-

stgncial por; s of white students reassigned by the plan}

* . This improved analysis still has several difficulties.

pistrices

are not‘grouped adequately by size, by percent blgck enrollment and

by availability of white subutbs.

Moreover, like Farley and Coleman,

there is no demographic analysis against which te egtablish white

This is an even more

loss rates 1n the absence of desegrégation.
| a 3

3A more recent paper by Ro%sell was recelved too late for full con-
sideration here {Rossell, 1978). In brief, multiple regressions show
that first-year losses.are most strongly related to percent hlack percent
whites reassigned, their interaction, and district/SMsa segregation ratio.
N¢ long-term effeces are found. .

- ’ .

-

-
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criticaﬁiprobleﬁ in Rossell's analysis, since the _use Of pre—desegrega—

tion enrollment trendb assumes that no uhite loss is occurring "due to
anticipa%ory gffects or to the effegts of less ma jor desegregatlon

LY

actlons_ If such effects occur, then the pre-uebegregation trend being,
used110 compare agaln;; post-desegregatlon trends may be steeper than
thex?would have beergywith no desé%regation at all. Clearly, other
types of analy51s mustbe adopted to 1nvest1gate this p0551b111ty.
There have been vther white fllght studles besides the ones
reviewed so far. For the most part, however, they .provide little
additional information over and above the combined Coleman, Farley, ,

and Rossell findings. The'Pettigréw-and Green study (1976) does

. ) 7 . .
_present some new analyses for.the 21 largest cities; but their approach .

is basically the same as Farléy I: they do not analyze year-to-year

»

changes; they do net include critical interaction terms in their models

(especially Ad X Py ); their data stops in i$73; and they do not R
identify court- ordered desegregation. A study by Fitzgerald and Mnrgan .o
(1977) attempts to offer a broader model: of white out-migtation from . .
larger cities (over 50,000).usjng sﬁch variables as crowded hoﬂsing, B

crime, and poverty. B these variables are not studied on a yearly
basis in association wik habsegregation changes, and no demographlc
analysis is conducted to establ h’changes in white birth rates.

*
¥ . ' /

" A NEW STITDY . . ;

Given the latest works of Farley and Rossell Ehere geems to be
substantlal agreement on several critical points. First, the fact’
that white loss is associated with desegregation in some instances
is not in dispute. Second it is a conditional relationshlp. it

occu}s under some condltlons but not others. Third, the effect is

' seen mOSt clearly in the year that desegregation takes place, which

in most cases is the first year of a plan's implementation except
when a plan is implemeﬁped in several phases (a§ for Boston or
Oklagoma City). .

1though there is variation in the nature of the conditions cited

i

by eacl\investigation, some convergence is apparent when all three -

studies are compared. * First, the effect appears to depend upon a

\’ : .
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subsgantial proportionlbf black (or minority) students perhapb on

the order of 20 to 25 percent. " Second, the effect appears Strongest
, for central c1ty districts surrounded by accessible white suburbs
(e.g., Boston) and weakest for large metropolitan schd}l dlStrlCtS )
surrounded sy ndnimally developed rural areas (e.g., Charlotte, N.C.).
? Finally, Ehe.effect appears atrongest when tﬁere'is‘a Signlficant
shift in the racial balance of schools, and especially when white
students are included in the shift. In the Coleman and Farley studies
this shows up’as a desegregation indexfehange.pf 20 points or so,
while in lhe Rossell %tuéy‘this corresponds to reaesignnent of at
least 20 percent or so of bldck students or at lbast 5 percent or §o
of the white students.’ o B
In the vast majority of cases, however, shifts on this order of
magnltude rarely occur ou:sidE‘of court—ordeted desegregatlon plans.
In Coleman's list of the 70 largest central city districts, 16 showed
~an annual change ¢f 20 percentage points.or wore on his desegregac1on
index and onily .one was not involved in a court-ordered desegregation
case (Wichita, Kansas, 0f the

86 Rossell II school districts. 22 showed a change “in the index of

which was involved in a HEW mandate)

dissimilarity of 20 points or nore but only 6 were not Qrought about
by court order (Wichita apd Tyler and Amarillo Texas, which were

iggolved in HEN mandates, and Berkeley and Riverside, California, and
Ann Arbor, Mlchigan which had $chool-board initiated plans)

more impbrtant, of the 16 RosSell IT districts -that showed at least

‘Perhaps

5 percent of white &tudents reassigned —-*which may offer the greatest
potential for white flight -- only Berkeley was not by'EOurt order.
that while changes_in desegregation

It seems fairly clear, then,

indices are the empirical correlates of white losses,, large changes
are generally brought about only through court-orders.

Given this state of knowledge, the new study was de31gned
to focus specifically on court-ordered desegregatlon cases in which

mandatory reassignmeng'(as opposed to voluntary ;ransferrlng) takes

ll'I'he percentage of students reassigned is actually based on those

students who show up at scfivols to which they are reassigned. Thus
when wirite flight occurs, -the percent of white students’actually re-
assigned is probably considerably higher. »

e

-

-




<place. Fuithermore, the emphasis of the study is on certain questions
“net adequately answerea by the existing research; namely, the magnitude
" and‘duration of the effect of court—ordered mandato¥y .des'egregation..,
In Graer to answer these qnestions with greeter Precision, we have
employed demOgrapnic techniques to project school enrbllnents in the

i absence of desegregatioh.

Me thods : o S : . ./
.The potedtial universe for the study consisted of all school )
» districts undergoing court—ordered mandatory desegregation (CoMD), by - ‘.
which is meant a desegregation plan imvolving mandatory reassignment ;
of stedents arising from a court order. Mandatory reassignment plans = s !
not due to court order and court-ordered voluntary plans will not be * .
. analyzed in detail. {(This is not a serious restriction since there are .
relatively few such cases. )’ Given the Coleman and Farley findings . '
. \ the universe was further restricted to school districts enrolling ‘ovér
\20 000 students and having at ‘least 10 parcent minority enrollment in
ﬁ968 which is prior to the start of COMD cases. ¢
* * Searches of publlshed studies, legal references, and telephone v
, interviews with school dletr;ct officials yielded 54 school districts
- meeting the selection criteria. Exzcluded from the present study are
" Stocktdn, California, payton, Ohio, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 4nd Omaha,
*Nebraska wnose court-ordered plans did not begin watil 1976, and
Charleston, South Carolina, for which«complete data <ould not be ob-
tained. . .

~, L3

_ . In addition to the OCR enrollment data, extensive telephone inter— ~
. . views were conducted with school district officials to detetrmine
critical dates:of court orders and plan implementation; characteristics -
of plans, including number of schools affected by pairing, clustering,
¢ or othertreassignment mechanisms; and the existence and accessibility
- of developed suburbs. Written court orders and plans were obtained
wherever possible, and additional information “about suburbs was
obtained by examining maps and OCR'enrollment’data for Surrounding
‘school districts. Two different types of analyses have been conducted
with the datd. . N : ] .
. i ’ _“ J'\ ~.r‘
5Rossell lists 8 board-initiated, citfﬂwide, mandatory plans all
but’one of which (Berkeley) had nmo white reassignment;“none but Berkeley .
, . . had significantly accelerated white losses. The author knows of only
" two court-ordered voluntary plans meeting the inclusiwn criteria after
1971: Dayton, Ohio, which was recently ordered to implement a mandatory 2
' plam in 1976, and %an Diego which started a court-ordered woluntary plan -
in 1977. . .

sﬂosg COMD cases occurred after the Swan v. Board of Education
(402 U.5. 1), decided in 1971:

4 L

[
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Analysis 1. Agiin, one difficulty of the Coleman, Farley, and .

Rossell analyses is the presumption that white flighﬁ‘will gccur only

in the year when there is a «change in a desegregation index or during
the years following the largest desegregation action. But if the white
flight phenomenon is real, it is reasonable to expect tha; some "antici-"
patory’ flight will take place when the community becomes, aware that,

,  mandatory desegkegation is about to tale place. This-wight occur after
T a court order,but prior to implementatfdn,: while appeals are being ex~
hausted, as in cases like Denver and Detroit. It alse could occur déring
an intense communi;y controversy when a lawsuit is Brought but before a -
court order 1is 1ssued, as in cases like Boston, Pasadena, and Pontiac.
Such p9331b11iF1es cannot be 1nvestigated with the methods used in these
other studies. . . .

M

In an attempt to solve ‘this problem, the first analysis was a
modified quasi-experimental design with pre- and post-desegregation
enrollment changes compared to a control grOup (Armor, 1976)., The
major difiﬁyences Between this analysis and-Rossell's are {(a) following
the Colemad and Farley I findings, districts are grouped -according to
proportion of mindrity enrollment and the availability of suburbs and:
(b) pre-desegregation enrollment changes are measured Brior to any
signlficant court orders or partial implementations. A revised sugmary .
of this analysis, ‘which encompasses a11 54 districts, will be presented.

! This first attempt to establish a loss rate prlor to the flrst
significant'court‘order was not wholly'satisfactory. First, in some
cases the rime of the courf order and the time: of the actual start of’
busing are separated by several years, raising the possibility that demd-
grapuiic changes alone -- sutin’ as. declining births -- might explain some
of the difference in loss rates. That is, post-desegregation loss rates

* might have been ‘higher than pre- desegfegation loss rates even if the
"court case had not occurred. The second problem is that many desegrega-
tion cases are long ‘and complex, with many orders and controversies cov-
ering an extended period of years. Llocating a single year to6 divide the
pre- and post-desegregation_period is liable to generate much argument
and disagreement.

¥

-

) Analysis II. A more adequate solution for theSe. problems requires
gome gort of demographic me thod similar to those used by many school
disgfricts to project future schvbol enrollments. The unique advantage of
projecting a school age population is thst at any ohe point in time the
cohorts who will. be entering schook during the hext fiive years actually
exist’ in the population &t large (i.e., children born in the prEvious
five years). Thus birth data, adjusted for net migration rates, permit
projection of a future school population five years from any given year.
This in .turn offers a test for both anticipatory and long-term white
flight. . | .

s t ¥ ’ |
¢ The demographic projection methed used here relies on birth data
from 1950 to 1972 and census data for 1950, 1960, and 1970. Persons
born from 1950 to 1962 represent the potential school age population
in 1967, with most 12th graders having been born in 1950 and most

-
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-kindergarteners in 1962 If alil bircths survive and théxe 4s no net mi-°
gration,, thep the sum of births from 1950 to 1962 would bg the pro;ected
school ‘age population for 1967. The projected population for 1968
would be obtained by subtracting the-graduating seniors (1950 cohort)
and aldding the 1ncoming kindergazten (1963 cohort), and so forth for
succeeding years, with 1972 births being used to project the 1977 pop-
"ulatién. Thus year-to-year cha es in the poténtial population, can be
calcul ated and projected for 196 £o 1977 using birth data that is at -

" least five years.prier to any given year., The crucial advantage of 3
this approach for school~des¢gregat10n caées is that a given event,
such. ag' Filing a lawsuit or a’court order, 'cannot affect birth rates
that preceded it by.several years. This is especially useful for

. extended litfgation:cases, where an injtial order might ocoug im 1971
but not be implemented until 1974. Progectlng the’ potentizl éhange

» between 1971 and 1974 depends upon ‘1969 births at the latest, two: .

years prlor to the court‘brder
K - ¥ » . "

0f course *not all births survive, and net ndgratlon tan occur
which-reduces (or increases) a potential cohort by the time it reaches
any glven grade level. ‘Hence birthiyrates must be adjusted to reflect
both.survival and met out-migration. This can he done using- 1950 to
1970 census data to establish cohort fetention rates. For a number of
reasons, .including statistical reliability and coverage, the 0-4 cohort
is used for estimating migration. . The 1950 to 1960 retention rate is
simply the ratio of white children aged 10 to 14 in 1960 to white chil-
dren under 5-.in 1950. Sitce this ratie is actually a 10-year rate we
can.,convert it ¢o an ll-year rate by using an exponential law; for.a
given'birth ecohdyry thie gives -«us the “ctc*ticc rate when that cohort L
reaches sixth grade, whlch is midway in the s¢hool career. Rates would
of course be lower in éarlier grades qnd higher in later grades, but °
we assume that the* midpoint is very close to the average. For .dnstance,
if the ll-yeat retention rate is .70, then 1950 births ‘can Be' reduced
by .70 to estimate thag prOportfon who would be’in the ‘school popula-
tion 11 years later. A similar rate can be calculated for 1960 to

1970; in mosc.cases it is lower than tHe 1950-1%60 rate reflecting ..

the fact that net out-migration for Whites-is higher in the 1960's

than in the 1950's. This rate is applied to births in 1960. .
Since anhual census data is not ‘available, .our method interpolates re-
tentiopn rates between 1950 to 1960, assuming that-the annual chanrge
occurs In equal increments. Given the relatively steady growthsf
declines in most school populations, once birth cohort tchanges are-
taken into account this is not an‘unreasonable assumption for our
purposes. N .

The critical question is how to adjust 1960.s births for net
migration during.the 19?0'8‘ this requires a- getention rate for 1970
to 1980. We have used two approaches: -Method A assumes that net
“white oufﬂmigration is the same in the 1970's as in the 1960'33 and ~
Method B.asgumes that whatever change occuls between 1950-1960 and -
1960-1970 (which is mearly always a deicrease) also occurs-between
1960-1970 and 1970-1980. JHence if the retention rate drops from .7 to
Lﬁ' the estimated 1970-1980 retention rate under Method B would be ,5.

€
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An fimportant featyre of cthe demographlc method is that its valid-"

iey can b# tested by examining projected-and actual losa in veafts, prior'

to a d egregatlon controversy. In applying -the method to numerous
citiesfir our sample Method A usually produces a better fit to enroll-
ment lpsses prior to-desegregation events, particularly when 3\ signifi-
esegregation’ event oeccurred by 1970. Method B mdy overs te

out-migration in the- 1970's, particularly since out-migration did not
‘get ynderway in most cities until/ the lare 1950's. Also, if ‘desefgre-
gatign actually began in 1970 and some white flight has occurred, the
«1970{ census will r¢flect accelerhted out-migration. Accordingly, the ?

projections in this report are
+fitjto actual losses pricr to the start of any significant courte actlon

«

cant

ng pro;ected and aé{g;l school enroll-
nts, annual rates of changg are ysed racher _than Zbsolute, numbers.

& reason is that even correfting for net out~ mlgratlon Projected
gchool populacions usually djffer fdom the actual school enrollments
because {1) not all 5 year vlds go to klndergarten {(2) some students .

op olt before age 17, (3)iﬁome children attend private schools and

(4, in a few cases school dilstricts are slightly larger (ot smaller) |

ased on the method that gives a betfer

|

than civil divisions used fpr birth and census counts._ *Thug the pro- .

jecaéd school enroliment starts with the actual, school enrollment as
pf 2 certahn year (usually 1967 ox 1968) .and is reduced by the races
Lof change derived from th prq;ected school-age populatfbn. o,

- L

To.put all, this mo;e_formally, the-lo-)ear retention rate for

year 1, BiE istound Qy‘ ’ . ) . . "
5 * <5 ’ - \ ~'.
LI 50 ! e
oy ‘ A .
" <5 ",
60. FZ)
K
! (Method A) B
||f- & . " L
) ] {Method' B) °

L]
. s
. ,

i R.’,to cbtain a Jearly rate, and thep COHVErtlng“thlS back to an 1l-

year rate; thus/ 11/10 s

.-'gi,= (Ri‘) . Cot &)

The ll-year rate R is found by applylng the compound 1ncerest law to '

v
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‘Rates for intermediate yeaTs are found by, interpolation (and for 1911 i
and 1972 by extrapoldtion of the.1960- 1970 trehd). Then the initial ° .

> ' ’ ot - ’ - ."
. ‘“t,\ . . .
62 . )

L M E
- - - . . = B ' N .
EERTEN 2 i--.so(R ik PO (32

ptojeCted wh1;e populatton in 196? is given by - .

. - - . - .o .
; . . .
. 9 L c Y

w&ere Bi are white births: in yéar-i. Tor get the PIOJECtEd population 7

in 1968“We sdbrracr RSOBSO (1967 graduates) arid- add Rg4Bgy (1968 kinder-' N -
garten). to wﬁj, and similarly for successive years: “The projected - - -
loss rates are then 1 - t + 1/ s and these are applied to the 1967

— Torx ;968 qctHal school enrollment to ohtain the pgpjected enrollments.? .

-

1

In most .cases the projedtioh'meﬁhod 13" fadrly close to a linear
pro;ectlon of pre- desegregation losses, pqovided that no years with
significant desegregation,actjvity are-incléded,’ although generally
the demographic method yields .somewhat $teéper rates of loss The
reason is ‘that the declinipg birth rates in .the gixties “are coupled
.with véry high birth rates in the fifties: - It can be shown that
Iinear increases‘in births coupled with sdbsequeot linear defreases
in bi can combine, to yield non-linear incrEases and decreases in
school age populations.‘

.
FE

Another refinement 1s requ;red for certain districts. White
birth data includes Mexican-American births, and in western school

. districts where this population is substantial white birthg must be

reduced accordingly. This 1is accomplished by using school ethnic en-.

rollments roject relativquropon;ions of Mewican and Anglo bakck to
1960 and 1950 and applying an estimated-Ahglo fraction to the white * .
birth rate - -

It is emphasized that the method ug_d here does not attempte to
model the out- migration process .itself, but rather takes out-migration

as a given and (by our model) assumes. that those forces operating to ,//

cause (or accelerate) odt-migration between the fifties and sixties
opgrate to cause it (or increase it) in 1970's. The central question ¥
\in our approach is not whether éourt-ordered desegregation causes whi‘e
loss, but rather whether desegregation causes an increase in, white' -

"' loss rates over and above what would have happened without it, assuming

~-- conservatively -- that out-migration would continue¢ in the 1970's.

It d4s possible that changes in Qther unmeasured events in the 1970's T
including crime, higher taxes, and other urban problems might have
accelerated: hhite loss rates in these cities, but the out- migration

rate used for. the 19?0 s,“ggsed.on known trends, probably incorporates

most of their effects. ’ .9

L -
- ?Rao data, and calculations are'provided'in.the Appendix.

w
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KX of hew area ‘residents té replace reguf!r outmigrants who aré leaying

s

-
-
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&,
A final poxnt on methods de&hrvea _comment. Although we are using, -
the term "white fltght;'”in Reeging wich cuSedbmary usage among researchers
1n this field, it mk be emphasized that we are not studying only --
residential telocatidn. As gpplied to the schoal desegregation field.
white fiight means white lossts in school enrollments in excess Of uhat
would have been observed Without desegregation, Given this meaning)
~thdre are ghree méjor progesses which can ~ive risé ta white flight
fr publlc sehodls (1) residential. rglocation ‘outside the distriet; . : ‘
{2} transfer of chiidren f fom public te private’ SChools, and (3) failute

»

-

‘thé area for regsops unrelated to desegregation. The. thirgd source is
' freqoently overlookeds” Although our methods do not enablé Systemmatlc <‘
appoftionment of-white flight' accordin to these three ¥our¢as. spgcial
data from one schooL disrrict:will eﬁable a preltminary look at S
+ this xssue. *
h

[3 N

Ivf’ . '

*
-

L
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Results

i Aqalysig,l ahe can get a broad picture of ¢he white flight phenomenon' . .

* through the crude ‘quasmrexpg;;mental“ nalysis applied to all 5S4 districcs. ¥n oL

First, the districts. are grouped according to characteristics already

knowm to be related to whire losses, namely, the proportion of minority: -

-

students, -the availability of suburbs! and: regign. Te determine wHether

white flight exists, post-deseareaation 1oss.xa%es are conpared to pre-

desegregation loss rates and ;o"*alogous los's rates - for a coptrolfgrbup.
A summary of this analysis 15 ShOUn dn, table %: It is readily 7. :

apparent that y "1f there is a wh;te-flight effgct, it apped&s moSt

-

-

prominent’ among school districts that hhve,over 30° percent minority and

F o

accessible suburbs. In these- cases the norbhé%g pOSC—desegragatLOn white

logs rate is_three times the presrate, “and double ‘the. rate in the control v o

-

districes for the £1rst two years after the stané qf desegregation.

Moreover, the loss rates remain‘high, comparea to both the pre-rate’
and, the control districe rate, 3 and 4 years ai}er desegregation

No appreciable‘difference is fOund for northern and southe;n diitrxots
within this category; thks Jiffers From Coleman s resul;s, which

showed a stronger effect for southefn distrLcts. However, Coleman's

data stopped priet™to the 5:art of court-ordered deaegregatlon_in . N

ot : ' 2"
-

® -

pany northern’ cities. h

ok
+ -
. . . ’

Bsize of diserict is controlled by éqnfining the analysis to districts
with over 20,000 enrollment: Thé amount of desegregation is npt controlled, -
but since all are court-crdered plans the a t.of mandatory reassignment
is subsrantjal -in all but a few:cases. o

A
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. which had total enrollments over 20,000 with 20-60 percent minority

. 16 ‘ -
* ' 4% - T .
, *»
- ~ . .
v L Table 1 i ';T
ANNUAL ENROLEMENT CHANGES BEFORE AND AFTER »
/ ) “COURT-ORDERED MANDATORY DESEGREGATION -
AN * N -
_ ™~ " Average Annual Percentage Change -
Tyvpe of , o’ years Two years 3-4 years  Number of
. District Pre-Order Post-Start  Post-3tart Districts
'-,l Over ZOZ‘Minority. : v .
“Suburbs v . : *
Northern Whitel =36 s =11.5 -8.4 {9y—
Southern White -3:2 -11.6 ‘w8.8 <+« (16)
, Minority +3.6 » " -0.6 +0, 8 (25)
- Over 20% Minority, " . .
No Suburbs® ’ '
"White . v =0.8 ~6.0 -1.9 ° (15%
* . Minority +1.7 +0.4 +0.4 (15}
10-20% H.tnorityd
 White +1.0 "2'3, =2.5 {5)
‘Minority £1.4 +2.0 +2.2 *(5)
« -+ Florida Districts® . ) ‘ .- .

*  White. ” +2.4 ¢ 0.6 .6 . (9)
Rossell Non-desegregation ' - .
Digstrictsl . :

. White North -2.7 ©T=5.0 ¢ -0 ! (18)

See Table 2 for districts. . ‘ '

. bbéllas, Houston, Ft. Worth, Texas; Atlanta, Georgia; Oklahoma
“City; Birmingham, Alabama; Little Rock, Arkansas; Memphis, Nashville,
- and Chattanooga, Tennessee; Norfolk, Richmond, and Roanoke, Virginla;
Greensboro and Raleigh, North Carolina;- Jackson, Mississippi.

Mobile and HOntgomery Counties, Alabanﬂ, Bibb, Chatham, Huscogee,
and Richmond Counties, Georgia; Louisville-Jefferson County, ‘Kentucky;
Baton. Rouge, Shieveport, Louisiana; winstOn-Salem, Charlotte, North
Carolina; Greenville, South Carolipa (data for Charlestog incomplete);
Austin, Texas; Portsmouth, Newport News, Virginia. ﬁ

dHinneapolis, Las Vegas; Tulsa; Lexington. Kantucky, Pulton
County, Georgia. -~

. edil are cbunties; Palm Beach; St. Petersburg, Pensacola,,Baytona,
Gainesville, Ft. Laidderdale, Hiama Japksonville Tampa are the main
cities in their respective county.school districts.” -

Rossell northern ' control" and “token plan' districts which' reas~
signed no white students and less tham three percent black students and
in
1968. Pre-order is the average annual lpss rates for 1969 and 1970
(priog to the start of most court- -ordered mandatory desegregation};
years postestart is average loss for 1972 and 1973; 3-4 years post-
start in average loss for 1974 and 1975. See Appendix for list of .
districts. s
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minimizing the oppesition by white parents.

/ > B . » )
Dlstriots that have substantial minorify enrollmeots but less {or
no) access to suburbs, all-of uhich are southern county-wide school p

d1striots, also appear to show. an- effect

terms and drops off rapidiy in the 3rd and &th years Actually, the

v F

rate of dcceleraﬁion of white- loss (from -0.8 to .-6, 0) is greater than
fOr the districts with suburbs, due mainly to ‘the existence of several’
d1$tr1CtS yhich were groﬁlng prjor to the* ‘court order (e. 8y Charlotte,
North Carolina ‘and Newport News; V1rg1n1a) and which stopped growing

after desegregatiou This raises the posslblllty that some white

" flight effects are mamifested by the slowlng dowr of white growth

-rather. than qhe accelera!&on of white deckine. In any event,: from the

point of view of’ prov1d1ng deségregated education such an effect has ‘

less policy relevange, since-a relat:vely stable white population 1s

all that is needed to maintain rac1allg balanced\sﬁhools. .
School distriots with 10 to 20 percent minority have n¢ signifioant

white losses assooiated with COMD. The underlying reason undoubtedly..

has to doxyith the faot that relatively little reaﬁsigument of students --

especially white students —~- is neoessary in such cases, thereby . :

For exampie, before Minneapofis
desegregated in 1973 no school was predominantly minofity, and according
to Rossell, only 7 percent of black students and 1, peréent of white-

students had to be reassigned to accomplish desegregation

,Finally, I have grouped the Floridad distridéfs toggcﬁer chause they
represent a distinctly different situation. All Florida d1str1¢ts were
desegregated by a state court order between 1969 "and 1971, and all are
g very large oounty-wide school distriots Thus the whlte flight- phenom-

enon can occur in Florida only-if ‘whites’ leave (or do nog move 1nto)

the state on 1f they enrolI in private schools. This apparently has net

-

* happened to any great extent, and - therefore the Florida group represents

- u
the Only group whera a majority of the schogl districts are still show;ng ]
whioe enrpllment gains well into the 19?0 s, These districts clearly
show that" the white ﬁlight phenomenon is oonditionai with crucial

dependence upon the' environment surrounding the desegregatdng distriot.

- » »
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but it is smaller in absolute .
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v s In suﬁmary, the qua51-exper1mental analysis shows that the most .
. sefigg? whité flight effects maf oceur in districts having substantial ‘
0 \ - ‘:
b propdrtions ?QF rm.ngrities‘, which: require more extens:we mandatory _ s
i b " . ra. !
- {~ ’ reqpslgnmgng Lo acqomplish desegregation and in caatfal -city districts N

I s
rith ava113§le suBurbs whidhi offer the' opportunity fox conv%dient reéi—‘ I |
deptiﬂ} rel caubn, .Districts wu:h Substantial min.on ty p0pulat10.ns but, _' vl

S i 2 ;

‘e ‘ wiqhouﬁadeveloped’sqburbs —— afi of which.are couﬁty-wide ar. Hetropolitun" IR
.o - distrid&sun— m@y héve Lesg whiue flight -due o the 1nconwen1ence of pe- [ T

1 * hd ( . L

. \" location. ' The fact thap® there is ‘some appafe“t‘Whitﬁ fllsht ¥ﬂ these dis—' 4,

»

£ £t -
o triets, especrally iy the, first year or ‘two, raises the possibilitytthat=§ L

V] N private school tran%fef$§may.§e11 qpmprise a significant portion of“ 5:: ?%’
w white 1osses in metropolitan1desegregation caees . - -..;' Atqn “.’ '#3 &
"‘ S < Analy_ sis IL: Demoggaphic ietﬁod While the quasr—experiﬁmerrtal ‘1 = "
R -method is Suggestive& it 1s‘p0t definitive.: The pre—oaurt ord loss ¥ . .
(‘races may be affected by anticipatory whice flighr 1eading to an® * " ; v i

undereStimdte of the true magnitude of -the effect. Conversely, -ixh“\?'. ’ ”f
demOgraphic trends may be sueh that loss rates in the desegregating T ‘ff
districts would be increasing even in the absence of desegregation; ,
if so, the pre-post comparison would overstate the size-of the effects, .
especially the long-term effects. s

The demcgraphic analysis can help alleviate these problems. We
- have applied demographic projections to those districts in the first
group in Tahle 1, which are the most likely candidates for tite fligﬁt\

- These digtricts include all of the important busing cases in larger
cities, including Dallas, Memphis Denver, Boston, and San Framcisco. .

The critical questions at issue here are the magnitude and durqcidn
of the effect, given! demographic projection of what school t_Enroll—
ments would have been wichout the “desegregation activity.

The average actwal and progected white loss faces.ghg shown for

the nine northern districes in Figure 1. Prior to the jdling.of law- =,
y suits in these districts, the average projected loss raté is. nearly
identical to the aétuai loss rate. But after the lawsuits were filed, - .
prior to the start of dééegregation, the actual 1053 rﬁ;en are over

one and one-half the projected loss rates, therebyfoffeb%ng evidence

that anticipatory effects do occur.
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P occurred in the flrbt year of desegregation 1mp1ementation, when the
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i;z; fer'these districts

The most bub«-tan-r,ia'l actel'eratrohgf white

w— Wt

actuai ;atg»is néarly iour times the prOJected rate. .The actual rates

., of Losy dr0p Semewhat after the first;YEar, but mhey rema?% Deueer
\

after the- start of ﬁuSLﬂg."

-y ar
1 1!2‘to 2-1{ ,tlmeb greater than prOJected‘loss rates up to E0ur years "

It uouid dppear, ’ shen that the magnl- -

tude anci. dttration of the@ffect of court-ordered desegregation myﬁiave

. beedtg/derestidated vy pfev1ous stuales e v

it might be helpfui tJ five a hypothetical exampl&

_fiLlng year

.due to demographic factors alone. : ‘\

- In order {o demqpstrate the impact of these. accelerated ioss rates,
)
Consider a school

and assume that'

he™ .

dlbtritt with 50, ;000" white Students prior to the lawsuit}

the® loss ratés 1n Figure 1 apply to 31x consecutive years following t

wouid be about 10, 000 students, while the aggual white 1058 wouid bé - about
20, 000

15 to doubie the, number of Whlte students iost. over and above thefiosses

. Therefore, the average long~term effect of the court 1ntekvention

It is important tg note tQat the proje ed ioss riges do in faqs
e

xise in these districts, on the average, -£Tom 2.5 to 4.2 percent ow
v

the six to_ seven years Spanning their” desegregation periods. This- . *

 reflects a comb ination of long-term declines in birtht and continuing

Expia{n the dramatic increase in white loss rates during a desegregation

white out- migration during ‘the 1970's. .Thus a comparison of post— to
pre-desegregation loss rates will prObablYJOVErstate white flight
effects, especially over the long run. However,. neither the magnitdde

nor the pattern of these moderate demographic changes can begin to .

"
controversy and after its implementation. . .

Another®way to test the veiidity of thege demographic projections

is 3 compare them to other similar districts not experiencing ﬂesegrea-

gatiqn. Figure 2 shows the proJecteq rates for the ndgthern desegrega— -
tion cases compared to the actual loss rates of the 18 school districts
[
i 2 - " , . 10
c 4 '
off
R
v .
E -

- .. .
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0:1-9“

At the end‘ob the six-year peribd the projected white 1dss  «
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‘. Boston plan waslimplementefrin gqgh::ases. with Phase II involving -
When

RIC -

s : ,

22 . o

1 » i

from Rossell's northern non-desegregation group matched in size and
Percent ;ninorityi9 The fic is fairly good, although the control )

giscricts show somewhat more variability with a decrease in 1059 rates ,

followed by a steeper increase from 1971 to 1973 than the ptojected
rates. However, the total losses explained by these two sets of rates,
shown in the upper portion of Figure 2 for a hypothetical population,

are nearly exact., Therefore, we.conclude chaE the demographic

projecciog method being ‘'used here yields realistic loss rates when

compared td similar not~desegregating districts. . '
It might be worthwhile to examine the detailed results for one

of these districts. Figure 3 shows the projected and actual white

entollment in BOSton.,which has been one pf the most celebrated court-

ordered cases. First of all, it js observad that the projected and ,

., actual l?ss rates for Boston are very close for the five-year period
becwée; 1962 and 1972. This js evidence that, for Boston, a projection
method based on birth Tatés and net out-migration (R is .67 éor the
fifcies and the sixties) can account virtually for all of the white losses
during this period. But in 1973, after a lawsuit was filed and after
considerable controversy over actions by the State Board of Education,
the actual loss rate is -6.6 éompared to a projected rate of -3.8.

While chis is not a large dlfference, it does reflecc some anticipatory
behavlor any, linear projection that includes che 1973 white enrollment .
for the pre-desegregation créﬁd (such as Rossell's) would clearly
déerestimate the white losses In the absence of éesegregation. {he'

more students than Phase I. se .l was implemented in 1974, - v
the actual loss rate was nearly fpur timgs the projected rate; when

Phase II was implemented in 1975, the actual® rate of 1655 jumped to

over five times the projected rate. }n the third year of implementa-
tion the loss rate was 10 percent, which is still more than twice

5
»

the projected rate. . - N

Prince Georges Councy is excluded from the desegregating districts
because none of Rossell's districts had cgmparable growth rates during
the late 1960's. 1t should also be noted that some df Rossell's districts,
including Grand Rapids, Cleveland, Cincinnati, and Omaha were involved
in court actions in the early 1970‘s, so that antigipatory white flight
might be a partial cause of the rise from 1971 to 1973. 1In fact, it is
hard to find any 'large ‘school distreict with a substantial minority °
enrollment that.has not been involved in some type of de§egregacidn lawsuit.
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Befote the desegregation action in Boston (1972) there were
57,000 white students, but by 1977 there were only 29,000. Of this
total decline of 28,000, about 16,000 (or three-fifths) 1sLattr1butable

to desegregation activiries \—As_a_dlrecL_xesulL_Qf_QQuiﬁ-ordered busing,

Boston became a majority blé@& school district in 1975. Lt is interest—

ing to note, also, that minoriéy enrollment stopped growing rather -

suddenly in 1975; while not g%o‘y on the graph, projected black enrolfQ&
A ment should havé continued EOugrow sllghtly during this period. This

suggests that black flight -- yhich has not been studied -~ may alsgo be

a phenomenon in court-ordered desegregation, although its magnitude .

is very small compared to white flighet.

Southern Districts. The demographic projection method has also

been applied to southern districts with over 20 percent ﬁinority and

10
available suburbs. The results are quite similar to those for the

north although the average effects are somewhat larger.

K
-

Figure 4 summarize® the actual and projected ¥oss rates for 14
southern districts. Since nearly all these districts bégan desegrega-
tion in 1970 or 1971, the before-desegregation rates are given by
yédar, wiﬁh those districts which began desegregation in 1970 excluded
fr;m the 1970 averages. Interestingly,—anticipatory effeects seem
weaker in the south; this may be due in part to the fact that these
were th? earliest cases, when the concept of mandatory busing was in

its infancy; persons may have been less aware of what to expect,

The effects after busing started, however, are stronger than in )
the north, with the actual loss rates‘rising to over five times the
projecteé rate in the first year of busing. In-the second to ji%th

yearg of busing the-actual, rate ranges from two to three times,the‘
projected rate. The elevation of the actual loss rate in theqfourth year
of desegregation is caused by major second-stage desegregation
éctions‘in three cities (Atlahta, Chattanooga, ‘and Oklahoma‘01ty) which

occurredécoincidentally at, this time.

’ R

10Ri chmond and Norfolk. Virginia could not be analyzed due to
annexations which could not be disentangled from ehrollment changes.
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. It is noteworthy that, like the north? the projected loss rates ?,
do rise from the pre- to‘post—desegregstion periods. The rates of .

* white logs for the south are, however, smaller .than for the north. - .,
This reflects the fact that most of these districts were gaining in
school-age population in the 1950's, and out—migration levels in the

. 1960 s were lower than in most northern cities., ., '

District Variations. The previous discussion has presen average

white flight effects for groups of school districts. The extent of
variation in effects from one district to another .can be examined in .
Table 2, which provides the actual and projected rates of ;hite loss
for each of the northern court-ordered cases. ]
First, it is noted that in, the years prior to filing of lawsuits,
all but two cases (San Francisco and Prince Georges Couhty) have pro-
jected rates of changes that closely match the actual rate, thereby .
giving substantial evidence for the validity of the demographic tech- ‘
nigue being used here. . San Francisco 8 projeéted losses exceed the
actual, leading, to the possibility that white flight in San'?rancisco
is underestimated by the method. This is balanced to some extent by
.. a possible overestimate in white flight for Prince Georges County,
‘ﬂghose,projécted gain exceeds the actual gain prior to the lawsuit. As
a conservative test of white flight effects,'the last row in stle_Z
~ shows average loss rates excluding Prince Ge@rges County; thelresults
are not substantially differenti o
Second, during the’ first year of desegregation all but one- district--
Springfield Mass.-- show a white loss rate at least two and one-half |
times the projected rate, and five show acceleratad losses on the order
of 3 to 5 times the projected rates. In other words, the first year
‘effects are both massive and consistent. Moreover, with the same
excéptiont;thq iong—term effects are also consistent, with actual 4th
year losses ranging from 1-1/2 to 2 times the projected rates,
The sole exception to these strong white flight effects requires
some explanation. One reason may be that in 1974 Springfigld desegre-
gated only five predominantly black elementary schools (out of 55) under
court order, with a corresponding smali involvement of the white student

population. The secondary schools were already desegregated by 1970,

i . iy,
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Table 2 ; ’ : -

ACTUAL “AND ?ROJEETED WHITE LOSS -RATES IN NORTHERN SCHOOL DISTRICTS
T, WIH COURT-ORDERED mlifORY DESEGREGATION® .

- _'T N :_
‘' Two ‘. * A "". . .
Years  Year Year Ydar Year \’Ieafs after Start - ’
. Before Befote Before ore of : L Retentionb ’
Sult: -~ Suit . Order *+ Jtart - Start lst~ 2nd* 3rd 4th Rate (R )
Z ¥
Actual 4,2 " =3.3 636 - 1974 -14.9 -20.0 -11.3 - 9.8 . 644 .
Proj. -3-2 -3‘4 -'30? - “"'. . - ll-]. - 308\\\ - tloa B 5-9
Actual  -1.1 - =-1.4 =23 [ .-6.6 1974 «13.2°C 8.6 -7.7 ~71.9 636
Proj. . -- \-1.4 =2 -3.6 _ - 34 =35 4.3 -5.2
' Actual  -4.3 =5.2 =6.0 / -- . 1970 -12.4 -11.5 -11.4 -9.1 .638
— shhwh 3 [T ew "M =50 =-5.4 =54 =5.0
v Aétual 0.0 -1.4  +.4f 5.9 1971 '-18.0 - 2.6 - 4.4 -%.6 644
. . Proj. - -2.1 -2, -2.0 -2.3 ~2.7 -2.6 -2,8
| Spriggfield, Mass. ' Actual . -4.7 =42 -4, 6.8 1974 - 6.6 - 3.4 -39 -50 .723 '
. ’ Proj. -3.0 -3.8 -4.5 - 4.9 -4 =4.5 =-4,7
. Indianapolis. Actual  + .6 . 6.7 1973 -9.8 -6.1 -533 4.6 -
] Proj. - -2.8 -29 =30 -31 -3.2 o
'Sda Francisco | Actual - .8 -7.4 1971 A17.6 -9.0 -12.9 -11.1 478 ™
II ‘-'. ) \Proj- - -600 - 603 - 6-'3 %‘ 600 A~ 509
i ’ :, . PR, J
troit | Actual  .-4.3 -9.5 '1975- ~16.2 =21.5 -13;{‘57 , .591
S " Proj. -4.5 , =65 V768 - 6.0 - 6.3 - &i8 .
\prince Georges Co.  Actual  +2.2 ~3.7 1973 - 9.4 -59 = 6.5 =-8.2 1.00
gﬂashington, D.c.*  Proj. +5.8 +3.8 + 2.7 +2.0 + .3 -8 .
uburb) £ .- )
VERAGE WHITE LOSS  Actual  -1.8 -6.7 , -13.1 -9.8 -9.1 =-7.5 ,
Proj. _102 "301 - 306 - 307 - 4.2 - 4.2 “
ITE LOSS RATE, Actual [ -2.4 -7.2 -13.6 <10.3 =-9.5 - 7.4
EXCLUDING PRINCE Proj. | -3.6 ~4,2 b4 - bob = 4.7 =47
GEORGES *

2A11 northern district_s with enrollments over 20,000 and over 20X minority prior to desegregation that implemented court-
ordered mandatory desegregatisfi by 1975, See Appendix for raw data and calcula:ions.

Es;iuatéd 1l-year net migration ratefduring the 1970's. . : Busing began’in January, 1976.

€Birth data not av£113b1e° linear pryjection of 1967-1970 enrollment used. fThl:‘ee years before sult -actual rate of gain
is +5,2 and projected Tate is +6.0,
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-qhusetts State Board of Education. 1

for reasons not fully u\ﬁerstood at present.

.7

'

largely due to school board adtions under’ pressure Tfom the Massa-

Thus pre-coUrt order white

Jlosses might have been accelerated by sec ndary school desegrega_spn

and post- ordég losses might be smaller than expected because of the

small proportion of elementary, §chools affected by the plan.

it is also possible that white EFight has not occorred in Springfield,
Table 3 offers similar.data’ for “each of the soutHern districts

Again, the actual pre-desegregation loss. rates in lbbé and 1969 either -

n¥ech o::are exceeded by the projected rates in all hut chree cases, *

Oklahoma Clty,‘Little Rock and Birmingham have less projected :han actual

0f course, ~

white losses during che 196? 69 period and thus may han somewhat overstated

white slight effects. At the same.time the method . may be understating the
white fllght effects for Dallas, Forth Worth, and Greensboro ’

It is gquite apparent that, “even though the average first-year .

.effect in the South is larger than in the XNorth, the South also has.

more variability. Dallas, Fort Wortgé Houston “and Roanoke vizginia,

experienced only a doubling of ‘the expected loss rat s while Jackson,

‘Yississippi and Henphis, Tennessee ;experienced enoyly
40 percent during the first year, of busing. 60né {eason ~for the lower—-
rates for the Texas and Virginia districts mam be that thay had very
little white reassignment during their first year of desegregation

For example, in the first year®of Dallas’ s'court-brdered plan only
black students were bused; a reaasignment order for majority-white'
schools was stayed. During this first year Dallas .9 white loss was
9 percent compared to a projected loss of 4 perSEnt. But when a
grade 4 to 8 plan was implemented 1d 1976 which bused both blatk and
white students, Dallas®s white loss,wasﬁhearly 13 percent compared Eo
an expected loss of 3 percent Th Sontrast goaﬁoke Virginia, implg-

menteﬂ only satelliting and attendance zoné revisions in 1971, Its )

.

loss rate was 6.6 percent” compared to an expected 3.5 Eercent during

the first year, but within three‘years,the projected and actual rates

F - ;-:{ - b i ®

11 '
Massachusetts paseed a raéial balance aét in 1965 which required

all public- schools to have no more .than 50 percent\minonity enrdllment. o
There was considerable controversy over_confréntations between the Spring-
field School Committee and the State Board between 1966. and 1971, which

included two threats by the State” to withhold state funds for non-
compliance with the law. . . . g

. ”~
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- Table 3 . -
LS .-.
ACTUAL AND PROJECTED WHITE LOSS RATES FOR.SOUTHERN SCHOOL. PISTRICTS R
_' ' Y:‘fr Year of ‘Desegregation Retentiep
) 1968 1969 1970 Start  lst 2nd 3rd 4gh 5¢h Rate (R,,)
F_. F] LT '
:1/; . .t Y.
* " dellas Actual - V08 A 1971 590 -9.3  -113 =88 -9.6 . .86 .
- Proj. -1.6, -2.9 =34 BT R | -d4a =3 228 '
Pt. Worcth _ Actual v +0.8 -0 =22 1971 -84 5.0 -9.0"° -7.0 4.4
* Froj. -3.2 -3.6 =46 =53, -8 -39 -0 -2 :
- Houston Actual | -1.2 -5.1 =42 197F  -9.8 8.6  ~10.7  -4.9 -10.0
Proj. -1.1 -2.1 -3 -4.2 =43 =43 =22 -2.7 .
. i 1
1967 1968 . . .
o"é:t""“ Actual “1.4 e 1969 8.6 t -5.6 = 1.8 -14.8% -i1.3
N Proj. - H04 b -l3 - 2.2 <24 -2.6
- s " .
Little Rock ual -0.8 -4.0 =29 197Y =104 210,20 - 3.0 =630 =4.3 .89, '
Arkansas  ,__Pre). +2.6 +2.0 +0.1 V-5 =0.4 - 1.0 -1.} -2.8 :
N Jackson Actual =3 -2.% - 1970 ~40.4 -7.5 -8.8 -8.6 -9.2 .79
Hizs. Proj. | T R - -2 -8 - 36 2.6 2.4 v ——
Greensboro Actual 419 -0.3  -1.7° 1971 8.9 -8.9 --3.2 ~3.3 * -3i.0 95
* N.C. Proj. -2.0 -1.9 .-1.9 “2.5 . =6 -85 -0.0, 0.5 ) . .
Raleigh Actual -1.7 — 0L 1971 =7.4 7.4 - 5.3  -5.4  -4.0 . % ¢
N.C. Proj« -1.7 ~0.8 <14 - -0.6 =2.06 -1.3 =2.1 ,-2.5 »
Roanoke ctual - “3.7 =38 #2971 -6.6  =6.5. =3.7 4.8 0
¥a. Froy. 1.4 g =244, -3 =3.5 =4.0 &4 4.7 M
* Chat cancoga Actual -0.9 -2.6 <62 1971 -22.9 -l1.4  -10.5 =20.1% 8.4 T
Tenn. Proj. -3.2 =31.4 .5 ~5.0 =5.1 - 4.3 =40 "=5.8 .- N
Nashyille Actual 0.2 s21 =13 1971 -85 -2 - 34 =34 =20 — .88 b
. Téitn, Proj. +0.1 0.1  =0.9 celd -1 -2 =23 2.8
- "1971 1972
Nemphis * Actual -1.9 5.6 Cl6.z . 1973, -4l =5.4 0 - 7P - -
Froj. - -1.5 L8 -1.5°  -1.% 1.6 N .
Birmingham Actual -5 -3.9 - 1970 -10.0 7.4 =102 -1 =7.2 - 57
- Ala, Proi. -1.0 -9 2.1 =33 =33 =37 -39 , '
Aclanca Actual -8.1 7.5 - 1970 -16.1  -l6.0  -21.7  -26.%° -19.5 58
fa. Prod, - -7.4 7.8 -84 =76 =76  =7.0 )
= -~ ' ‘ . .
" AVERAG[IAWHITE Actual -1.6 -2.6 =37 -15.0 <81 - 7.9 <96 7.4 )
w Proj. L -2.2 -2.2  -2.3 -3.0 =34 - 3.1 =32 .33 -
-} - 'y " - LY £

- N -
alﬂ:l.t:al:es that a major mandagory reasslgnment r.,'::k place that year, either equaq,ing or surpdsslng the initial

'f’eassigment. "

*
blecauu of pre-1970 annexations demographlc projection cannot be used; projected races are baseg on a linear pro-
Jection of 1965 to 1968 enrcllments {(major annexations occurred in 1969 and 197Q). Acctual rages in 1973751975
* %exclude additional annexatlons of the Ralelgh ares. - . =

-

L
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-
- *




) -
were.nearly 1déntical; no additional reassignments took place. Ir
would appear,.then, that the white flight effect is more\heariiy
influenced by the amount of white student reassignmenr than by the -
amount of black student reassignment. This conclusion is amplf sup-
ported by data from the Rossell II sr;dy (1977). ., . )
The long-term effects four or five years after the‘start of

desegregation are also substantial in most cases, exce;ding a factor
, of 1-1/2 for all districts except Roanoke and Nastville. Considering

all 22-districts, then, all but three show substantial short- and

long=term hccelerétion of white losses as a rFsult 6f court-ordered

mandatory desegregation. .

L] L]

Effects of Court Orders on Regegregation

.. o The primary purpose of desegregation orders by courts has been to
* remedy—tiiegat-#egregatton‘extsting within a scho;i_EZ;Echt. It has -
long been assumed by the courts that voluntary plams will not "work,'
in the sende of providing a suff?cgenr degree of desegregation. Magda-
f tory plans indeed, provide a greater amount of desegregatfﬁn, at h

least initially. However, given the substénrial accelerated white
‘losses over a prolohged period, the possibilitp,arises that mandatory
plans ultimatei; fail becpuse of reqegregat&g;%, 1f so, the question

arises whether voluntary, plans mighribe more successful for intra-

i . -
district desegregation. _ T

o One of the difficulties . in evaluating the extent of resegregation
involves the definizzsn of desegregation. If it means no wore than
ethnic or racial balance, then mandatory plans can always be‘huceess-
ful, even 1if ﬁhite fiight causes a aistrict 8 proportion whitg to drop
to very low levels. As long as each schoot reflects the district ratio,

evén 1f the district 1s only 10 percépt white, then a strict balance
criteria would mean successful desegré}ation. However,. neither the courts

nor social scilentists have ever held'téwsuch a _standard of desegregation;
rather, most deﬁin%}ions embody the concept of substantial ?ppdrtunities
for conitact between minqrity and majority students. Therefore, 1f the

. proportion of dﬁite srudents in a districr'drops too low, then the dis-

. trict as a whole becomes elther segregated or imbalanced compared to rhe

ethnic composition of 2 region as a whole. If this condition’ 1s unde-

" sirable for individual schools, then it 1is certainly‘unazéirable for
= Sl
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an entire school district. Accordingly, to stud} resegregation we
adopt measures of desegregation'?hat réflect the absolure proportion of
white students withtn each school in a district. s

Before turning to such desegregation indices, Table 4 shows the
total losses of white students attributable to court orders, aiong
with the effect this has had on the overall percentiuhite The long-
term impact of court orders is massive in 15 out of 23 districts,
accounting for over half of all whﬁe losses over“riods of at least
seven years. Tn larger districts this translates into tens of thousands
of srudenfs. In six other cases the effects hage been substantial,
accounting for nearly a'tnird”of,all white losses. Only Springfield,
Massachusetts gnd Fort Worth, Texas, have experienced insignificant‘

L -
. '

losses attributable’ to court orders.

mandat

_ including Boston Denver, Pasadena, Pontiac, Dallas, Houston,

_ .0f ghose districts that wvere majority white prior ‘to the start of
cﬂghbusing. mos: aré now predominantly minori:y or fast approach-

ing that atus ., Of fhese cases, the projected percent white.

shows that many would still be maJority white or close to 30-50

Little Rock, Jackson, and Chattanooga, if the court order

had not occurred. Of bhose districts tha: Were predominantly minority

prior to the start of the court case, the accelerated white loss has

’ contributed to transforming most of them into virtually minority

isolated school districts, ingiuding Detroit, San Francisco, Memphis,
’

and Atlanta. . 5 4 .

Another way to evaluate the effect of ' court orders’ on resegrega-
tion is by means of a desegregation index. The index chosen for use
here is called an "exposyre™ index‘ which 'is the average'percent white
in schools attended'by minority students (Coleman, et ai., 1‘37’5)."2
If all minority students were'distributed in a completely random

fashion throughout most regions of the United States,: and all>schgols
’ ' L) L'n. )
— e ' "

12The index of dissimilarity and €oleman’s relative exposure in- ¢

dices are not appropriate for measuring desegregation.as defined here,'
gsince they can attain perfect scores of O when.all séhools are , |,
Tacially balanced, regardléss of the actual exposure qf migority to
majority students. . ., - .

. y i .

L
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TA.BLE 4 . ) L .
LONG-TERM EFFECTS OF COURT-ORDERED DESEGREGATION o-q WHITE LOSSES ‘
- - " . @ ‘ .
. [ -y . L ’ .
i P Projected
. . . Total White " Percent of ’ % White |
[ Loss, Before ° Loss due to Initial Without ' Present,
Discrice ) Starc ta Present® *  Court Orders | % Whice' Court-Orders.Z Nhite
Boston . > 30,179 55 62 53 )
Denver T 23,615 - 52 60 © 55 47 ‘
pasadena t . 11,087 ¢« 30 63 &4 36
Pontiac : 6,146 59 . 66 56+, ¢ 49
| Springfleld, ‘'fass. 5,721 .. . 16 60 . 58 56 -
Indianapolis ) *22,562 : 51 B4 -, 6l. 55
$an Francisco® 26,429 29" 40 ¢ o300 22
Detroit 50,328 © 60, 3l % - 16
Prince Georges T 748,820 - : 100° 80 o2 56",
. = . ' . i - ‘.
*{ South . ' < -
Dallas .- . 47,880 , . 52 61 49 39
Ft. Worth - 18,486 . 7 67 " 54 53
Houston " 36,014 51 - 53 % " 36
Oklahoma Cicy ) 27,427 - - 72 80 I -+
Lictle Rock . 5.6l 94 b4 57 .47
Jackson, Miss. -7 13,246 L 64 .55 46 0.,
Greensbvro, N.Gu"° . 5,908 #™ 52 68 . 63 , ° s8. ¢
Raleigh," N.C. 4,418 ¢ L <53 TLT72 66 62
Roanpke'Va. 3,944 . 29 .16 71 ' 69
Chacttanooga o 8,114 : - 44 - 52 N 46 .33
Nashville - 14,560 - 3l © 76 - " 73 70 7
Memphis . ‘40,882, _ o« . 54 Y A 43 29 '
Birmingham 14,856 T54 49 &4 34
Atlanta_‘ . " 37,959 - 36" 4l L 2 T, L\‘

21n order to include anculpator; effects, “"before start' means losses two Years before
actual implemenctqtion; present" ranges from 1975 to 1977; depending on the districts (see
Appendix for detailed data). 2 p S . . -

\Prince GeorgesCI;ounl:y s projegted enrollment is larger than the inicfal enrollment.

6“ 1967, prior to annexations. hd
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were desegregated, each schoo] would be betweed 70 and 30 percept white,

and thus eaeh distrlct .would have an exposure index between 70 and 80. \
_ Figure 5 shows the trends” in the aﬁount of desegregation in those 1
four nor?hern school,dlstrictsl]qthat have tipped.'as a result of court
orders. The most interesting case is Pasadena, which had an index
§a1ue of 37 the year before court-ordered desegregation. The success_

of the coutt's mandatory plan is seen+in tHe first. year of busing, when

the 1ndex rose to 53.

But because of white fl;gHt the index dropped o

to 35 by 1977,

two points less than it was before desegregation.

. student s school by 10 points. T

Although there was censideftable ethnic imbalance in Pasadena in 1969,

on the average'the amount Of minority exposure to white students was
higher then than today iq\spite of a massive bqsing program.

The other .three distticts have not yef'reached'that ﬁoint but it
1s noteworthy that none -of them have been able to maintain an index

level over 50. 1In Boston the white flight has been so.massive that
even when Phase 1! was ihplenented the index reached only 39, and it

has droppeéd sharply*to 35 durlng the past two years. In spite bf the

'strong court aCtlons in Boston. this "low degree of minority and white

contact makes it hard to clalm that its schools, are deSegregated today. -

“The major soc1al and polltical upheaval experienced bY'Boston seems § .

B

.high price to pay;ror ra151ng the percent white 1n . the average black

-

-

. . The ‘trends in thesé four cities tan be contrastei to San Dieg’gak
which has pursued a strictly voluntary plan Although the percent - -
white declined [rom 76 petcent ;n 1968 to 64 in- 197’ the demographlic
prOJU(tlunsashown in the Appendix rtveal that there *has been no - -gcceler- | -
.JtLd witl te tlxbht _ buring tth time the desegregatlon index has actually
. increased. sllghtly to a high of 46 due to & vigorous voluntary program.
Under court orders this plan witl he expanded over the next four vears,
_ and the inddk 'is projected to imcrease by seveial points by the early
| 1980s. : ; y

others are in schools ranging from 60 to 80 percent wh&te

Of codrse, some minority students are-relatively isolated while
. ~
But by

'avoidlng white flight (so far), San Dlego has managed to offer desegre-

gated education to about half of its minorlty students. *
It is frequently overlooked fhat mandatory busing increases the
“
desegregatlon experience, of the isolated mlnority student only by .,

k] . . - *

- -. : 3
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decreasing ghe desegregation of other minorities. Then, after ethnic
balance .is attained, dégegregation is decregéed-for all minority sctudents
by white losses, which are acceleréggd’by whit? Elighe, wyen the per-
cent white drops below 50 for the district as a whole, none of the
minority students are truly desegregated. By contrastﬁa.voluntary
plan can avoid white flight, thereby allowing a district to maintain
its majority-white schodls apd offer desegregation to both resident
m%pority students as well as to isolated minority students who transfer
-into"these majority-white schools. Under such conditions, a voluntary -
plan like San Diego which desegregates a signifi nt proportion of
its minority students may well be considered re succgssful than a
mandatory plan like Boston in which no minority students are
desegregated. . ’ -
Althodgh not*gllgmhe-dis:ricts studied here have experienced the ‘
same degree of wh;té flight as Boston, it is noteworthy that only four - .
) districts are noé'over 60 percent white, thereby providing for a sub-
sFantial‘deg?ee of desegregation. ¢Five others are between 50 and 60
percent white, but the rate of white_losé in these districts isysuch
that most will probably "tip"” within a few years. Even now somelof
. these‘districté {e.g., Fort wdféh, Springfield, and'Indianapolis) have
deségregation indices below 50" It seems clear; then, that nearly all
school districts meetidg'the percent minority and suburban access
¢riteria have experienced sufficient court-induced white fllght to be
in ¢lear danger of resegregqting

. .

Metropolitan Plans: Jefferson County

The existence of white flight in central- city school districts
has led dome policy analysts to conclude that desegregation should be
‘cé}ried out on a meEroﬁblitan QgSis. A metropolitan plan combines
central-city and suburban School districts and,'if mandatory, e%changeé
inner-city minority students with suburban white students. Many advocates
of mandatory metropolitan plans believe that eliminating the possibility
of suburban relocation largely solves the white flight problem. Moreover,
for those school disericgs that already‘ha§e predominately minority )
'enrollmenés, a metgopolitan plan of some ;ype--* e%ther mandatory or

' voluntary -- may be the only recourse for desegregation. . .

Q ‘e
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Unfortunately, the evidence is not yet complete for evadluating

i ' whlte «flight 1n mandatory metropol*Tan plans. It might be argued that the
county WLdE school dlstrlcts ‘without suburbs shown in Table 1 can be
used for this purpose. However, generalx;atlon from these dlStrlCt;~
to true metropolitan plans -- such as those proposed for Detroit or
Atlanta -- presents several hazards. First; the Florida districts,
which do show ~very little white flight, are unique because all counties-,
came undef court orders, so that white flight could occur only if '
persons left the state or enrolled in private, schools. SECOHd; all of
the other cases (except Louisville) involve a single county-wide
school district and all are i relatively rural$feg1ons of the South,
where mobility mav be conStralned Even $so0, the quasqﬁexperlmental
analysis shows. that some’ of these d1str1cts appear t0 have experienced
white flight. ' . ) -

The faet is that khe Supreme Caﬁrt has imposed stringent require-
ments for metropolitan remedies, and as a result only two large-scale
Plans have been approved to date. One is Wilmington, Delaware and the
other is Louisville, Kentucky, but only théﬁiﬁtter has been 1mpleﬁhnted.
Furthermore the Louisville plan, involving 3 merger of Louisville
with the surrounding Jefferson County séhog! district, might be debatable
as a metrepolit%g,eﬁse since it exclud;s several suburban schéol
districts in Indiana located immediately across the Ohio River.from
Louisville. Nonetheless, the Jefférson County-Louisville desegregation
plan comes ~losest to a true mandatory metropolitan plan of any imple-
mented S0 far, and therefore its qutcome is of considerable interest for
clues about metropolitan white flight.

The existence of a comprehensive study of enrollment trends in
Jefferson County {Johnson, et al. 1977), which documents both public
and private white enrollment data from 1968 to 1977, can improve the
projection analysis. The private school data enables a unidue
examination of the relationship between pubiic and private school
enrollments during ceourt-ordered desegregatlon, an issue that may be
espec1ally important for metropolitan plans. )

Actual and.projected white enrollments for Jefferson Couﬁty are
[ 4 - shown in Figure 6 (see Appendix for detailed data). The uppermost P

solid line is the actual combined public and private enrollment for

grades 1-12. Since our demographic technique projects the total | :

® .

-,
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school-age population, it is most appropriately applied to this /
combined enrollment; the projeceed enr¢liment is shown by the uppermost
dashed line. 1t is clear that the actual and projected enrollments
aré/:xtremely close between 1969 and 1974, the year before desegrega-

tioﬁ'began, thereby again supporting the validicy of the prqjeétion
.method. In 1975, the fir¥t year of desegregation, the actual loss

rate jumps to 7.1 percent while the projected rate is 3 percent, yield-

, ing an excess.loss of qearly 6,000 white students. HNot all of this

loss appears to ?e due to relocation, however, since during the next
two vears the actual 10ss rate is smaller than the prajected rate.
By 1977 the excess loss is reduced to about 3,000 students; this suggests
'}hat during the first year of desegregation several thousand students
were F3pt out of sd?g,l.

The actuwal and projected public and private school enrollments
are shown by the ewo lower sets of ‘lines. Between 1968 and 1971 there o
appears to have been a general transfer taking place f rom Priv te to
public schools, so thatkthe public schogls were actually gaining white
enrollment even though the school-age population was declining. This
gain clearly Eame from private schools, since they were decl;ning more
rapidly cthan the school—age popﬁlation For this reason the separate
demographic projections for private and - public schools have been
applied starting in 1973 when both public and Private enrollments’
begin.to match the total school-age trend. The projected loss rates
udéd are those for the total school-age population, which of course
a%sumes that both private and public schools would h@ﬁe continued to
/lbse studedts at the same rate. This is a refinement of the projection
method which can be applied only when private school enrollments are
avéilable. Similar'transfer patterns between public and private
schools in the late 1960's could explain wﬂy the projected losses are
higher than actual losses for“sevgral cities described in previous
tables.

After some anticipatory white logs in 1974, there is a very substan-—
tial public school loss of 11.3 percent in 1995 when busing began, which is
more than 3-1/2 times the projected rate of 3 percent. The next two

years the actual loss rate is between 1-1/2 to 2 times higher than thé
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prbjected tate. Thus the first-year white flight effect in Jefferson —
unty is comparable ko what we have found for central-city diserices,
ut the longer-term effect is not quite as strong. This demonstrates
that mandhtory rnetropo].i\tan plans can lndeed have white flight, buot
perhaps with somewhat weaker long-term effects. -

What is equally irite.res'l‘.ing'abolut these results is the amount’ of
flight :'.lue to relocation {or failure to move in) versus the amount
due to transfers to private schools. By 1977.the excess white loss
in Jefferson County public schools due tc the ¢durt order was about
l5 300 students. The excess increase in prlvate schools, over 322
above thelr projected whltt enrollment, is about 11,000, ?herefore,
it appears that most Of the white flight in Jefferson County is in
the form of private school transfers; only about one-third of the loss
is attribytable to-telocation. - -

Thesel results reveal that significant ,white flight is possible
in metropolitan plans, although, if Jefferson County is any indication,
it may take the form of transfers to private schools. However, perhaps

?ecause of the eypense and availability of private schools, the long~

¢

term white flight effects in metropolitan plans may be smaller than for
f +

central-city discrices. .

DISCUSSLION \
Summary ¢of Findings /S

+ L]

Y

The findings of Coleman, thé, latest Farley and Rossell studies,
and tﬁé present §Ehdy all agreé ‘on one important fact. Desegregatibn

can cause accelerated white flight, particularly in larger school

districts with substantial minority enrollments {over 20 percent or .

.80) and in districts with -accessible white suburbs. * This conclusion
is robust, based on a concensus from four different studies employing *
different conceptual and analytic strategies. .

Rossell's latest study and the present study clarify certain
aspects of the white TILght effect. The effect tends to happen gnly
when significant numbers of students are mandatorily reassighed
(or "bused"), and especially when white students are reassigned to
formerly minority schools. This sigg&f}on develops mostly in court—

ordered cases, although there are several mandatory HEW-ordered plans
' —d
-y
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and.at‘least one case Of a communiny-initiaied mandatory plan.13
Therefore court-ordéred mandatory plans, rather than desegregation
per se, have been the primary causes of accelerated white flight in
desegregating school districts.- Voluntary busing plans such as that
adopted by Sam Diego do not appear to have any significant effect on
white flight. ) . )

Using demographic projection methods, the present study offers
further information about.white‘flight induced by court-ordered
desegregation. The effect is strongest in the first year of desegrega-
tion, with average white losses écqelgyating by{factors of 2 te & in
most cases. But the projections also show that many districts suffer
antic}pator& white losses, usually E;tween thehinitial legal activities
and the actual start of desegregation. ﬁore important, the method
aiso shows that in most districts the accelerated white losses last
for prolonged periods up to four or five years or more. Sometimes
these 10nger—termkeffects are boosted hi’gubsequeﬁt court actions taken
to broaden desegregation. ' . '

The longer—teqm‘gffects are stropger in 1argL céntra}-city échqol
districts that have amp}? two-way busing, available suburbs, and
higher minority concentrations. In some of these cases 5k=c0urt action
seems to have permanently altered the rate of white decline iﬁ the
bublic schools. i )

It is imporrant to stress that mot all whiEE?iosses are attributable
to the court actions. Many districts, especially those in the larger
urban areas, would have experienced substantial witite declines during
the 1970's without ‘the court orders. Most of these "natural" declines
ate due typ a demographic tramsition characterized by declining white
births combined with increasing central-city white outmigration rates.
None theless, the‘excra white ‘losses taused by court-ordered mandatory
deseggegation are very substantiél, in most cases amounting to over¢>

half of 'all white losses over periods of™ix to eight years.

13 Berkeley, California is the only city weeting our size and
percent minority criteria which has voluntarilly implemented a compre-
hensive two-way busing plan, although. Seattle, Washingtony~has proposed
to do g0 in the Fall of 1978. .
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whi:e_flfgh: eppears :o,bé:insignificen::in most Flo{ida districts
and in districts with 53511 concentrations of mindrity students. The *
latter cases are appareﬂ?ly exolained by the‘relaoively»minor dislocation
necessary for desegrégating relatively small"numbers of minority
students. In other county-wide dis:ric:s withou: suburbs .-~ whith migh:
be considered "metropolitan” -- court otdérse¢have induced white flight,
bu: the effect may not be long-:erm like, :ha: in central city distrigts. ~
1mcord1ng to the Louisvill -Jefferson Coun:y experfence, the reason
may have to do with cost d availability of pr1va:e schools, which

logically forms the primary avenue for white flight in metropolitan

3

pléhs. of course, should the supply of priva:e schools be increased,
as it might with tuition :ax .credits or “with property tax cuts such as
those occurring in Califormia; metropol1:an plans could” rival intra-

district plans in white fligh: ) , ’ s

The Future of School Desegregation

Hagéng provided further evidence that court-ordefed desegrega:ton
does cause white flight, and.that under certain conditions the,gffect

1s very substantial, it pust be conceded that the present s:udy’will

probably not end the debate.

:1on§,‘and while the ass

AlL’ﬁrojectﬁon studies must make assuimp-

1ons

dopted here sdem reasonable, they

can be challenged. Moreover, at. least one other recent study using
different methods has argued that long-term ef fedd® ara rare (Rossell,

1978). As a result, it is likely: :hat there will be continuing

_argument, not over the existence of court-induced white flight, bu:

- . *

over its full magnitude. .

1

Nonetheless, this argumént should not be gilowed to, obscufe the central

3

policy issue. Most of the school districts studied here are losing

whites at a rapid rate. "While part of rhe‘cause ma§ be deimographic, the. .
court action only 1ncrea§es the rate of loss and 1ncreases the risk

of resegrega:ion. For persong who sincerely. desire to 1ncrease the
total amount of_integra:ion,\:hié risk has to be dietdrbing. At .

precisely a time when policids are needed ,to halt or reverse the normal

white declines in uyrban areas, wehave 1n§:eEd cpurt actions which are

exagerbating the condition.

Al:hohgh the effects may be relatively

i -
0

-

»
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small in some cases, in other cas®s they are large.  In either case
they seem inappropriate during an era when most urban experts are
urgently seeking ways to attract whites back into cities. Clearly, other

remedies for school desegregation should be considered.

One alternacive, of course, is to abandon "induced" school desegre-

gation policies entirely, and let school desegregation take place

"naturally” by housing choices of white and minority families. Given
the failure to documeni definitive and meaningful educational and -
social benefits from induced school desegregation‘policies (Armor, 1572;
.St. John, 1975), wé may eventually discover that natural desegregation -
is the wisest policy. ’ )

However, given current. knowledge about housing segregation, which
appears to be increasing in many metropolitan areas, many educational
policy makers will not be content with the amount of desegregation

P arising'naturally from neighborhood school assignments. Accordinglf,

- for many policy makers there are only two meaningful alternatives:

- expanded voluntary plans, either on an intradiscrict ox metropolitan

‘ basis, or mandatory metropolitan plans. , . ==
- In evaluating che relative merits of .these two options, it is o
essential co gain some understanding of the reasons for white flight.

If we are to improve upon present policies, so that the participants~ -
do not undermine‘and ultimately defeat che goal of:desegregation, we _
must learn more about why whites oppose mandatory desegregation

e —————

and how strong these feelings are. Obviously, it is beyond the

-

scope of this paper to present an in~depth study of ‘this

issue. But it is possible to offer some helpful insights from
acticudinal studies of busing which complement the behavioral findings

A a -

A already presented. : -

Most national public opinion polls have shown that whites are
strongly opposed co busing for the purpose of degegregation (on the l
order of 75 to 85 percent), 4 gtance that has changed little in spite-
of the increasingly cémmonplace status of busing duringvthis decade
. “(i;?eidman, 1975). Similar results have been found in recent special -
‘ surveys in Log -Angeles, San Diego,’ an'd Wilmington, Delaware, all of-

-
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which are involved in court desegregation cases (Armor, 1977; Kaplan,
1977). Thus attitudinal opposition to busing is consistent, in the

aggregate, with the behavioral white flight phenomenon.

Yet these same surveys document Substantial white support for the

concept of integratedﬂf

whites to the prgspec
. A

chools, and there is little opposition among

of minority children coming jnto their ch{Edren's

present schools.

In the Los Angeles survey, 87 percent of white parents

. said they would not object if their child atrtended a school that was
one-third black and two-thirds white, and 74 percent would no: object
*f minority students were bused into “their child's present school

"in large numbers" (18 percent objeited). Again, the behavioral
evidence in white flight studies validates these attitudinal findings.

. Many school districts, including Los Angeles and San Diego, h%ve pro-

moted voluntary busing prdgrams that have brought large numbers of
minoriiy studen;s\into schools that were formerly nearly all white.
Yet little or no white flight has been observed és a result of these
voluntary programs. ' ; o

’ Contrar; to the suggestiohé of somé policy commentators, thése
results are not consistent with-the thesis that opposition to busing
and white fligﬁt are latent forms of prejudice and racism. Of course,
prejudice and racism do exist, and undoubtedly persons with such attri-
tudes are among the first to flee a desegregatiéﬁ program. But racism///

as an explanatory factor is not alone sufficient to account for the

fact that theluast?majoritz;of whites accept desegregated schools when
brought fbout by voluntary methods but reject them .when their children

are mandatarily bused or réassighed to schools outside their neighbor-
hoods. The conclusion that racism is not the explanation is also support-

“ed by special analyses of the-NORE 1974 survey, which fouﬁd that whites
with low racial prejudice scores were nearly as opposed to buSLng as —

persons with high EreJudlce (82 perceqt and 88 pefcent, respectively,

1975). ) i |

i

Weidman,

;.rhai: does?

survey offers two further clues which support.g different explanation.

1f racism does not explain white flighgf The Los Angeles

First, when asked about their reasons for opp051ng busing, the majority
of whites mentioned. a belief in the neighborhood school or related

. A Y

}
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issues such as distance,\loss of choice,

lost time, and lost friends.

Second, when asked about the ‘benefits and \harms of desegregation a

3 large majority of white parents believe

' minority educatioft nor race relations,

d it would improve neither

while it would increase diSC1pl1ne

problems and ?ac:Lal tensmns

A ma;ority~of ‘black parents believed the

opposite, while Mexican-Amerlcan parents were 1n between.

Thus most

white parents bel1e¥e they are being forced to glve up something they
value ‘== the nelghborhood school -- in returnm for a pelicy that benefits
no one and may ewven be harmful. Given the strength of thesF feelings,

" and their per31stence over Elme it is quite possible that we have,
underestimated the depth of belief in and commitment to the nejighborhood
school. ' : »

Co. This substantial public. opp031t10n Lo mandatory bu31ng makes 1t
‘ unlikely that Eegislative bodies, whether state or federal will enaet -

mandatory metropolitan desegregatlon. Realistically, tee only hope

for mandatory metropeclitan plans rests upon further court action.
Before federal courts can order metropolitan remedies, however, they

must show that suburban school*districts have had a direct and substan-

tial effect on‘the central-city's school“segregation. At present, this
b

w
1

‘has been found for Wilmington, DelaJ%re and may yet be fQund for

Indianapolis,. both for quite special reasons. As was true for Detroit,

however, it will be dlfficult to show such connections in most cities.
The NAACP and the ACLU .are pursuing metropolitan remedies in Cincinnati,

and Atlanta on the grounds of government-caused housing segregation,

‘but it is an open question whether federal courts will agree with this
- a{legation. _ ‘ ’ "
) An important exception mdy be Californ&a, whose school desegregation
cases are being hendled in state courts under the State Suprkme Court

edict that all school segregation is unconstitutional regardless of its
lawllmlngton s metropolitan remedy was imposed because of a state

"law which specifically prevented the largely black Wilmington School
. District from annexing subughan districts. Indianapolfs may get a
metropollgan remedy because of state actions that created a metropolitan
local government but which kept the school district intact. The Louis-
ville-Jefferson County merger‘was first ordered by an Appellate Court
but was actually implemented by the State Board of Educatlon after the

—~  Supreme Court disapproved' the appellate order.

-

"

-

-




causes. There 1s nothing in the logic of the state court's holdings - s,

Ve

- that would pl“eclude a judge from ordering 'y u;etropol_itan remedy.
" - Glvén the strong majority opposition to busing, however, and the ~ . .
‘ inevitablé legal and political battles that will ensue, it is un\clear//
whether any court will try. to do so.h For example, 1f any school 5 .

|
L1Y

distzrict needa # metropolitan remedy it is Los Angeles, where the

% .

Anglo’ enroll'.ment 1g already down to 35 percent. The prgjected Anglo-
losses under busing are likely to turn Loa Angeles into a minority-
isolated district by 1980 or so, where few minority children will LA
attend desegregated schools (Armor, 1977)°. Yet, the court is allowing

" am intradistrict plan to sjt and has ‘given no indication it will

y expand it into a metropoli plan.

Even 1f the coutts were to order metropolitan mandatory deaegre-
gation there 18 no ‘guarantee of suceess., The experience of Jefferson
C0u.nty, lbentuckSL,_ shows that w’nite flight can-occur 1in a metropolitan .
plan, albeit via transfere to private schopls.f "The current dissatis- . T,
factions with public education coupled with growing pressure for
'.‘ California-style property tax cuts could lead to an upturn in private - e
'school reaources. Property tax cuts can accelerate the trend with a

twoqpronged affect:, they make it harder for public schools to delkiver

.

aervicea vhile at the Same time increasing a fanily 8 ability to pay o
for private schooling. Tuition tax credits now being considered hy .
Congresg will have a sipilar affect. In this context, a court or,dﬁ‘ of -
metropolitan bu*aing could deliver a devastating blow to public eduoat:l:on.

L ~ If the courts.fail fo order metropolitan desegregation, 't'hen ,  ’
voluntary plans will be.the only remaining ‘alternative, possjibly vn.a -

metro‘po],itan'basis if state C:r federal funds become avallable. glthough‘
. ,voluntary plana are widely believed to be ineffective, we Have shown

T that San Diego 8 voluntary plan has maintained a 6ubstantial degree df .. ‘ A
desegregation, Surpassing the amount of desegregation offered by the

v celebrated mandatory .plana in Pasadena Penver and Boston. m.{l.though
we cammot genera«lize f’rom the success of a aingle city, thé fact - 8 o v]
remaina that in recent times ‘the voluntapy approach has no; led to the TN

o |

in‘tense controversy observed in mandatory busing cases. ‘Perhaps we~
have not given voluntary methods. a fair trial.. If other sghool districts '

. /
*  can duplicate San ”D:l.ego s experience voluntary «plans would proVide

]

R deaegregatio:‘l for a large fractioh of minority atudenta pelihaps for those
cr-nY . who could benefit most. c - T ) '
ERIC  ° é ‘[ .o

s - -
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"Most important, a voigntary prograuyélfﬁinates the inevitdble
socialjco§ts of programs which are forced upon an unwilling and
protdstidg public, Aside frOm.the direct costs in the form of white
flight, it is quite possible that mandatOry~busing has' already added

to’ nhe e:osion of confidence, in” public education., Indeed, reqent

Gallup. polls show that integration/busing is named as -the’ number two
problem facihg public education (AIPO, 1978). Given this Elimate of
opinion, voluntary dasegreggtion programs not only offer\mOre enroll-
ment stability; they hay alsc\help to stop this unfortunate decline .

in support for the public schodls, . ; -
: . ‘ .

e
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. APPENDIX

-
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The tables in the following pages present raw data and calcu-
Lgtioné for the demographic prejections of the school-age populatioﬁ

in each school district”inhthe stu&y. All birth data, except

t s | I “"
otherwise noted, are live births by place of residence from Viltal “{f

R
Statisties of the United States, National Center fgﬁ.ﬂealth Statistics.
School data are fall

. racial and ethnié censu

. vieuws,

actions are taken from

rollments from the Office of Civil Rights, HEW,

reports, unless otherwise noted. The couxnt

.

‘decisions and school district inter-

-

.

. The last table in the apperdix is a

dapted from the Ross
© (Rossell, 1977). : )

ell Study
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' WHEITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR BOSTON, MASSACHUSERTS 1968-1977
- White Retentioen Net Net Projected Projected Actual  Actual Perggnt-
Year Bircths Rate (R) Net |Year Loss Gain Loss K=12 Loss Rate 5—12c K-12 Loss Rate White Minoricy
L] _’— -
0 15076 64370 9704 | 1966 . 66425:
51 (15018) 64370 9666 11967 118413 65378 65378  -1.6% ©70.5% 25466
9%2 Q4960) L64370 ¢ 9630 [1968 9704 7548 2156 .116257 -1.8% 64201 64500 -1.3% 68.5% 29674
1953 (14902) 64370 « 9592 |1969 9666 7588 2078 114179 -1.8% 63046 62657 -2.9% 66.0%7 32230
1954 (14844)% 64370 9555 [1970 " 9630, 6552 3078 111101 -2.7% 61343 . 62014 -1.0% 64.0% 34680
1955 14787 .64370 9518 {1971 9597 6039, 3553 107548 -3,2% 59380 59390 . -4.2% 61.53 37192
1956 (14411)2 64370 9276 |1972 9556 5846 3709 103839 -3.4% 57361 57405 =33 59.5% 38722
. 1957 (14164)2 64370 9117 [1973 9518 5630 3888 99951 -3.7% 55239 53593 - -6.6% 57.2% 40054
. 1958 (1:*.85?)‘1l 64370 8920 (1974 9276 5202 4074 95877 -4.1% 52974 45626  -14.9% 52.4% - 40889
1959 (13550)% 64370 © 8722 (1975 9117 5437 3680 92197 -3.8% 50961 3652 T2} . 0% 47.4% 40217
1960 ~13244. 64370 8525 1976 8920 4475 4445 87752  -4.8% 48515 32393 ¢ -11.3% ‘44143 40613 .
1961 ‘13158 L64370 8470 |1977 8722 3726 4996 82756 -5.7% 45750 29211 -9.8% 41.6% 40981
1962 11990 -+ .64370 7718 ‘ ) . .
1963 11726  .64370 7548 .
1964 11788  .64370 7588 | s o
1965 10178  ~.64370 6552 , , T, -
< 1966 9382° .64370 6039 : ¥ ‘ 3
1967 . 9082 .64370 5846 “'H_”ESLU- S. CENSUS 16 Year 11 Year
1968 8746 64370 5630 | _ .
1969 ' 8082  .64370 5202 - <5 10-14 ggroncion Retention |
1970 \gz.z.s L6437 T 5437 1950 66496 46179  |Rg) 2,67 64370 ‘ g ,
1911 6952 L64370 4475 1960 56346 44796  |R %,67 64370 > )
1972 5788 ", .64370 3726 1970 35212 38179 |(R,. .67 64370 ) :
31nterpolated. " COURT ACTIONS (dorgan v. Kerrigan) -
District white figures included American Indian and Asian
based on 1968-70 enrollments for these groups; 1625 ig;i i"}i*“ br°:3‘“ ‘ of desT e
and 1650, respectively, have been subtracted. . v l(-g;a:: ‘;; and start g gatlo
, _
) ) . . - 1975  Final plan (Phase LI),
+ . ; " *
LS } -
} " ‘ * -
N . * { ¢ o
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L3 + M ) + M .
_ ANGLO ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR DENVER, 1968-1977 - ‘ '
) e
_— o AW '
White Anglo Retention Cohort . Net Net Projected’ Projected Acclal Actual Percent
Year 8irths Fraction Rate (R) Net | Year loss Gawin loss K-12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12 Loss Rate  Anglo Hin.
1950 9745 . .810- .695 5486 | 1966 . - . 64955 68.0% 31003 .
1951 (9845) . .817 © 689 5542 | 1967 ° 70564 . 64226 64226  -1.1% 66.6% 32194 .
1952 (9845)  .814 . .683 5494 | 1968 5486 4496 990 69574 -1.4% . 63327, 63398 -1.4% 65.6% 33179
1953 10045 811 677 5515 | 1969 S5542- 4127 1415 6815%8° _ -2.0% 62060 , 61912 -2.3% 64.1% 34722
1954 10145  ".808 671 5500 | 1970 5515 3505 2010 66149. -2.9% 60261 59716 -3.5% 62.1% 36372
L1955 10245 .805 T 6650 5484 ] 197p 5500 3248 2252 63897 -3.4% 58212 57177 -4.3% £0.3% 37661
1956 10345 .802 .659 S468 | 1972 5468 3223 2245 61652 ~3.5% 56174 53420 —6.6% 58.3% 38196
. 1957 10445 799 653 = 5450 {1973 5450 3245 2205 59447  +-3.5% - 54512 49892 -6.6% 57.0% 37728
1958 10545 . ,796 - .647 5431 | 1974 5431 3421 2010 57437 -3.47-0 52311 42838 -13.2% 53.8% 36832
1959 10645 = 783 641 5343 | 1975 5343 3324, 2019 55418  -3,5% 50480 39519, -8.6% 50.4% 38803
1960 10730 790 .636 5391 {1976 5391 3015 2376 53042 -4.3% 48309 36460 . -7.7% 48.8% 38218
1961 11074 78 e .630 5428 | 1977 5428 2668 2760 50282 -5.2% 45797 33562 -7.9%2° 47.0% 37904
1962 10328  ¢.766 . 624 4937 |~ i - '
1963 9632 .154 .619 4496 . . ) )
1964 9074 .742 .613 4127 . _ » " w
. 1965 7910 .730 607  3s0s |~ VMITES, U.S. CENSUS - ANGLOS e
~7528 718 . 3248 g
ey 7673 41060 .gg; 3263 ] -| % Anglo ' 10 Year L1 Year
1968 7926 694 1590 3245 A3 10-14 <5 10-14 Retention Retention
1969 8590 .682 .586 3421 1950 51343 28412 | . .81 41588 23014 | R .718 .695
1970 8584 .670 .578 3324 1960 48194 = 37805 .79 38073 . 29866 .3650 -66Y .636
1971 8012,  .658 .572 3015 [ 1970 35852 37682 .67 24021 25247 ]R80 608 -578,
1972 7298 . 646 .566 2668 . ] 70
s \ .
' S/

~ o

aInterpolated. COURT ACTIONS (Xeyes“v. School District)

bPotenl‘.ial effect of -1970-71 court actions

e 1469 Suit brought; Park Hills area desegregated.
From Denver Public School Ethnic Distribut

n Reports. 1970 First order of general desegregation.

' 1973  Supreme Court affirmed.
1974 Start of desegregation; part-time elementary Plan.
1976 Full time £lementary plan. . -

* . -
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ANGLO ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR PASADEWA, CALIFORNIA 1968-1977 =

wWhite Anglo Retention Cohort Net Net Projected Projected Actual. Actual Percent

Year Births Fraction Rate (R) Net Year Loss Gain Loss K-12 Loss 'Rate { K-12 K-12% Loss Rate Anglo Minority
1950 1721 .97 .959 1601 | i .
1951 (1706),  .968 927 1531 {1966 < 20958 65.6 11019
1952 (1690) .966 .895 1461 |1967 15757 20049 20049 =4.3% " 63.1 11731
1953 1674 . .964 -863 1393 {1968 1601 906 695 15062 =-4.4% 19167 19008 =-5.2% 60.4 2476
1954 1659 962 .83 1326 (1969 1531 819 712 14350 =4, 7% 18266 1785%—  -6.0% 58.3 . 12763
1955 1644 .96 . 799 1261 1970 "1461 721 740 13610 -5.1% 17334 15647 =12.4% 53.7 13476
1956 1638 .958 7767 1204 [1971 1393 657 736 1287 =5.4% 16398 - 13848 =1k,5% 50.3 13699
1957 1622 -956 .735 1140 1972 1326 633 693 12181 =5.4% 15513 12271 =11.4% 46.8 13954
1958 1607 .954 .703 1078 1973 1261 655 606 11575 -5.0% 14737 11188 -9.1% 44.0 14226
1939 1582 -952 671 1011 |1974 1204 667 537 11038 ~4.6% 14059 10970 =1.9% 42.2 15084
1960 1566 . .95 .638 949 1975 1078 69}C JSSC 10653 -3.52C 13567 10664 -2.8% 40.9 15419
1961 1516 .93 - 638 900 1976 1011 521, 490 10163 -A.GZC 12943 9839 =71.7% 38.3 15879
1962 1554 91 .638 902 1977 949 448 501 9662 ~4.9% 12309 8962 -8.9% 3.3 1577{
1963 1596 .89 .638 906 ’

1964 1476 .87 638 819 - »
1965 1330 .85 .638 721 a
1966 1240 .83 .638 657 WHITES, U.S. CENSUS ANGLO .
1967 1224 .81 .638 633 o ——

1968 1300 79 638 655 . Percinb~,~?’\ 10 Year 11 Year

1969 1358 27 618 667 <5 "+ 10-14] Anglo 10-14 :L_Retention Retention <

1970 1448 .75 638 693 1950 6421 4250 97 6228  4f22 [ Ry .963 1959

1971 1118 .73 638 521 1960 6854 6315 .95 6511 999 Reo .665 .638

1972 989 ¢ 71 .638 448 1970 5549 5769 L350 416 4327 R70 665 .638 .
:From “Racial and Ethnic Distribution of Enrollments,” Pasadena schools. COURT ACTIONS (Spangler v, Pasadena)

Lnterpolated. ’ .

Potential effect of start of desegregation (1970) on birfh rates. ig?g g:ﬁ:rb;::S::ért of general

) desegregation. k
— . = °
AEA
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WHITE ENROLLMERT PROJECTIONS FOR PONTIAC, MICHIGAN 1¥68-1977 - /
White Retention et Ret Projected Projected Actuwal Actual Perceﬁ@
Year Births Rate (R) Net Year Losé Gain \Loss K-12 Loss Rate K-12 K-128 Loss Rate White = Minority
- * . : F - * [
1950 1913 b «832 1596, [ 1966 16071 68.6% 7363
1951 51933;b .813 1576 | 1967 19409 16074 16074 * 0.0% 67.62 7695
' 1952 1968 . 794 1563 [1968 159 1188 408 19001 -2.1% 15736 15845 -1.4% 66.3% 8043
1953 . 1998 L7175 1548 1969 1576 1167 .409 18592 =2.2% 15390 15915 +.4% 64. 8% 8603
1954 2127 « 156 1608 [1970 1563 1193 370 18222 £2.0% 15082 14977 o -5.9% 62.2% 9100
1955 2162 = .737 1593 |1971 1548 1130 418 17804 =2.3% 14736 12277  -18.0%  56.8% " 9358
1956 2350 .718 1687 |1972 1608 1130 478 17326 =2.7% 14338 11953 -2.6% 56.4% 9212
1957 2259 .699 1579 [1973 1593 1136 457 168489 -2.6% 13965 11422 -4.4% 53.6% 9754
1958 2189 - 680 1489 | 1974 1687 1221 466 16403 -2.8% 13574 10899 -4.6% 52.1% 9900
1959 2009 . 661 1328 (1975 1579 1278 301 16102 -1.8% 13330 10652 -2.3% 51.5% " 10206
1960 2098 644 1351 | 1976 1489 1145 344 15758 -2.1%°¢ 13050 10358 -2.8% 50.4% 10416
1961 2048 644 1319 11977 1328 985° 33 15415 -2.2%°¢ 13343 9699 -6.4% 48,82 IOﬁgB
1962 1820 044 1172
1963 1844 644 1188 : . . )
1964 1812 644 1167
1965 1852 644 1193
1966 1754 644 1130
1967 1755 644 1130 WHITES, U.S, CENSUS 10 Year 11 Year '
iggg, ;;gg :222 i;g? <3 10-14 Retention Retention - :
1970 198&c 644 1278 1950 6704 4668 kso .B46 A .832 ’ - -
1971 1?78c 644 1145 1960 8015 5672 R60 670 644
1972 1530 644 985 1970 6864 5371 R70 670 - 644

aSuppliecl by Pontiac School District.

Includes less than 1%

minorities other than black and Hispanic for consisténcy
with early data; 1975-77 excludes County Special Education
Centers which were excluded in €arlier years.

bInterpolated.

“Possible effect of desegregation.

o

1969
1970
1971

COURT ACTIONS (Davis v. School Districe—
. ¥

Suit krought. ) .
First order. ¥ )
Affirmed; start of general desegregation.

£
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. WHITE ENROLLMENT

PROJECTIONS. FOR SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 1968-1977
: - N 4

L4

Start of elementary desegregation.

¥

~

* White Retention Net Net Projected Projected Actual Actual Percent
Year Births Rate (R) et Year Loss - Gain Loss ¥-12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12 Loss Rate White Minority
1950 3427, .888 gé43 1966 25808 . ..
1951 (3491)3 .872 44 | 1967 37109 “- 24606 24606 =4.7% 77.7% 7062
1952 (3553)3 . 855 3638 | 1968 3043 2273 770 < 36339 =-2.1% 24089 24222 -1.6% 76. 4% 7418
1953 3614 .838 03029 |-1969 3044 2140 994 . 15435 -2.5% 23487 23604 A =2.6% 74.5% 8067
1954 3674 .822 3020 | 1970 3038 1964 1074 3436) =3.0% 22784 22501 -4.7% 71.8% 8845
1955 3743 .806 3017 {1971 30290 1710 1319 33042 -l.8% 21917 - 21547 -4.2% 69.6% 9407 -
1956 3726 + .789 2940 11972 3020 1560 1460 31582 @ =4.4% 20952 20631 -4.2% 67.6% 9866
1957 3710 772 2864 ) 1973 3017 1582 1435 30147 -4.5% 20010 19220 -6.8% 64:9% 10408
1958 3702 « 756 2799 1 1974 2940 1463 1477 _ 28670 | -4.9% 19029 17946 -6.6% 62.4% 10821 -
1959 3676 . 740 2720 § 1975 2864 1680 1184 - 27486 -4, 1% 18248 17327 ' -3.4% 60.1% 11512
19607 3658 723 2645 4 1976 2799 ., 1560 1239 26247  -4.5% - 17609 - 16656 -3.9% 58.9% 11633
1961 3570 723 2581 § 1977 2720 1490 1230 25017 -4, 7% 16746 15826 =5.0% 56.3% 12206
1962 3276 .723 2369 ' L.
. 1963 3144 .723 2213 .

1964 2960 .723 2140
1965 2717 723 1964 ot
1966 2365 .723 1710 .
1967 2158 723 . 1560 WHITES, U. S. CENSUS 10 Year 0 Yearr .
igzg 2322 :;gg izgg <5 10-14 Retention  Retention
197¢ 2324 723, 1680 1950 14816 8527 RSO .898 . 888 :
1971 2157 .723 1560 1960 17134 13303 RGO . 745 .723 )
1972  2061(est).723 1490 1970 10740 12764 R?O . 745 . 723 .
a ¥ . - 3

. Interpolated. COURT ACTIONS (School Committee v. School Board--state)

1967-69  Secondary school desegregation mandated by
- - . * State Board.
. 1970 State Board voted to.withhold funds.
— - 1971 Suit brought.
1972 Pirst order (Sept. 1973 gtart ordered).
\ 1974
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) WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR INDIANAPOLIS, 1968-1976
L Actual Actual Projected - ’Projected ) _ . “Pércent R
Year _K-;12 Loss Rate Loss Rate® K~12 Minority White
1967, 73449 . L ' , 35700. 6773
1968 72010 . -2.0% ) . h . 36577 66.3% .
. 1969 70204 = ~2.5% . : . 37988. 64.9% 7 i
1970 67772 . ‘*~3.5% . : 67772 - 38044 64,12 N
- 1971 63354 . . =6.6% -2.7% 66150~ - 38992 - 61.9% :
- 1972 59079 . ~6.7% -2.8% 64266 - 38522 -+ 60.5%
. 1973 53292 . -9.87 X ~2.92 62382 - 38422 58.1%
1974 50041 . -6.1% .~3.0% 60498 37550 ‘5748 0 .-
1975 47390 ~5.3% - -3.12 58615 37_235. . 56.02 . '
1976 45210 ~4.6% ,.=3.2% 56731 36815 .  55.1% 7 -
e R T 0 N i— ] " ; - \’ ’ wi
' Based on linear regression of 1967 to COURT ACTIONS (U.S. v. Board of ‘School Comm.)
’ 1970 actual enroliment; - . . ‘ . T
slope = ~1884, constant = 75568 1968  Suit brpughg. : )
, S 1971  First order. o
: 1973 Start of "interin" plan (partial desegregation).
1973 Meﬁ:ro order not yet decided. =
2 - K .
4 . - :
-~ | -
! . . I
tvy
»
3 \"'
a *
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- A WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 1968-19772 7
e mm o ——— .} Sa & o - i '
white “Anglo ) ﬂetentioﬁ Cohort * Net~. !let Projected Projected Agtugl Actunal Percent
Year Births Fraction Rate (R) . Net Ygar Loss Gain ' Loss K-12 Loss Rave _ K-12 K=-12 Loss Rate White Minority
: ' z p -880 5 750" 6468 | 1966 . 39877 41.9% 55294
1951 (12621),  .872 5627 *6185 | 1967 62096 39559 39559 - .83 40.8% 57400
1952 {12460} .864 549 5610 | 1968 6468 3134 3334 58762 =5.4% 37383 38159+ ~3.5%  39.9% 57478
1953 12298 .856 536 5642 | 1969 6185 2936 3249 55513 -5.5% 35327 34700 -9.1% 37.1%  588%
1954 11842 .848 523 2777 5252 |71970 <5910 2593 3317 52196 <6.0% 33208% _ 32133 -7.4% _ 35.1% 59414
1955 11132 © 840, ., .510 4769 | 1971 5642 2250 3392 48804 =6.5% 31049 26484 -17.6% 31.7% 57061
1956 10902 .832 .496 . 4499¢) 1972 5252 2188' 3064 45740 =6.3% 29093 24094 -9.0% - 29.4% 57860
1957, 11366 .82 487 4524 71973 4769 2029 2740 T 43000 -6.0% 27347 20988 -12.97 26.9% 57035
1958 ° 11082 , 816 470 4250 | 1974 4499 1953 2546 40454 -5.9% 25734 " 18654 “B_11.1% 25.3% 55079
1959 10498 .808  .457 \ 3876 | 1975 4524 1787 2737 37707 -6.8%, 23984 17405 -6.7%° 24.4% 53928
- 1960 10476 .800 Y 3721 | 1976 4250 1519 2463 35254° -6.5%y 22425° 14958 -14.1%  22.9% 50297
1961 10418 °  .782 YA 3617 7| 1977 3876 . 1173 2703 32551 .-7.7% 20698 13730 -8.2%  21.9% 4893
1962 *-9974  .764 L4h4 1383 SR Y : '
1963 , 9462 o 746 WYY 3134 RN
1964 © 9082 - .728 ° .A44 2936 . -
1965 © 8224 .710 AT 2593 ' ’ . '
1966 7322 .692 Lh44 2250 WHITES, U.S. gENSUS _ANGLO :
1967 V30— btk _2188 - s - . -
‘ Parce d —_ _ f._——+« 10 Year 11 Year
ges exs e | 5 owl mpte 5 10| ttention mpentle
1970 6492, 620 L4h4 1787 1950 $2970 29715 B8 46614 26149 | R, . 605 .575
T1971 5684 .602 AAL 1519 1960 40937 35243 . .80 32750, 28194 R60 \.a?&c A4
_1972 4522 .584 4G 1173 1970 25304 25229 .62 15688° 15642 | Koo . .478 444
> } ] .

9¢

L

3supplied by San Francisco Schoolss exéludes "other non-white."

COURT ACTIONS (Johnson v. San Francisco)

Interpolatéd. . . .
®Possible effects of desegregation. . 1969  School Board plan adopted (partiall.
. 1970 Start of school board plan. .,
T - \ ‘ 1971 First court order and start of general
e ’ ) desegregation: .
- * . "\ -
i e 0 -’ Y,
. gy
" i
& y ‘ * :
Y ’ .
5 ' “ s . -
¥ - L L
- | 3 - .




TH ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR DETROIT, MICHIGAN, 1968-1977

3

 ten e tena White Retention et MNel . Projected Projected Actual  Actual Percet;t'

rad o mekw i AeE g

Year Births Rate (KFp """ N‘ét"‘*“‘f&‘aﬁ""ﬁos:s--*-{;i-n....l.oss.. K-12  Loss-:Rate #-12 K-12b  Loss Rate” White Minority

-

.

1949 363847 613 22303 ‘ ce,
1950 35984 .612 22022 1966 . 243014 126 354 126354 oo - 42.5%2 170681
1951 35553 .611 2¥7231 1967 22303 11789 10514 .232500 -4.3% 120921 | 120544 T=4.,6% 40.9% 174321
1952 351232 .610 21425| 1968 22022 11636 10386 222114 -4.5% 115479 115295 ~4.3% - 39.1%2 180005
1953 24692 .609 21127] 1969 21723 11155 10568 211546 -4.8% 109936 108264 -6.1% =~ 36.8% 185595
1954 13882 .608 | 20600] 1970. 21425 10614 10811 200735 25,12 104330 100717 ~7.0% . 34.8% 189046
1955 32131 .607 19504 | 1971 21127 10423 10704 189924 -5.3% 98800 ° 96269 -9.6% 33.3% 193188
1956 31574 .606 191341 1972 20600 9380 11220 1?8?0& =5.9% 92971 86555 -3. 0% 30.32‘. 194521
_ 1957 29418 .605 17798) 1973 195046 8482 11022 167682 -6.6% 86835 14965 ’-13.4—z 28.2% 190613
1958 27164 .604 16407 | 1974 19134 8267 10867 156815 -6.5% 81191 67833 =~ =9.5% . 26.4% 189563
1959 24260 ~ .603 . 14629171975 17798 8359 9439 147376 ‘=6,0% 76 319 56855 -16.2% 22.8%° -19275’&
1960 22496 .602 ‘13543 1976 16407 7108 9299 138077 -6.3% T sl 44614 =21.5% ~18.7% 194600
' 1961 21296 .601 127991 1977 14629 5832 8797 129280 -6.8% 66648 36227 =18.8% 15.8% 192544
1962 19648 . .600 11789 - ‘ ) ' .
1963 19426 .599. 11636 -
1964 18654 598 11155 . N ) , *
1965 17808 596 10614] , . . ' »
9667518 595 10423 yyites, u. S. GENSUS ' - d s
1967 15792 - .594 9380 ~— - WY o O . o
. ear T1 Year 5
1968 14304 -393 8ag2 <5 10-14 Retenition Retention
1969 13964 .592 B26L{ . . .
1970 14144 591 8359 1950 150825 96185 RSO 640 .612
1971 12048 .590 - 108 1960 103729 96022 R60 .630 . 602
1972 9931 % 589 58321 .. 1970 59535, 65310 R70 .620 .591
* #Interpolated or extrapolated. . " - COURT ACTIONS (Milliken v. Bradiey)
b . . i . - . - ' .
Supplied by Detroit Public School Districe
* ineludes pre-K students for consistency ig?i~?0 ??ard ordered plan (not implemented)..
vith 1966-67 data. . rst court order.
y 1972 Metro order (vacated, 1973).
' . 1975-76  Start of general desegregation (January, 1976)
% . s ' .
[ , -
- ‘ ' '
© % . oy
i A
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WHITE ENROLLMENT PROngﬁONs FOR PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY, MARYLAND 1968-1977 P . .
Net 7 S .- . .
- White Retention ! Gain/ Net Projected Projected Actual Actual Percent
Year Births Rate (R) Net | Year ~Loss' ¢ Gain Loss K~12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12 Loss Rate White Minority
, 1950 4493, 1.32 5931 | 1966 . 108306 T88.71% 14581 -
1951 (5046)7 1.32 6661 | 1967 T 122996 . 118476 118476 +8.8% 86.8% 17984
1952+ (5599)% 1.3 7335 | 1968 5931 13330 +7399 130395 +6.0% 125585 124663 +5.2% 84.8%7 22313
1953 6152 1.3 8059 | 1969 6661 14289 +7628 138023 " +5.8% 132868 127438 +2.2% B2.1%2 26743
1954 6186 1.30 8042 1 1970 7335 14115 +6780 144803 +4.9% 139379  12729% 0.0% 79.5% 33101
1955 6661 1.30 8639 § 1971 8059 18791 45732 150535 . +4.0% 144954 123592 -3.3% 75.9% 39236
1956 7322 1.29 9445 | 1972 8042 13718 45676 156211 +3.8% 150462 119033 =3.7% 73.5% 42396
1957 7602 1.29 9807 | 1973 8659 12852 +4193 160404 +2.7% ‘154525 107809 =9.4% 69.9% 46495
1958 - 8528 1.28 10916 | 1974 9445 12688 +3243 163647 +2.0% 157616 101497 25.9% 67.1% 49713
1359 8886 1.28 11374 | 1975 10916 11400 , +484 164131 0. 3% 158088 94872 , -6.5% 64.0% 53464
1960 9604 1.27 12197 |- 1976 11374 10113 -1261 162870 -0.8% 156824 87047 -8.2% 60.2% 57485
1961 9974 1.24 12368 1977 12197 8225 -3972 158898  -2.4% 153060 - 78476  -9.8% 56.3% 60826
+ 1962 10002 1.22 12202 ' '
1963 11202 1.19 1333 - > _ : .
1964 12318 "1.16 14289 . ‘ ' .
1963 12382 1.14 14115 n
1966 12424 1.11 1379 o o
1967, 12702 1.08 13718 WHITES, U. S. CENSUS C T .
- *
iggg - igzﬁg* }?\i gfa-fsuzl ) <5 10-14 Retention t
19787 11400 +  1.00 11400 1950 "23861 11054} Ro, 1,32
1971 110426 .97 10113 1960 43672 31498 Reo 1,277
1972 3”7§p—/' - .94 8225 \ 1970 56722 35675 Rog 1.00
?Interpolated. .. o COURT ACTIONS (Vaughn's v. Board of Ed.) .
bAssunes ne net growth in 1970s. 1971  Suit brought:.g
Yo 1972 First order. .
N 1973  Start of general desegregation.




LMENT PROJECTIONS FOR DALLASI_A€;ES 1968~1976

ANGLO ENROL
.~ , 1
White Anglo Retention Cohort - Net Net Projected Projected Actual _Actual Percent
Year Births Fraction Rate (R) Net | Year Loss Gain Loss K-~12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12% Loss Rate Anglo Min.
1950 9764 y 940 1.270 11656 | 1966 .
1951 (10653), .938 1.229 12281 | 1967 152097
1952 (11543)° .936 1.188 12835 | 1968 11656 9160 2496 149601  -1.6% 97888 ‘61.4% 61431
1953 12432 .93 1.147 * 13318 | 1969 12281 8555 3726 145875  ~2.5% 95441 59.6% 65772
1954 12792 .932 1,106 13186 | 1970 12835 7821 5014 140861  -3.4% 92196 p38:2% 68341
1955 12708  -930 1.065 12587 | 197; 13318 7618 5700 135k61-  ~-4.0% 88508 . 55.0% 70824
1956 13144 .928 1.024 12490 | 1972 13186 7689 5497 129664  -4.1% 84879 78434 -9.3% 51.9%2 72655
1957 12990  .926 983 11824 | 1973 12587 8237 4350 125314  -3.4% 81993 69603 -11,3% 48.2% 74758
1958 13106 924 942 11408 | 1974 12490 8622 3868 121446  =3.1% ~ 79451 63503 -8.8%7  -45.4% 76519
1959 12948 922 .90L 10756 | 1075 11824 8733 3091 118355 . -2.5% 77465 57426 -9.6% 42.5% 77691
1960 13166  .920 860 10417 | 1540 11408 7875 3533 114822  =3.0% 75141 50008 -12.9%
196) 12550  -909 .860 9811 | |97y X
1964 11356 76 860 8555 PERCENT ~ . -
1965 10514  .865 .860 7821 WHITES, V.S, CENSUS ANGLO ANGLOS | e
1966 10372 .854 .860 7618
‘1967 10606 <843 . .860 7689 : . 10 Year 11 Year
1968 11512 .832 . 860 8237 <5 10-14 { <5 "10-147 <5 10-14 Retention Reteation
1969 12212 .821 -860 8622 1950 40268  20835| .94 .99 |3/852 20630 | R 1.243 1.270
1970 12536 -810- -860 8733 1960 59295 48488 | .92 ..97 [s4551 47033 [ 0 .87 . 860 :
1971 1468 239 .860 7875 1920 50636 55970 | .81 .85 [41015 47574 Rgo 872 .860
1972 . | ' ‘ 70
?
a?igures supplied by schodél district; excludes kindergarten, COURT ACTIONS (Estes v. Tasby)
which was started after desegregation. &
bI ) 1 ) i {? 1970 Suit brought. (Dctober) .
nterpolated. 1971 Order and start of partial desegregation
, (stayed white reassignment in August).
. 1976  Start of general desegregation in grades
. =8, - . .
N L [ ] ‘-
3 e h
g ;’;fﬁ. - Lt ] /
. e ”‘rf.




ANGLO ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR

FORT'““O'R& TEXA%, 1968-1976 - °

!

White Anglo Retentlon Cohort . Net Net Projected Projected Actual Actual Percent
Year Births Fraction Rate (R) Net | Year Loss Gain loss K-12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12 Loss Rate Anglo HMin.
1950  §693 a’ .940 1.051 6523 1966 . -
1951 (7019) .938 —1.022 6729 1967 77246 57579 57579 67.3% 28016
1952 (M%)a < .936 .993 6911 1968 5©323 4046 2477 74769 ~3.2% 33736 58011 +.8% 67.0%° 28510
1953 7852 >.934 .964 7G70 196% 6729 4068 2661 72108 -3.6% 53730 57429 -~1.0% 65.2% 30600
1954 7486 .932 “.935 6523 1970 6911 3584 3327 68781 -4.6% 51258 56139 ~2.2% 63.7%2 31936
1935 7418 .930 . 906 6250 1971 7070 3397 3673 65108 =5.3% 48541 31436 -8.4% 6L.3% 32476
1936 7692 .928. ©.B76 6253 1972 6323 - 3424 3099 62009 ~4,8% 46211 48839 ~5.0% 59.4% 33429
1937 Bgl128 .926 .B47 6375 1973 6250 3839 2411 59598 ~3.9% 44409 44455 ~9.0% 57.6% 32678
1958 7326 924 .818 5537 1974 6253 3886 2367 57231 ~4.0% 42633 41339 ~7.0%  CSA.5Z 34495
1959 7298 .922 .789 3309 1975 6375 3983 2392 54839 =4.2%, 40842 - 39525 ~4. 4% 53.0% 35083
1960 7088 .920 . 760 4956 1976 5537 3242 2295 52544 -4.2% 9127 p
1961 6606 . 909 . 760 4564 1977
1962 6222 .898 . 760 4246 L
1963 ~ 6002 .887 . 760 4046 S
- PERCENRT ™
iggg gtls;g :g;g :;gg '533?. WHITES, U.S. CENSUS ANGLO ANGLOS . . P\
. 1966 5234 854 .763 3397 ; 10 Year 11 Year
igg; gg{;; ggg ;20 g‘s‘i; 3 10-14 | <5 10-14] <5 10-14 | Retentlon Retention
1969 6228 .821 . 760 3886 1950 25658 14165 { .94 99 | 24119 L4023 Ry 1.046 1.051 .
1970 6470y .810 . 760 3983 1960 32217 26002 | .92 .97 | 29640 25222 Reg 779 . 760°
1971 3476 .179 . 760 3242 © 1970 26150 27173 | .81 .85 | 21182 23097 R?O 779 . 760
19— e e —— -
T N " 4 L
dnterpolated. COURT ACTIONS/(Flax v. Potts)
Possible effect of 197% orders. . B
. . 1961 Suit brought,
1971 Order and start of partial desegregation.
o 1973 .Secgnd order and start of general desegregation.
/— - é \,, 4y
f [




ANGLO ENROLLMENT PROJECTLONS FOR HOUSTON, TEXAS, 1968-197%6

[
H

B T T

-~

—a:
Anglo

Net Net Projected Projected Acctual

Kl

White .Retention Cohorc Actual Percent
Year Bircths Fraction Rate (R) Net | Year Lloss Gain Loss K-12 Lloss Race K-12 E-12 Loss Rate anglo 1in.
" 1950 13556 .  .810 1.358 14911 1966 )
1951 (14948)'a .808 1.323 15979 1967 194208 132700 132700 . 55.6% 107649
1952 (16340) .B06 1.288 16966 | 1968 1491L 12726 2185 192023 -1.1%  ._131240 _7131099 -1.2% 53.3% 114999
1953 17732 . 804 1.253 17863 1969 15979 11874 4105 187918 =2.12 128484 124451 -5.1% 52.7% 11176%
1954 17650 .B02 1.218 17241]+ 1970 16966 10577 6389 181529 -3.4% 124116 . -119181 =4.2%  49.4% 121957
1955 17946 . 800 1.184 16998} 1971 17863 10179 7684 173845 =-4.2% .__118903 “_}07517 -9.8% 46.47 123976
1956 14678 . 798 AL 149 ~ 134§§ 1972 17241 9797 7444 166401 =4 .3% 113790 98282 -8.6% 43.6% 127128
1957 15088 . 796 1.114 13379 1973 ‘16998 9803 7195 159206 Y -4.3% . 108897 87776 -10.7% 40.47% 128206
1958 16372 . 794 1.079 14026 | 1974 13458 9904 73554 155652 -2.2% 106501 - 83439 -4.9% 38.6% 130019
1959 18252 .792 1.044° 15092| 1975 13379 9223b4156 151496 -2.72b 103626 _ 75085 -10.0% 36.5% 134190
1960 13324 . 790 1.009 10621} 31976 14026 8612b5414 146082 -3.62b 9?895 L
1961 18352 . 784 (.975 14028 1977 - e .
1962 18640 778 941 13646 .
1963 18174 172 .907 12726
1964. 17756 . 766 .873 11874 - . PERCENT ' - -
1965 * 16568 . 760 840 10577 WHITES, U.S. CENSUYS ANGLO ANCLOS ’
1966 16750 . 754 .806 10179 - — ‘ -
1967 16966 . 748 L7172 9797 s oo b s 10o14l e 10 Year 11 Year
1968 17902 . 742 .738 9803 , -14 ’ - < 10-14 Retention Retention
1969 19114 736 . 704 9904 1950 51361 29210} .81 .88 41602 25705 Rg,  1.321 1.358
1970 lQBSSL 730 670 9223 1960 87775 64658 .79 .85| 69342 54959 REO 1.008 1.00¢
1971 17754 <724 .670 8612 1970 78119 88469} ..73  .79| 57027 _69891|R . 695 670
1972 _- 70
a = * ) - —
Interpolated. e COURT ACTIONS (Broussard v. Houston) "~ — - - -
bPOssfble effect of desegregation. 1966 Suit brought.
. ' a 1970° = Order of partial plan.
1971 Starc of partiakplan. »
. 1973,75 Expansions of plan. .
- N ~
:';} . M
¢ 5 (, >
[ 4 * »

19
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.o , .
. WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA, 1968-1976 *0
v . .
o L L
White Retention -. Net Net Projected Projected Actual Actyal } Percent’
Year 8irths Rate (R) Net | Year Loss' Galn Logs K-12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12 Loss Rate -White Minority-
i 7
. . les0 5717 1.050 6003 | 19685 H0288 79.9% 15169
1951 (5963) 1.037 6184 | 1967 84370 59417 59417 -1.4% 79.1% 15699
1952 {6208) 1.024 6357 | 1968 - 6003 6331 +328 84698 +.4% 59655 58472 ‘-.1.62 78.2% 16255
1953 6454 ° 1.011 6525 | 1969 6184 6137 «¢-47 84651 - 1% 59595 33470 -8.6% 73.3% 19475
1954 6426 . 998 6413 | 1970 6357 5230 -1127 83524 -1.3% - 58820 50495 -5.6% 72.1% 19547
1955 6595 .985 . 6496 | 1971 6525 4658 -1867 81657 ~-2.2% 57526 49571 ' -1.8% .7 19569
1956 6662 .972 7 6475 | 1972 6413 4463 -1950 79707 =2.4% 56146 42224 -14.8% 70.1% 18051.
1957 6710 . 959" 6435 | 1973 6496 4526 —1970 77737 -2.4% 54798 37453 ~11.3% 69.3% 16586 *
1958 6734 946 6370 | 1974 6475 4894 -1581 76156 -2,0% L 33702 * 34568 =7.7% &6 .8% :
1959 7316 .933 6826 | 1975 6435 5077 -1358 74798 -1.8% 52736 32861° -4 .92 \ 65.0%
.ot L1960 7572 .921 6974 | 1976 6370 4686 -1684 73114 -2.3% :
\ T 1961 7390 .908 — 6710 | 1977 ¢ S *
S 1962 7664 . 899 6890 l
N 1963 7170 .883 6331 .
°, 1964 7054 .870 6137
: 1965 6096 .B58 5230 - WHITES, U.S. CENSUS
1966 5512 B45 4658 \ ’ .
1967 5364 .832 G463 . 10 Year -1 Year
19 5526 .819 4526 <5 10-14 ‘Retention Retentien
196p 6064 .807 4894 . - ‘
- 1938 6394 79 . 3077 . 1950 22784 14105} R 1. 045 1.050 . .
71 6000 781 . 4686 / 1960° 33503 / 23911 “Zg .928 . .92 .
1972 2 . 1970 24036 28300 | R, .811 79 '
¢ L]
‘2 cerpolated. - COURT ACTIONS (Dowell v. School Board) N
. _ . 1965 Suit brought. - ) ¢
. 1968 Order of partial secondary desegregation. 3
£ 1969 Start of partial secondary desegregation.
) S . 1972 Order and start of general deseg®egation.
_ . .
#
' ! . ‘
' ¥ . »
+* . = Pl -
oy - +* L . . " } ? - R ! -
" .L' - -, . * e
i gi _ . : L




WHITE ENROQLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS, 1968-1976

L 3

e

T

(-~

¥

L

Reduction to RSO assumed” tg obtain better pre-
deseoregal:i.on fit. .

1@71

Order and starg of general desegregation.

White Retention - < t. Net, -Projected Projected Actual @Actual Percent

Year Births Rate (R) ° Netr | Year Loss Gain loss K=12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12 Loss Rate White Minority
] + n n .

1950 1851 .892 1651 966 " ] ) : -
1951 (1898)a .922 1750 | 967 2597 16018 ~ 16018 65. 3% 8495
1952 {1845) .952 1852 | 1968 4651 2389 . +2.6%" 16434 15895 -.8% - - 64.0%- 8959
1953 1992 982 1956 | 1969 1750° 2326 . 42.0% - 16763 15264 _4.0% 62.0% 9364
1954 1878 ")1 013 1902 { 197g - 1852 1867 . +.1% 16780 “148ls T -2.92 60.6% 9639 ,
..1955 1973 1.043 2058 | 1971 1956 1811: -.5% 16696 13273 -10.4% 57.0% 10033
1956 2078+ 1073 - 2230 | 1972 1789.°-113 29067 -.4% 16629 11921  -10.2% 53.3%7 - 10427
1957 2186 1.104 2413 | 1973 8 1771 -287 28240, -1.0% 16463 11562 -3.0% 51.0% 11110
A958 2197 1.134 2486 {,1974 * 2230 1680 -550. 28230 | -1.9%° 16150 * 10869 T-0.0% . 48.8% 11412
1959 2134 1.164 2484 [ 975 ~ 2413 1634° -779 27451 , -2.8% 15698 10399°  -4.3%  ‘47.0% 11727
1960 2064 1.194 2464 | 197¢ 2686 1620 .-Tﬁ 26585 -372%2 (15196 .

1961 1850 1.164 2153%1 1977 - .

1962 2290 1.134 2597 .. v o . % T
196342164~ 1.104 _ 2389 o, < o -
. 1964 2168 1.073 . 2326 - LL ol 0 . . -

1965 1790 1.043 1867 LN N ’wunes, U.S. CENSUS

1966 1788 1 013 1811 - . . : L -

L3967 1822 -9§82 1789 ©N? ) 5 T © 10 Year 11, Year ° .
1968 © 1860 ; ¢ - .952° 1771 : : - <5 10-14 Rétemtion - Retention .,

1969 1818 924 1680 e N r .

1970 1B32 \v ,¢892 1634 W 1950 7400 439% ~R5 .90 ; ~.892 - )

<1971 1816 892 - 1620 | ° e 1960 71894 - 6665 R6° 1.175 1.194
1972« o K “ .. 1970 ,7015-, 8456 R;g 901 < .892
L2 v
3n terpolated. v - COURT, ACTIONS -
l:'B:az;ed on known total‘, ipterpolatea minorfey. * 1959 Suic T:roughl:. I" - i




o o

-

1

.
LY

’ +
WHLTE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI', 1968-1976

-

/

*

Whi e

L3

Retention T Net Nét Projected Projected Actual Actual Percent
Year Births Rate(R} ‘ht Year Loss Cain Loss K-12 Loss Rate K-12 K-12 Loss Rate White Minoricy
S

11950 1425 1.49 2123 | 1966 b ‘ .

f 1951 (1520) 1.42 2158 | 1967 1608 423425 21430 4 21450 . 53.0% 17580 '
1952 (1615) 1.35 2180 . 1968 2123-1578  -545 22880 -2.3% 20957 20793b =3.1% 53.6% 17980
1953 . 1710 1.28 2189 1969 2158 1450 -708 22172 -3.1% 20307 202007 .-2.9% 52.4% - 18380
1954 1602 1.21 1938 | 1970 2180 1259 -921 21251 4. 2% 19454 - 12029 =~ -40.4% 39.1% 18729
1455 1557 1.14 1775 1971 2189 1li61 -1028 20223 -4.8% 18520 11129 ~7.5% 36.7% 19229
1956 1558 1.07 1667 | 1972 1938 1215 -723 19500 -3.6% 17853 10153 -8.8% 34.0% 19742
1957 1680 1.00 1680 1973 1775 1267 -508 18992 -2.6% 17369 T 9353 -8,6% - . m—

1358 1506 .93 1481 | 1974 1667 1202  -465 18527 -2.4% 16972 8496 ;22 "30.6% 19298 . -
1959 1436 .86 1235 | 1975 1680 1341 -339 18188 =1.8% 16666 8204 . -4.4% 29.8% . 19292 2
1960 . 2096 .79 1656 | .1976 1401 1172 . =229 17959 -1.3% 16449 ,, ‘ .
1961 2298 .79 1815 | 1977 ' '

1962 2036~ 79 1608 S |

1963 1998 .79 1578 ‘A &
1964 1836 .79 1450 ] , ’ =
1965 1594 .79 1259 WHITES, U.S.sCENSUS .
1966 1470 .79 116l . ‘,'
1967 1538 79 1218 I N . 10Year -1l Year.

1968 - 1604 .79 1267 <5, 10-14 Retention Retention '

1969 + 1522 v 79 1202 )

., 1970 1698 79 - 1341 1950 . 5594 3319 .{ R !1.43’? 1.49 :
1971 - 144 79 1172 ) 1960 10784 8039 |20 1807 79" .
1972 %1970 - 6637 8708 R?g .807 179 .

’ aIntrae1'1:n;'1an:1ed{'. . COURT ACTIONS (Evers v. Ja\ckson) N -
“bBan:d ?:n known total, interpvlated minority. s 1963 Sui‘: brough.l:. )

o ) . LT ’ 1970 Order and start of general desegregation.

- .

! ) ' .
’ . ) ¢
ﬂ »
ot " . » . s
. , ' ! { .




- WHITE ENI&JLLI’“IENT BROJECTIONS FOR GREENSBORO, NORTH CARCLINA, 1968-1976

-
-

4

7

-

a1nl:er.pola l:ed//
b

Ave::'age annbal _chang_g from 19

+

70 to 1972.

1959 |
1971

L]

Suic brought.
"Order and start of general desegregation.

-

-

ft)

. ' White Retention Net Ne Prdjected Projected Actual Actual Percent
Yeatr. Birchs Rate (R) Net | Year Loss Gain Loss K-]2 Loss Rate ~ K-12 K-12 Loss Rate White Minoricy- .
© 1950 1596 , L.508. 2407 | 1966 - ‘ - o D
© 1951 (1646). 1,452 7% 2390 | 19677 1898 . 21596 21596 69.0% 9719 " —= -
T 1952 - (169637 1.397 2396 | 1958 * 2407 1862 -545 -2.0% 21164 21996  +1.9% 68.5% 10098
© 1953 1746 L1.3%1 2361 | 1989 2309 1806 --503 Y oa1.9% 20762 21921 . -.3% 67.9% 10368
1954 1610 1.285 - 2069-1 .1970 - 2369 1626 -743 2% 20160 21534, - -1.7%, 66.7% 10737 .
e 1955 .1448. 17230 - 1781 |_ 1971 2341 1720 -621 -245% 19656 (19@385_-—8.9xb ———— R
.7 319s6 1552 . 1,174 1822 | 1972 2069 1688 -381 -1 19342 17722 | -8.9% 62.6% 10599
©,1957 . 1744 - © 1.118© 1950 73 173*\ 1652 -129 -.5% 19245 gi7152) 3.2 aeea- | mmme- . >
- - 1958 - 1934 . 1{062° " 2054 | 1974 1822\ 1812 -10, \ﬁt.oaz 19237 6582 -3.3z- . s9.6x | 11227 L
1959 1976. 1,007 1990 | 1975 1950 \ 1828 -122° | =.5% 19141, 16088  -3.0%7  --58:4%" » L1474 '
. 1360 2096 .\_,,.351 1993 | 1976 2054 2\J36 -318 ~-1,3% 18892 - et \a\\hif' )
‘1961 2092 , 3l 1989 . ¥
1962 1898 . 4951 1805 - .
1963 1862. .¥.951 1771 ) . - - . o f-
1964 1806 951 1718 , o ) , . ,
1965 1626 -951 1546 WHITES, U.S, CENSUS . “
1966 ~ 1720 951 1636 . . _
"'1967. 4688 L9501 1605 ) . 10. Year 11 428
1968 , 1652 L35k < 1571 ; <5 10-14 Retentcion Retedtion /
1969 1812 L9515 1723 .
.- 1970 1828 9518 ' 1718 |- . 1950 5443 3213 | R, 1,353 1.508 ‘
1971 173% .95L 1651 )/ 1660 9898 7910 | 29 . ,955 __ 951 .
© o972 _ J,f - : 1970 8010 9457 | g% .955 J951°¢ .
. - < 70 .
N . \ . COURT ACTIONS (McCoy v. Greensboro) — ¢

v ~
VN

Tt g, f




- ! 2 ] . T
: - . r
r * 4 -
. s WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA, 1968-1976 /
3 . ' ¥
White Rétentcion’ Net Net Projected Projected Actual Actual i’ercent . /

Year Birchs Rate (R) Net | Year Loss Gainx.Loss K-12 Loss Rate’ K-12 3K-12 Loss Rate ‘White Minority
1950 1202 _ 1.440. 17331 | 1966 W . .

1951 (1129)_  1.404. 1585 | 1967 -1567 20407 T . . o - .
-~ 1952 (1056)_ . 1.368 - 1445 | 196g 1731 1388 343 20064 -1.7%"" " 16666 16666 _ . . TS B2 ‘.
1953 (984} ~ 1.332 1311 | 1969 I585 1430 155 ‘19909 —~0.8%-— 16533 - {16675} _+0.0% _ _ =-- ‘

1954 1096 1.396 1530 | 1970 1445 1175 270 19639 _ ~ <1.4% 16302 .16684 401z, CIL1L &ves T T T
1955 11236 1.260 . 1431 | 1971 1311 1189 122 19517 -0.6%" 16204  (15448)" -7:4% s L
1956" <1416  1.224 1733 | 3972 1530 1148 382 19135 °  -2,0% 15880 14212 =7.4%°  64.5% 7820, 1., .o
¢ 1957 -1410 1.188 1675 | 1973 1431 1188 243 18892°  ~1.3% 15674, (13484)" -5.1% .- . L
1958 1370 1.152 1578 {‘1974 1733 1228 505 }8387 -2,7% - °15251° 12756 -=5.4%  "63.5% 7886 -
1959 1302 1,116 1453 | 193 1?&224 451 17936 -2.5% 114876 12248 0% - 61,81 -7562 ' ’
. 1960° 1472 | 1.084 ' 1596 | 1976 78 1051 529 17409 -2.9%,  14439. . , ‘
1961 1688 1.050. - 1772 | 1977 - F " .
1962 1544 1.015 1567 4 - . ,
1963 1416 .980* 1388 _ N , o
1964 1512 946  "1430- . L - . 7 -
1965 l288 912 1175 » WH].TES, U.S. CE‘NSUS . ‘ L 4 .
1966 - 1356 .877 1189 - . ¥ . L ) . ,
1967 1363 ,  .8%2 _ 1148 : — | ] | 10 Year 11 Year ) oo
1968 1470 -808 - 1188 %5 10-14 - Retention ' Retention . _
1969 1586 .77 1228 . : . . R
1970 16 739 1224 1950 3905 ' 2307 Ry 1.2392 7 1.440 SR
. 1970 1622~ 739 'ﬁ; ‘ 190 6935 5437 | g0 1.076 1.084 S g
1972 ;A\&\ * 1970 6745 71@1 Ryg ‘OK’,A ., 139 - O
. 1 o . - , - 'f‘
b[“‘e“"’l‘“e‘* . COURT ACTIONS (Holt v. Raleigh) '-_, i s
Average -annual change\ from 1970 to 1972, -y . .. R
. *e . N . 1958 Sult brought. < ¢ NS
N ' ~ F ’ - . 197.1.>0rde’r and gtart qf general desegregation. * e “:}- et
_ SR S T e g el o | i
" AN - N R _ - ;.'a
D - L, 7 ’ ’ 4 . . ML
- 1 - - -~ *
. * . N
’ o ‘ .t AR ) : > . /’— L "q&"? )
. 4 : 9 - ; ) we ' d
- \ . I v 1 ' A

1, .
. .
. . .
.
. . i
L d - LY - h
. .
* . L
- " -
: % ' .
» . .
.- K L
: . o~ - . . L. .
M 1 A . — .
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WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR ROANOKE, VIRGINIA, 1968-1976
7

White Retention Net Net Projected Projected Actual Actual Percent »
ear Births Rate (R) Net | .Year Loss Gain Loss K-12 Loss Rate K-12 K=-12 Loss Rate White  Minority
1950 1613 _  .899 . 1450 { 1966 o : 4
1951 ()662) .888. A6 | 1967 1189 18849 : .
1952 (1712) .876 1500 | 1968 1450 1181 _2269 18580 -1.46% 15247 15247 ) 76.0% 4818 s —
™~ 1953 (1761)%  .865 1523 | 1969 1476 1034 -442 18138 -2.4% 14881 (14685)%  -3.7% -
1996 1810  ° .854 1546 | 1970 1500 939 561 17577, -3.1% 14420 14122 . -3.8% 76.6% 4854 X
1955, 1884 .842 1586 | 1971, 1523 905 - -618 16959 -3.5% 13915 13184 ~6. 6% 72.5% 4993
1956 1934 .83 . 1607 | 1972 1546 . 863 -683 16276 -4.0% 13358 12331 -6.5% 70.5% 5151
1957 2088 ¢ .820 (1712 | 1973 1586 864 -722 15554 —4.4% 12770 11875 -3.7% 69.4% 5248
1958 1904 ° .809 V540 | 1975 1607 ' 880 -727 14827 -4.7% 12170 11303°  -4.8%  68.7% 5161
1959 1582 . 797 1261 | 1975 1712 906 <806 14021 -5.4% 11513 . v :
1960 1630 .786 1281 | 1976 1540 872 -668 13353 -4.8%° 10960
1961 1520 775 1178 | 1977
1962 1558 .763 1189 . .
1963 1570 &752 1181 . . 2
1964 1396 761 1034 )
1965 1286 730 939 A WHITES, U.8. CENSUS
- 1966 1260 » .718 ° 905 . ‘ .
1967 1221 .707 1 " © 10 Year 11 Year
Ao 1968 1242 -696 4 » <5 10-14 Retention Retention
» A9 1286 .684 880 5 : -
’ , 1970 134  ..673 906 1950 7540 . 4637 | R 908 .899
1971 1296 _ -673% 872 1960 7635 ' 6843 R6° .803 .786 !
1972 i \ 1970 5022~ 6129 | &89 . 698 673
. - 70 . -
. aInte‘?olat‘ed: ( COURT ACTIONS (Green v. Board of Fducation) =~~~ 77 = 7 e~
- \ ' o .
. 1969 = Suit brought. ’
TP ’ . 1971 Order and start of desegregation (satelliting and
. ’ ) ,attendance boundary changes): ’ ]
P {
r - i
- N > .
S Sy -
. / - - \ . (\"\
K -‘ -4‘ ! A ‘o r R “ £, -
: ' i : - }




. -
. WHLTE ENROLIMENT. PROJECTIONS FOR CHATTANOOGA, TERNESSEE, 1968-1976 )
1 ; T ' “
White ' Rectention y . Net Net Projected Projected Actual Actual Percent,
Year Births Rate (R) - Net | Year Loss Gain Loss K-12  Loss Rate K-12 Ri.?a Loss Rate Whige  Minority
__.,.._.,_._‘.L_,___}"_.__._-_ RV U S, —-: e e —— e - o e -
1950 2151°,  .804 1729 | 1966 ; 14284 52.6% 12879
1951 (2182)p  .797 1739 | 1967 . 1175 18349 13866 13846 -3.1% 51.7% 12922
1952 (2214), .790 1749 | 1988 1729 1142- 587 17762 -3.2% 13403 13728 -.9% .. 51.7% 12834
1953 (2246) .783 1759 | 1965 1739 1131 608 17154 =367 12947 13375 *  -2.6% 50.9% 12880
1954 (2276)°  ,776 1766 | 1970 1749 970 779 16375 -4.5% 12365 12549  -6.2% ° 50.0% 12669 -
1955 2220 . 769 1707 | 197¢ 1759 936 823 15552 -3.0% 11746 9671  -22.9% 43.8% 12421
.. 1956 2114 .762 + 1&LL | 1972 1966 969 797 L4755 ~3,1% 11147 8567  -11.4% 41.5% 12101
1957 2308 .758 1743 7| 1973 1707 10727 635 14120} -4, 3% 10668 7670 -¥0.5%  39.4% 11803
1958 2132 .748 1595 | 1975 1611 1053 558 13562 4 -4.0% 10261 5 6131 -20.1% °  34.8% 11500
1959 2038 . 741 1510 | 1975 1743, 960 783 12779 -5.3% 8647 5614 -8.4% - 33.0% 11399
1960- 1966 L7330, 1441 7| 1976 1595 994 601- .12173 =4, 7% :3194 -
1962 1634 .719 1175 ‘-,
. 1963 1604 ~ 712 1142 |- ’
64 1604 °  .705 113t - "- . . .
TR a0 608 70 - WIITES, U.S. CENSUS
1966 1354 691 - 936 \ : - .
1968 1584 -677 1072, R <5 10-14 Retention Rectention
1969 1577 670 1099} ~ . ,
1970 . 1448 -663 960 T ~ - 1950 9050 6192 [, 820 .804 ,
1971 1500 -663 994 1960 8137 7418 | R #x754 733 '
1972 , . 1970 5244 6133 R?O .688 663
Fig.ures supplied by school distnct Excludes «BOURT ACTIO"JS {Mapp v. Board of Education) '
enrollment of suburban schools annexed in 1968. L . - .
s 1969 and 1973-75. . 11961 guir br ught- . f fat
ToY 197 der of general desegregation;sstart of partial.
®1950 births estimated from 1950 census under 1 o E:pausionsorfwd:segmggtign j *star
(adjusted by 1960 racio .of births to 1960 censis -75 An cion burb ls.
unclar 1); 1951.te 1954 {nterpolated. 1973-75 innexation ?f suburban schoo 's
3 oy, L3 - . N ) T 4 ) . (‘
- - * 1
£y ! ' .
[ - \ e 3
! 5 W oas e A
- - — ~ !

P
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WH1TE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE, 1968-1976
: 3 ,'/'/-
, : . » - _ ’ , . " . »
o~ White Recténtion ’ 1 Net Net Projected Projéeted ~Actual Actual Percent : .
Year Births Rate (R)- Net |Year Loss "Gain "Loss K-12 Loss Rate  K-12 K-12 Loss Rate White ..Minority . -
~ e _ . v - 'V
. . - , RN
195G 6273 _ . 12057 6631 | 1966 _ ‘ . . 70094 ,
1951 (6382)° 1.048 6688 1967 . ., 679 , 91436 . 70852 70852 £1.1%  76.2% 22171 M
1952 (6491) 1.039 6744 |1968. 6631 6692 +61 91517 1%, 70923 0 71039 +.2%  75.8% 22681 _,
1953 6600  * 1.030 6798 11969 6688 6604 -84 91433 NI 4 70852 72564 +2.1%  750% 23258
1954 - 6906 1.021 7051 | 1970 6744 5906 , -838 90595 ~-9% 70214 *° 71603 -1.3%  715.%% 23710 . -
1955 3122 t.o12 7207 |1971_ 6798 5527 -1271 89324 21.4%° 0 T 69231 64114 -10.5%  72.7% . 24076 Lt
1956 7174 1.004 7203 | 19727 7051 5176 -1875 87449, 1—2.12, 67777 © 61402 ~4n 2%, 71.9% ¢ 24004 !
1957 7498 -~ .995 .- 7461 41973 7207 5061 -2146 85303 R 5% 66083 59322 -3.4%  71.0% 24199
1958 7386 986 7283 {1874 7203 3268 -1935 83368 -2.3% 645 57622 -3.4%  70.8% 23745 % . .
1959 7358 977 ' 7189 |1975 7461l 5166 52295 81073 -2.8% | 6275 56479 -2.0%  70.5% o 23686 P .
1966 7590 968 - 7347 |197¢ 7283 5060 -2223 78850  -2.7% 6106 . .
- 1961 7360 . 959 7058 | 1977 } . " . .
A 1962 + 7154 .950. 6796 | ° x RCE . . o
7104 ,942 6692 | ' - ] . " 5 .. . o'

+ 1964 7078 .933 ‘6604 o - ) - ' .
1965. 6392 924 5906 - WYITES, U.S. CENSUS : : : . ,
1966 6040 915 5327 | . -, . . — ,/

1967 S713 906 5176 » . . 10 Yeap, _ * 1l Year . g
1968 5636 898 5061 | , ° <5 "10-14 " Retention-  Refegtion ~ v .
1969 ST26 889 528 | . - ) L L — =3 T . -

. 1970 5870 «880 5166 coo U™ T 1950 27074, 17433 R ¢ 1,052 1:057 ) T S )

1971 575G, 880 5060 ‘|- S 1960 35545”28480, | @0 e 968 > e

e o920 0t . Tl e _ 1970 - 27201 34526 oo 0 . " .80 - .880 ' - - v
a vt Y il e
Interpolated, - T <" COURT ACTIONS (Kelly v. Board of Education) .

. ) ) . . - -
' - v . . " 1955 duit brought. . y /. - p R
. ) ’ + . 1971,  Order and start of geﬁeral desegregation -
’ .‘: * . .. M . * - - . M ) + / ' -
I ] -: \. ) . ‘ a - ) " )
) . R ) T-, L3 .
3 ’ . ¥ . 0o . ¥ : *
. . C. -, ‘\ - . M a . "zt *
L - ‘ . ® N "’ : “ ‘ ¥
A o - ) ot
* % ., ’ M , * 4 4 + (] - #
» - - [ ¥ L] . T - . i ] '
- L% L4 . - 1 &
- 4 N, A ) . oe
1 - - . . ’ . " s‘ 'l-
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WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJ%CTIONS FOR MEMPHIS, 1968-1975

L)

-
Projected

Projected Actuaé Actual  Percent .

*Year Loss Rate K-128 K-12 Loss Rata white® \Minority
1965 . 59158 . .
1966 58577 . -1.0% .
1967 . 57803 . -1.3% 47.2% 64695

" 1968 . 56681 -1.9% 45.6% 67542

. 1969 56006 Annexations ' 44 ,2% 74437
1970 -1.5% , 35185 69809 . 48.47% 76561

. 1971 -1.5% 54366 » " 63919 -5.6% 46.1% 78661 *
1972 *1.5% 53546 - 56542, 214.2% 42.07 80405
1973 ~1.5% 52726 3322 -41.4% N.7% 81422
1974 - =1.6% 51906 31335, =5.4% 29 .47 75217
1975 ~-1.6% kL_ 51086 28927 -7.7% T . 29.2% 75946

o

aProjected rate is based on linear regression
. of 1965 to 1968 enrollments
slope = -820; constant = 603106

From Memphis sphﬁﬁi district (Stephens, 1976)
" Execludes 1973 and 1975 Raleigh awnnexations
‘of 2792 and 2?23 ‘white students, respectively.

‘b

€Based on total white enrollment.

.= LA
COWRT ACTIONS (Northcross v. Memphis)

1972 First order.
1973 Start- of general desegregation.

L

R

.




bPossible effects of desegregacion.

Fi -

-

3963 Suit ,‘Ibrought . | . .
1970 Order and start of partial desegregati
r4 Poa -

/ o i v
LS 4
,

A . . - { i ;
. - - \\\ L .
'n
- ] -
2 v
- v ! N
, ‘ ' WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTFONS FOR BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA, 1966-1977 . - .
. . \
White Retention , Net  Net  Projected Pdojected Actual Actual  Percent .
Ygar Bircths 'Rate (R) Net _Year Loss Ga:n Loss  K=12 .iILoss Rafe K-12 K-12 Loss Rate Mlite. Minority
1950 4214 .838 4531 | 1966 k S : 33800 49.3% 34814
1951 (4419), .822 3632 | 1967 - VLY, St Ppsta 33614 -.6% 49.4% 34486
1952 (4623) .805 3722 | 1968 3531 3101~ 43D 44337 -1:0% 5 ¢ Bi3278 32304 -3.33% 48.9% 34156
1953 4828 .  .78% 3809 [ 1969 3632 3227 -405 43932 - lh9z( 2978 31252 ~3.9% '47.3% 34879
1954 4782 772 3692 | 1970 3722 2804 -918 43014 -2, 1% _B2286 28125 '-10.9% 45.4% 133869
1955 4886 .756 3694 11971 3809 2385 -F424 41590 T -3, 3% 1220 26031 * =7.4% 43.4% 33876 !
1956 4956 . 740 3667 11992 3692 2312 -1380 40210 -3.3% efgo  Z¥¥7a =RO.ZZ . 40.5% 34337
1957 5272 .723 3812|1973 3694 2194 -1500 38710 $3.7% 9073 . 7. 29731 | -11.1% 18.1% 33731
1958 * 5086 .707 3596 | 1974 3667 2237 -1430, 37260 -3.7% F997 - 19283 -;..2;’4 36.5% 33493 -
1959 4752 690 3279 .| 1975 3812 2302 -1510, 35770 -4 2%, 821 LImS -7.9%  33.9% 34389 .
1960 4594 674 3096 | 1976 3596  2017°-1579] 34191 4.4l _ T .
1961 4126 -658 2715 | 3977 %3279 1689 =1590° 32601 | -xw62” / . . Y \
1962 3928 642 2522 ' N B T . " -
1963 4954 626 3101 v £ , e -
1964 5290 +610 3227 . oot ' 1 .
1965 4720 .594 2804 * WHITES, 4.8, CENSL}’S T
1966 4126 .578 . 2385 ) S— . ; : A
1967 4113 .562 31z 1, : 10 Year ° KL Year “
1968° 4018 . 546 2194 <5 1;4-1:. Retention ~ Reltention
1969 4220 .530 2237 3 e e ] . i .
1970 4478 - .514 « 2302 1950 19809 12095 [ f ¢/ v .8s2 - ].838
1971 4050b  .498 2017 1960 206507 16876 50 <1699 674
1972+ 3505  .482 1689 1970 11678 ‘14436 qﬁg .546 IV
L] 1 ! N . o B
ncerpolated and extrapo]ztec.l. COURT ACTIONS (Dwight Ar}l;:scrorlg v, Board of Education)
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WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR ATLANTA, GEO‘RCIA, 1968-1977

. v
" .

- S . - {_

. White Rel:ent‘ion .ok . Neg Net - Pro{eT:ted Projécted Actual Acrual Fercent. )
Year Births Race (R) Net Yearjoss Gain loss K-12, Loss }Ente. K~-12 K~12" Loss Rate Whare Minoricy
1950 (750000 1.278 9585 | 1966 . e
1951 (7508) 1.209 9068t 1967 80009 46270 46270 40, 8% 67200
1952 ° (?SOO)b 1.139 . 8542 | 1968 9585 3494 6091 739l§, -7.6% 42753 .},tn2506 -8.1% 38.2% 68721
1953 7690 1.070 8228 | 1969 9068 3623 5445 68473 -7.4%, 39589 A9318 -7.%% +35.8% 70346
1954 7162 1.001 7169 | .1970 8542 3].?'8\ 5364 63109 s 36501 ‘2’529‘30 . ~l6.1% 31.3% 78333
1955 7108 932 6625 1971 3228 2929 5299 57810 33435 ,27688° -16.1% *o27.6% 72504
1956 7018 .862 6050 1972 7169 2764 4405 53405 30894 ‘1683  -21.7%, 22.6% 74323 -«
1957 6868 »793 54a6+ 19723 6625 2572 4053 49352 28546 15997 -26.2% . 18.2% 72128
1958 6452 724 4671% 1974 6050 25?9 3471 45881 - 26548 12884 -19.5% 15.1%  |.72414
1959 6472 .654 4233 ] 1975 5446 50° 2996 42385 24822 10810 ~-16.1% * 12.8% .| 73490
1966 6330 .385 = 3703 | 1876 4671 052 26198 40266 23308 ° 9438 ' -12.7% 1L.4% 73434
1961 5482 .585 3207 | 1977 %233 1666 2567' 37699 ~ 21816 8311 -11.9% 10.6% ! 70283

.585 3482 N ? ' *

.585 . 3494

.585 3623 " » . . . ,.

.585 3178 WHITES, U.S. CENSUS .

.585 2929 AR .

<585 2764 . "7 10 Year 1L Year

, -85 2572 <5 10-14 { ,  Retenrion ., Retention

.585 2579 - '

.585 2450 1950- 19485 " f1595 ° 1.250 2 ° 1.278 °

(585 2052 | . ‘ . 1960 27072 24360 50 6160 < 583

".585 " 1666 .- w1970 L 16615 'R?-g 614 585 .
. ' . coum[ ACT10N§ (Calhoun v. Cook) AN

Prpyided{by school district B AN * - '

1960 Su;t bropght . 3 '
due b ma_]{zls-oaz: ;:ilg; ?i&ig;g\;ahd . 1969  ‘First-order of- general de,segregation
* oy , 1370 $tart of partial desegregation.
Vo 1911-72 Minox expansions.
L. . - 1973 © Fipal «order and majox expansion of -plan. .
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. ’ i “'PROJECTED WHITE ENROLLMENT FOR /THE : . )
LOUVISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY SCGHOOL D{S:EBICTL 1967-1977 _° .
. s . ' ; - ;
. ) .- k]
. .- . "Projected . Projécted Actyal
Hhi{l:e Retention i Net Net Projected Public Actuwal Actual Private PRrivaté 7 .
Year Births ~Rate. (R) Net | Year Loss “Gain Loss K-12 Loss Rate K-12 1-128 Loss Rate 1-12 1-i2
4950 . 10898  1.062 __ 11574 ;ﬁe ~ “o., o ' ' . N | ‘
195k (11262)b 1.054 11870 169153 , , " . 107340 0 7
1952 (11626)  1.046 12161 | 1968 11574-11797 +223° 169976 [I-.lZ' 110300 +2,.9z£, , To38277 :
1953 11990 .037 12434 | 1969 11870°11410 -460. 169516 -.3% 113115 +2,4% 34180
1954 12762 029 ' 13132 1970 1216) 9951 -2210 “167306 ~1.3% ' 116404 +2.9%2 . 30157 .
1955 13018 +  1.021 132911 1971 12434, 9610 -2824 164482 . -1.7% 116324 Coelly ' 28216 T ty
1956 14070 1.013. ,. 142531 1972 13132, 9315 -3817 160665 -2.3% ~ 114800 -1:3% ' 264705
1957 14220 1.005 142911 1973 13291 9265 -4026 156639 =2.5% 111131 111131 -3.2% 25718 25718 -
1938 ° 13706 . 996 13651 [ 1974 14253 9549 ~4704 151935 -3.0% 107797 103837 -6.6% -° 24946 27915 Y.
1939 13660 .988 13496 | 1975/ 14291 9835 —&&5651;7&?9 -3.0% 104563 92081 -11.3% 24198 30329
1960 £13528 .980 13257 | 1976 13651 9393 -4258" 143221 -2.9% 103531 87249 ' -5.2% 23496 32944 -
13{1’299& .972 12630 | 1977 13496 8041 955 137766 -3.8% 97673 - 82141 ~-5.9% 22603 33911 ' r
1962 12672 .964 12216 o N T W f
1963 12340 - .956 . 11797 x , B L ‘ : : ’
1964 12036, .948 11410 - . . Projected { Actual '~ _AcCtusd -
1965 10586  ..940 9951 | ° WHITESs U.S. CENSHS * oo~ N Public Public YPrivate
1966 10322  .931 L9610 T »— 7 Year & Private & Private 1-I2
1967 10092 G233 . 9315 - 10 Year 11 Year —— —
1968 10126 -915 92635 . 0-4 10-14 Retention Retention - 1968 148771 *148777
1969 10528 .907 9459 = - - — 1969 147736 147295 -1.0% .
1970 10940 +899. 9835] . 1950. 47028 27711 Reg 1.056. 1.062 . . 1970 145667 146361 -.5% '
1971 10542 .. .891 9393 1 1960 64260 49665 .982 .980 ¢ 1971 143191 144540 ° =147 . .
1972 9107 883 8041 1970 49410 - 63085 Ry \590_8 L .899 1972 139898 141505 -2.1% .
: ; . 1973 136400 1368-’49( -3.1%
*From Jefferson County Eduf:ation COURT ACTIONS . | , - ig;‘;‘ iggggg }_g;:ig _::"E
Consortiom (Johnson, et.al; - e et : 1976 _._124817__= 120193 ’ -.L'BZ .
1977). ; ' 1971 . Jefferson County suit filed. 1977 119882 116132 . -3.4% __ﬁt—*
bInterpolated. e . . ) . 1972 Louisville suit filedix ; o0
c - 1973 First Court order. ‘ . g ’ .. e
Based on, 1969-77 projected loss 1974 Merger order (actually implemented by ~
rates for school-age population. T state board). ~ - ) .
- l o “t 1975 . 8tart of general desegregﬁm — . ’ .
.’.:; \ ) a . TR . +
. o . s - . . ) . . . . i l oot \'
” v -
- - - L]
+ ! “ ° * ) ~ > '
- N 7
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. WHITE ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS FOR SAN DIEGO, . .
' 1968-1977 ‘ - . N
_ _ e . N L
, White ~ Anglo Retention  Cohort . Net Net Projected Projected Actual Actual . Pepdent
Year + Births Fraction Rarte (R) Mer  Year Loss Gain loss K-12 Loss Rate | K-12 K-122 Loss Ra\s . énglo ihn.
1950 8004 860 1.20 8260 1966 s 96182 0. 7% 276%
1951 (8875)  .856 1.17 8388 1967 122310 95878 95878 +ITTY 76% 028L -
1952 {9746)°  .852 1.14 . 466 1968 8260 8341 + 181 122491  +0.1% 95973« 98163  +2.4% "76% 540
*t 1953 w10 C, .848 1.10 7903 1969 38383 7671 -1217 121274  -0.9% 95110 -~ 96221 <-2.0% 74% 33310
1954 11232 .. 844, 1.07 10143 1970 9466 6651 -2815 118459  -2.4% 92827 95208  -1.1% 76% 33672
o995 10672 840 - 1.04 = 9323 1971 9903 6601 -3302.115157  -2.8% 90228 93829  -1.4% 73%. 34498 -
1956 11346 .836 1.01 9589 1972 10143 6539 -3604 111553  -3.2% 87341 89307 -4, 8% 2% 35227
1957 42244 .832 98 9983 1973 9323 6675 -2648 108905  -2.4% 85245 87237  =2.3% 70% 36329
1958 12074 .828 .94 9397 1974 9580 6981 -2599 106306 -2.4% > 83199 85823  -1.6% 69% 37291
1959 13198 .824 . .91 9896 1975 9983 693 -2947 103359  -2.8% 80869 82492 =3.9% ¢ . 68% 39006
1960 12898 1820, .88 9307 1976 9397 5812°-3585 99774 -3.5% 78039  ° 80153  -2.8% 66% 41270
1961 12716 .B1b -.88 9131 1977 989 5702 -4194 95580 -4.2% 74761 75770 -5.5% 647 42690
1962 12642 .812 .88 9033 - s LT o ‘
1963 11730 808 .88" 8341 . . . AR
) ' . PERCENT .
1964 10842 +804 .88 7671 - : :
) . 3 .S. CE . NGLOS
1965 . 9448 800- ‘g8 5651 WHITES, U.S. CENSUS ANGLO ANGLO!
loes Lzt L sl A
) ‘ : . <5 10=14 5 - <5 -14 f i ReEent
19681« 9626 C788 “ag €675 o 3 4 =< L0 ’14 _ l? 1 Retenl_lol"l _\ 100
1969 10028 . 784 ;88 6981 7 1930 33515 16255 14% 127 28823 14304 Rg, 1.1\3 ‘ * 1,20
1970 10102 . 780 .88 6834 1960 56889 40662 18% 16%  46649. 34156 R., .89 .88
L1971 8512~ 176, .88 | 5812 1970 46126 52051 22% 20% 36080 41532 R,, .89 .88
1972 8394 772 .88 5702 . . . . ' :
—_""—"--'-‘-*--"‘:"—H-—.-—a-—-‘-,'—“—-'“"--‘ ¥ — re
alSuP]Jli..t!d by San pbieg{o School District. - S :
b.lnterp.olated. _COURT ACTIONS (Carlin v. San Diego School s) . - ,‘
. . 1967 Suit filed. - T
- 1977 Hearing and order of a voluntary plan. l .
- ‘ , . -
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‘ * -~ 1
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V% . _ ANNUAL WHITE LOSS RATES Ift |
s . I N , '
/ \ : 'NORTHER- CONTROL DISTRICTS FROM THE RPSSELL STUDY®
1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975
- ‘ —_— N ;J_l—
, . N ’ L
New York -3.1 -3.6 ¢ =218 -5.6 ' -500 ..
Syracuse_ , ~3.2 =4.9 -4} -6.7 4.2 4.3
Grand Rapids 1.7 - .1 -3;'.2 ~4..0 -5.6 -5.8  ° -2.8
‘Toledo 1.4 -1.8  + J.2 ~1.9. =4.9 -3.7 '
o Los Angeles -2.6 S ~5.2 -;; 5 ~5.2 -7.4 -7.6 -4.0
' . San Diego- -2.0° -1.1 ,ZJ: 4 -4.8 -2.3  -1.6 -3.9
‘ _ Philadelphia -3.5 -3.7 . /—5 1 +3.0 ° -7.9 -3.4 -2.8
« .+ Hartford ) =91 9.9 F -6 -9.3 -8.3 -7.9 -1
. ! Cleveland 6.4 T -1.5 /" ~3.0 -3.2 -5.9 -5.1  , =3.7
, .
Youngs town -7.3 v =4.5 / -1.0 -7.1 -1.3, -8.8 -12.,1 .
Cincinnati -3.2 -3.3/ -4.8 -7.0 -9.1 -6.4 ' =3.3
Albuquerque ' + .7 +1.§;‘i +1.0 + .8 =3.0 -3.2 0
Jersey City"’ -3.5 -5.6 - .5 -6.7 -10.7 -8.7 - T-11.%
I Phoenix - .7 -2 R 4,9 -2.3 4.3 /
.. ~Jcolumbus, Ohio -1.3 T TS B 3 -5.3 -4.8 - 45.9
oo akron -3.9. -1,8 ~2.3 -3.7 6.4 -5.0 3.2
[y - " o * .
- Lt Kansas City, Kansas -3.3 -2.3 =-3.5, -6.3 -7.3 -6.9 -4 .6
I; I . e Omaha 7 i‘q - .7 1-6 0 -1-9.- -.4.9 -3‘4 _3-1
' Average White Loss ] ~2.76 T =2.65° 2.4 %.43  =5.67  ~5.35 ~4.77
Z A . i ; -
Includes comtrol group cities as well as norther/oken desegregation" districts that showed no white
ragssigdgment and iess than three percent black reassignment dnd.which had tot:a,l enr01lment3 over 20,000
and mi ;lty enrqllr&nts in the 20-60 percent range in 1968 . (Rossell 1977) ¥ .
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