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6APTER 1*

INTRODUCTIOWe

.

NationaX attention was .f...ocu e& on 1.:ouisville gnd Jefferson County,,.kentucky,

, .

,/ when .the implexentation of a de egregation ptan in the 611.of 1975, was greeted

,

.by strong dotmunity resistailce itnd.sometimes violent protest.:. This resistance
" .

WAS a part,of a groWing wave of anti-busing sentlinent which hOd.begun to develop
Aer

in the early 197C,s after the Supreme Court's decisions in Green v. .County Board

of Educatioet (1968) and Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Educaton (1971)N

haq cleared the Way for more comprehensive remedies to school segregation in

northern titlies. Ihe Nixdn and Ford administrations had restricted the role of

the exeautive branch in desegregation efforts.and supported. legis tion to

the use of basing (Orfield, 1978).

ThiP politically conservative shift was matched by an aPpare change in the

Supreme Court's stance. In Milliken v. Bradley the Supreme COUPt over-
.

'ruled both the Federal District Court and Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals Which.
0

had imitered a metropolitan deseivegation plan for Detroit and surrounding subur

taan distridts. The Court ruled that before'such a plan could be ordered j:t.was,

firgt necessary 'to est.dblish that all &istricts involved had'either coMittitted.
* ., . .

,

.

. , .acts that enhanced segregation or fE021ed to opfate a unitary schoollpistrict.H

..In VashiRgton v. plait (1976) it was ruled thatdisparate impact (de.factosegre
. ,

-gation) was not.suftidltent grounds fdr.finding that co stitutional rights h4d'

been ibridged;,intent'first hadPto be established. 'The iMpact of .hese '.tr40

sions'has been to impede the4mplementation Of crossLdistri4t 4Segi;egatihil plans.
. ,

entirely new definition 'of diocrimination an& a movement away, from Supreme,"Court

p 11

According. to Martha 'M. McCarthy-(1078), this may haVe marked the itatirgence..of an

activismA the echel. desegregation arena.

41
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,

'Social scienqats.hke Itivenst:rong,support to School deSegre-,

,1;° gation. En fact, pr;:or to l970;.lawyers could-anticipate conslderable diffi-
1

0

lbdating reputai)le Social scientists who wou4 be willing to take A

,

position,in oppostionto school desegregation. Perhai b. as-,a result of disil-
- 46

Hlusionment,.ft6M 0e-failure of-school dedegregation to-liveup tp all expecta-
.

'tion#S., there arW,ndW *tat scientfsts who Au.e.ation whethete.school desegrega-
#

tion has a positavd effect on 'j*, student Sperformance, oi whitel,, They

'.-i.1.190 argue that.ddsegregation,.partiCUlarly when attompanied by busing, leads
.

.to an bncrese in the movement'of white-families

'Volved in iuch- plans.

'.*

away from schO6c1 districts:in-6.

This is part of a more general neo-conservatVe moveMent

within:#1e so.ciety Whitkis highly critical of government interventton the

-.
purpose csolving'*cial ills (Steinfels, 1979).

.\\,.. ..

Coincident:with. theimplementation of deSegregationvineffeeson COunty, the

\

respetted sociologist, James S. COlemin"(I75a) reported resear6 whichpur-

,ported to shOw a causal relationshiVbetween desegregOtion. and residenti *hi6e

flight. Based on thesefind,ings, Coleman (1975b) opposed desegregation p.,\

whith utilized busing. .0ther socika scientists (RoSsell, 1975, Green qind.

Pettigrew,-1976) iiitia1y questiondd ColeMan'a research and policy recomMenda-

tions. Orfield (1975) observed that differences betWeen toMmunities made lt

eXtremelyj ci ifficult to generalize abodhe effects of.desegregation plans and,-,r 1
noted the need for'ease,ptudies, especially of metrbpolttan-type plans.

Tho Ullementati,on of a metropoli"eari-desegregatiop plan in. Jefferson County,

. ,r3
prOvided An'Txcellent opportunity to inyestigatehe.effects oLa comitrehensive

A.
desegregation'plan involving bUsing% This ts the final rdlport of a study whitth

r
was* begun in June 1976.

2

\

;
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Purpose of ,the Stuay'

Testimony by social scientists concerning the advantages or disadvAntages of

desegregation has not generally been deemed admissable by the courts. as evidence'

to be used in determining whether or not a violation of the constitutional rights

ot minority children.in a sdhool district f(tas occurred. However, testimony re-
vfl,

'lated to the impactrof a desegregation plan and to decision4 concerning Ehe na

ture of the remedy to be imposed is admissable.
q

that sweeping desegregation orders are counterprO4

be argued duccessfully

,ana result in increased

residential segregation, then the courEls might be ii4ieiluaded not to order such
a

plans. If on the other hand, there is a minimal loss ot white families'in a

school districL such as Jefferson Couifty, which is arguably the most comprehen-

sive metropolitan desegregdtion plan in the United States, then the case for

metropolitan desegregation plan§ is,strengthened, and the .belief that the loss

of white families is the inevitable result of dchool,desegregation is substan-

tially undermined.

The purpose of this study was to provide information co:leer:ling the impact of

court-ordered dedbgregation on student,eprollmént and residential patterns in

..:Jefferson, County. Four questions 'guided the cqnduct of the investigation.

Qu4t1on. I; Has there been, a decline in white publ, c school enroll- '
ment that can be associoted wl.th the IA lementation of
the desegregation plan?

,

a. Are white students enrolling in non-public schools
within Jefferson County to avoid .participation
in the desegvatiop plan?

. . .

b. Are white familied mOving tlieir residences outside
. lof Jefferaon County to avoid participation in

ithe desegregation plan? .--
1. 0 . ,

.

The major emphasi4lof 'the study was on two groups of white students: 1) those
.

..

who left Jefferson County and 'enrolled in outlying spool datr1cts,4and.2) those

who traftsferred from public to non-public sthools. .Perents 'T.ftte interliiewed to

.4.41011,
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I.

44/

4 .

-.

.

deterMiue to what degree cbtirt-ordered 4sagregaifion' was, influential inothe 7
4, ',

.

decision to eithe move outside of, Jefferson county-or eilroll their chtkOren\\ 4 -

eChoolstj

t
: Questign 2: Dicyparens of public School:chilciren cake-residential

chpges w4hin the county-to avol'A the t?using of- their.
ch4dren?! 4

-Under the desegregation plan whi tklt into effect-in the fall of 1975, a

'student who lived in a school attendance district in which he or stwas in.the

minority,.would notl be bused away from that school. ThsS, the plan pfovideAan
,

incentive for familibs, Black and white, to make.reskientOal changes which would

reSult in "lousing desegregation. Since Blacks werebused more than Three-quer-
4

tera.of their twelve sc7X1 yearp, parptS C)f these studentpmight .be'motivated

to 'seek new housing in areas where this incdnvenience could e avoided .

tion, the desegregation of schools might provide. an,impetu6 to prevfoOaly tesi--

tant-Black families to be the fixst to move into,,a white school tttendance area

In .addi--)L

v.

' .

where their children ,would be -the only Black students in the school.. or both

'Buicks avid whites, there were schools which were exempt from the busipg requirp-
n 4

wants of the desegregation plan since those sdhools.had'a desegregated student

population.

their 4hifdren. . Residential movement of this kind could reeult n an increase

ti
Tarents 'tould have moved into those areas to tvoidthe busing of'

in

4

A

desegregated, housing' patterns..

.Question 3:,'What arb the featufeee.of cout-orde'red desegregation
ithat influence enrollment changes in the schools?

Resistance od akdesegvegation order does not take place uniffrmly across a

school district. Thbre are some types of situations which'parents are tore

For'instanceliwiate parents danqusualli, be

upon.allowing.their child tO atc,end thtir local

kikely2to resist than,others,

ptcted to
4.

look more favorabl

,

11
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school to which hlack students ai,e being btised.then't.ailow.their child to be
4

bUsed Co a forrderly. Black school in a .N.ack. neghborhood.-liaparate'impact..
,

.

on elementary scboOl.students as aompared to bigh,'school gtuOnts might als8

, ,

be snticiPated. Most of these hypotheses have never'expli ly been tested.
,

A,purpose of the4oresent study was to.submit theseltyptheses to dlscOnfirmay.on

in this single' case study se4ting.
1

4
Question 4: ,c1hat are the characteristics of the following

groups of Rerents:
" ;

e

those trapsfer

by. withdrawing

b. . OloseywhOl....move out
,0

c0 those tqhopve within the coaty?

t eir'Ohildren

of the county

three

to non7publ4t schoota?

anticipated th4 the parents;who resid'ea desegregatioklilan
. .....

),,.

. .
.

,,

their thildren diffOr. from,other patents

r

county,may differ froil those who-tran

.4! chools.

tdrpare.s oi

before

An UnderstanOing of 'lle attftudes

.

.

. -,t
,

.
those who avoid participatflinn the Uesegregation iilan is necessary

, A1-.1e2" . .
k . ... , .

the'total impact of the des/regation
t
plan on wents can bek.GOmprehended.

--
.

&

. Parents who respond by7

I

spat. their'Ichildren to

and pfrsonological. charac

Review_ of the siterature

k

k

Amqng the orAgin4.argumprits for degegregation wds Che position, supported.

by the' early research of\Colemin.(l9661, that Black students Wer44b ins denied

/
equal educational opporfunity and that integrated schooling-wduld result in

f .

more satisfactory leVels of achieVement among Black children. Ttle reshlts oi
,

ehat study c4re used in legitimiAni the need' for c'ourtordered,desegregationo.

. 44 ..

,Coleman 1(l975b),.,a1tered his sition statiLii
(.41

,
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o"4\*.. . 4 a. .,.. benefits do e4:10 Niey-are got;.,s(0,441,11Ta4tial.that in

larmsepal they demand 'sc 001 desegregatiorwha4tevet the other..
-3,

cOnsequences. And. pdyracularly 3ehen dfsegregationjiccurp,t4rough
/
, bringing;tOnfier for die school day'stUdehis fkom,severar.differek
c . 1

0
I ilibighborhoods, it.ix queStionable whether tht same,aC,hlevelnent , .t.

.. .
,

.. 4-.:?:.. rbenefiti arise'. (f); '77)",
;

,
0 ,

.
1 .

, ,.. . ..

Of 'parttC9lar concern tq .Colemam e .

. .

.regating schools through eZEtki
A

4;

'

/$

i s

it resulted in white pArentsloviq

4.
the 'quesfte mhether the process, of,des

4

gation dnd eventUal reseg'regatidn of

The most -accurate Meau of d48essin4 residenti4 dhanges is 0
q

Measures such as those.proyided by AhellS; Census. Since

avak ilaKe, Coleman was torced to rely on his exisxing data
.

available to Am.as a

busing plans was
AA

a school &.144.,ist,

, .1,
olk

irounterprodbietive,becaus

4S
greater reSidential.segre-

A
result of the updating bf the data base used in his'.

gh,dirtitct,

theSe data were not
u

Aurces, which. were

massive study of educational opportunity ordered by Congress in section5 402 of

the Civil Rightp Act Gif'1964 (Coleman

.
. o

by Coleman, whitellightwas in.6erre4 fromenrollment declines.: One crucial

assumpcion necessary for the justifi&ation of this resparch model...is the equa

A

1966). In the research model selected'
1.

4. V1

4

tion of enrollment declines with,white flight.
d$

Enrollment declines .can revit from out-migration associated with desegrega-
, t

tion,-,however, other important factors, transfers 0 non-public schools,blAith-

,tate decline, and established patte
.

ment. .Coleman's data base did not

' enrollment.

w.
onli)r.smallproportion otthe,loss of Whi

s of out-migration can also effect enroll-

ontain info;mtion.on non-public school%

He (1975b) believed that transfers.td non-public schools explained..

eesUlted from residential moiiement. Thu

udents and that most of the loss,

voperational definitions of-

whipe fright, no distinction was made betweOtrapsfers to.non-4publie4iehools

1

apd residen0A1 changes. In addition, the ffeeps of birthrate declines and

# estiiblished patterns of outw-migt*I60. were not analyzedv

3

"

,

'



, . .

,

.
,

Coleman's documentation of the tocistonce af white kl.ight wad based on the

examinatioft of 67 cities which1 fie:d1Xed in twoogr'oups, the 21 largest and 91e

..9 .

4.6 next,t0ize. .lie.(075W-Nummerixed his finqing by *Winlp ,

. .

.
,

, IC loss cif tyhites did increLtse when there 'was a red,uctiA of
. .

.

' segre'gatioti Th4 effect was s4sCantial for the group .of large
.,..

cities, but Much staaller for the smarIer.Cities. This is an
'average effect., and Sbe effect for different.cities differs
considerably froi the average. (For:exampire, according to our 4

'.v

eci.timateefor some of those cities Which had substantial,deereatie

t
in segregation over ehis per1od) 4t was largest in (alanta Ftd.
Memphis, less large in San Fravisco and Indiapaplds, and 'ahsdnt
In Tampa.) The effect was ineensitied when the d'aegregeting

.

city.had a high proportion:of blacks and when theel.waa a high
llsparity in racial composition betwedn subi.iybs and.city (i.e.,
a high's reigation between districts): As mdicated above, the
ef.fect.was much smalker for the gmaller v tit's. . . , Insofar
as we could,determine.(though the evidence is not exsensive
enough. ta arfaw atr'ong statements On this (Ideation), the accele-
rated loshi df"w6ites appears to be a one-time effect, occurring

.,

In the /ear of desegregation.but witkout a continping accelerated
loss in,sUbSeqUent years. (pp. 76777) ,

r ,

. .
1

,
.

4 Coleman,(19750
.

recommended t4at local.communities should be left.ta address
. I

or
the'problems:of'sdhOol segregation He sArsted that individual students

should b'e given or allowed to 'retain.the right attend their neighborhood
4o.

school or another school if the school cholien had no higher proportion of the

saMe race than did the neighborhood school: Coleman stated that the courts

should continue to enforce the Fdurteenth Amendment rightWbf Black children.
,

There was')( strong and,often negative reaction to the research.Tindings and

.

.

, .policy recommenaations of Coleman., C4iticism emphasized tAld nature of the, re..
t..-t1

sults, Ceriain'aspects of meth9do1ogytilarticulariy,the cities included, And

Ns
!

his policy. reedinmendations. His researoh Wtdd hel and theessumptiens upon ,whic.. .

9 ,, .
.

..

, .

''\ ft was predicated.were not'Chal1enge4. There were a number of rep4cation
) ,

4

-.studles.involvifig reanalysis of the same basic data base with' minor methodological

modificatiens,

4
4

A
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There'were.initial succesSes ln'challenging Colemaa's results. -Using d;
.0 Y., ,

. .

. 4 1 til. . 9- I , t /
sligh.tly different Method tO select citibe f 10,521usien.in the enalysis; focus.,

. ,

idg.on neorBlaCW students rather than white Stuilents and examiningeoely elemen-
.

,

tary salools, Farley (1975) Nund no significant relationship betWeen white

Alight dind school desegregation in a saMple of the nation's laitest Cities.

1arley,11 research covered a span of five years whereas,Colemeh's study covered
..

only one, 'However, the mpst importaht'difference between the two.studies was
-

n wrms of level of spAtisticOrsophiaticatida. Because of its complexity,
.

study was much mor likely'to prodece significaat'results.,
4

sell.(1976),employed techniques similar to those pf Coleman and Farley to,

4 (.04eman's

, t

YA,

xtg,
t,

etSiltecIeded.

imed'fsrbm the fact that he did not study and compare schools actually involved

1.n

flig,t. Like Coleman's' other critics, she wad intent on proving him,

*cepted his model And assumptions And focused on the school dis-

it was her feeling that the weakness in Colemat's apprOach

,4
school desegregatiod. Her study included .86 cities Which were categorized as-

having either high, Medium, or ldta levels of desegregation: Using the number -
iv,

6f white 'students as a.dep4ndent variable, she found no differences between
v

, pre-desegregatioh and post-ddlegregstion,years or anY significant relationship

between school desegregatiod add white flAght. Rossell believed that the 'A

differetIces between her results'and Coleman's Could b:0 attributed to'the fact
.

.9

thaE the schopt, districts studied by Coleman were not undergoing court-erdered

desegregatiOn while The had digerentiated betWeen those sehogls that hadlr "II

Undergone court-ordered desegregaeion and those that had tot.

Giles et al. (1P74) sepported'Rossell'S concltsioed concerning the Aack

a relationship tptween white flight and 1;chool deae90egationt. AlttiOugh the

of

. did find t shift of whigii students to pr'Iyate sohoogs, they emp,hasized that the

4



*

Wife did not,occur in a proportion so large as.to threaten desegregated sch0b1-
,

ing," The data they reported led them,to nclUie 'that ehere is Ile distinct
,

"tipping point" which causeerapid "tesegregation of the salools.

.ii);\I other study, Mercer and Scout (1976) found no signlfitant dilference

betren 23 de'Segregateckand 67 segregated school diatricts in California when*

dirIctiOh and rate of change in white residence wore analyzed.

k
.

Green.and Pettigrew (1976) atteMpted to duplicate Cbleman's research but

added several. citied which they believed should be among the,classification of

"largest" .cities. TOtay wire unable to find the positive correlation between

it

.

A desegregation and white night reyorted by tolemAb-and, in-fact, reported, a nega-

tive correlation. In endeavoring to explain the inconsistericles between ther

findinga of.Cpleman and other researchers, they cited methodological,differences

ranging from the obvious (choice* schools to. be Included in the stgdy), to the

t _

subtle (type of coding algorithm used) They were hrighly,critical of Coleman's

methods and considered* unfortunate that the bulk of the'media ;overage had
1

fodused on him rather than op_atlher resETrchers whose conclusions appeared to
,

be based,on more solid evtd. Colemenswee eriticized for His unwillingnesa'
7

,to make his data widely availablehis tendency to react with ange when critil-
. 0:

died, and the conclusions.that he had drawn f.rom his data. Ia. particular, they

were.critics1 of his tendency to make what they Consideredjunwarranted pu lic

policy sEatpments on court-ordered busiug. Green and Pettigrew (1976 summarized

the results of the' major ,studies on white.flight as follows:

1. 'There has been a'long-term,trend.of.whites leering the cities
and of blacks migrating into these arias.

2.. All,the studieb agree.that desegregation andtwhite flight
are not related in the sMallei: cities. Aft

3. In the metropolitan school districts, dese'gregation has
little or no effect on white flight..

,

9
t"

4.

LI

4



4

e

it) .

r.f

, 1

e,4 Couvlimordered desegregatiln has not had effects on,white

fillght,different froM deslgregation re'sulting Tram other
--,

(actors, /such as residenylal or neighborhood transition.
.

/
,

5 . The los of whft'e and black studentErti6m large city dis-
trict is related.to*the proportidn of blsrek .studenta ,

attending those districts.. in part,' the "proOrtiton.black"'
.

. variabXe is a surrogate for a range of other variqbles.
frbm erodInvtax baSes to old housing stocks.

,

6
.

. ,
-.

..... .

WVile extendlve school de*egreggion may hasten the White
.

flight ,pflenomenon, particularly in the largeat non-metro-
politan districts in the South, the effect, if it obtains

4 at all', may only,be obseyved temporarily duting the firSt4 .

year of desegrtgation, and then only for those families
, .

which have alrbady, made plans to move. tp. 401) .. . /
% .

Green and Pettigrew werelloineedlY critical oy Coleman's4publie policy posf-

tions 'stating:
,

. . . there is only a tenuous connection between Coleman's
-reaearch redults and Coleman's anti-busing,political opinions.
Ris own findings, as well ap those of.other researchers, argue
strongfy for metropolitan approaches to school'desegregation,-
but he strongli resists'this direction in court 4ppearances,

*Senate testimony, and his speech.at an anti-busing conference:.
iast December. (p. 402)

tnitially, using his data base, the ethic's dyloleman were successful in

obtaining res4s that'supported their opposition. However, the more Studies
4

that were conducted, the more the results agreed with Colemsh. .Although there

/
were a.variety of conclusions being drawn,, the basic findings of Coleman were

0 .

not'imputed. ..

'
.. 0

4/1

, 71

Fasikey altered his oclpinal position op whlte flight concluding that in
. ,

t .

large central cities"with more than one-thi'rd of the student enroliment Black,
e 1

'there was' a dubstantial loss in white studeint enro4ment accompanying SchOol

:desegregatids (Farley & Wurdoeh, 1977). The loss was reported to bs twice

that whdch could be 454ected to occur without desegregation. Rossell (1978c)

was also forced to recant her earlier position on wtiite flight. She now agrees

with Coleman that yhite flight is accelerated bY school desegregatidn.

t ,

.10

aa

04-
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, The major'. tt.tempt to expand the ColeMan model to include additional factors

was made by Armor (1970. His methodology.took into account the declining birth-

, rate an established trends of out-migration,. Jefferson County was one of the

school diS ricts included in Armor's study. ,His findings were Similar to those

of this study except that his prOjection Of the trend'of OUt-mgration was

lower. Tflerefore, he estimated a loss of white students attrp3ta4e t accele-
/,

rated out-migration in numbers somewhat higher than the estimates presented in

this study. For the same t'easOn,-his projections showed the effects to be of

longer'duration. Except,for Jefterson County where he uaed data obtained from

- this study, 1 s investigation di'd, not include information on the transfer,

,of students o non-public schools.
II

Minor's findings emphasized that in larger disaricts with minor±ty enroll-

ments in'excess Of 20.percent and having accessible white .suburbs, desegregation,

does cause an ilicrease in oub-migration of white families. HoweVer, this occurs

only when the desegregatiOn'effort includes busing and tfle reassignment of white
4

students.. Thp effects are largest when desegregation is first initiated; howbver,

loskie+8 sometimes occur in anticipation of the actual implementation of desegrega-
,

. tion. Alsoo the accelerated out-migration effect may continue for several years.

His results And cOnclusions are in substantial agreement with those of Coleman,

Farley, and Rossell.

Declining white'enroliment can undeniably be associated with increased deseg-

'rogation. Attempta to dispute these conclusOns through a further reanalysis of

the same data,will be futile. It is not doleman's results or the conclusions

based on these results thatlihould be queationed' but the,assumptions that underlie

hiS basic model. Just because white enrollment decliota Ire thiSaaildoitit4 that
.e,

.
. .

. .
.

desegregation Increases does not prove that increased desegregation causes white

' enrollAnt La_declind. rurthermdreoa decline in white ehrollmeht does not mean
.-91w

4
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Chat whites a,re leaving the district.- This may reflect the overall declide that
7 A,

has been occurring ln birthrate, moveeint to non7public scheqls or some other
, '

dembgraphic phenbmenon unfelated to sOloolldesegregatiOn. The.majority of re-

Search has used the Coleman "del mainly because data fer*more sophistiicdted,
«.

analysis is not readily availlble. .

W n

Desegregation has taken plade In too'giew localitiea so allow rigorous analy-

le
,.

ses and defi ite cOnciusions. Widely divergent redUlts can be obtained depending .

.

on the criteria used for the 4election of the systems to be inclpded in a parei-

cular Study. Theatate of the art of statistical analysis has not reached a
c_ -.,

point where data.tharaCterized by intercorrelations among dependentvariOles -

can be analyzed/en a manner that does not lead to amibiguity in.interpretation.

\-
There are many design approaches, each of which can be expected to.yield S00184-

what different results. .

Further variatioAs of Coleman's research model', while accepting his assump-

tiong and using' his data base, cannot be expected to produce much new-and useful

information. .Orfield (1976) and Levine and Meyer (1977) argued against the

macro approach.to studying the effects of desegregation whichinvolve* lumping

together diverse schobl districts 0 favor of case studies (p. 454).

Lord and Catau (1976) studied tfle Char1otte/Meck4nbu'rg County desegrer-

tion plan

massive'

and found that "Court-ordered desegregation and busing did not trigger
,

white flight from the Charlotte/Mecklenburk.p0p.O7yiyatelf(p. 292)."
V

.P;

They also found a greater numbeF '..f1eeing"1"to private schools than)

to adiacent sch*ool districts. Using a questionnaire survey along with aggregate"

data concerning student population growtho they were.able to study, in,detail,.

notonly the number of moves wt. of Mecklenburg County that ware takipg place

in the white population since desegi.egltion, but all9the motivation behind

A

those moves, They rdund that among the) major rwitions people gave for wanting

9

4
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to move, busing,raiiiked fourth (70%) preaeaed byI

1) a dpsire for ersafer'place to live (8940.

tE) more playing room for their children .(88.0%) and

3) loWqr real estate taxes (85.7%) (p.. 288).

The authors asserted that the findings agreed with those found in lother studies

of tha reasons for movement from aities to suburbs or rural.areas, TI)is study

also showed that.while the growth in the elementary school popAtion in an

adjacent-tounty acc2lerated during Gke fitst two years of desigregation it re-,:

turned to the pte-desegregat4on rate after three years. .

Giles (1977) conducted a case study which was designed to assess' t Black/ 4

white.balances in the schools of a desegregating southern metropolita school

district - Duval.,poUnty, Florida. 1.1e reported that "with few.exceptions the per-,

centage of blacks in tOkschools approxiMated closely the projavions of fthe de-
,

. .

segregation plan a141 did not vary.significantly in thortfirst two'years of implé-
,/-

mentatlon (p. 507):" Gilisia was able.to determine that these exceptions where

further increases in Hlack'enrollment took place were in 22 schools "Iodated on
4.

. ,

the fringe of the.blaqk area, suggesting Ihst the raci 1 instability in the

school was a function of racial instability in the attsn ance area And not scho91

desegregation ky se (p. 507)." Giles concluded that Black/white balances can be

sta4lized and maintained in desegregated urtan schools as long as the policy

makers take idto 'account demographic trends in residential patterns. However,

he 'cautioned gainst ovet-generalizing froM this one case in a southern district

with a brief desegregation expeOence.

Giles et al.. (1974) attempted to deterMi:ne how busing influenced parent's

decision to enroll'itudents in non-public schools. Parents' of students enrolled

14,

*

in the public schools and of th6se enrolled in nom.public echoois'weria interviewed.

1:

"the parents were latated in eight Florida eountias which had been desegregated.
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The findings,were suimarized as tollovis:

The decisions of many Florida parents tecomply with public.
school 'dategregation or to tranafgr, their ch'ildren from public

to privAte sahool, appear-related to the.conditions of busing
affecting their children. Nevertheless'a little percentage
.of ouv rejecter Sample had not. exiprienced busing Iast year
and. were not scheduled to be bused this year,. Thus, while
busihg conditions are related td many, parents' rejection\.
decisions, many white children are withdrawn ttom the pubkib
schodls for reasons seemingly unrelated to buaing. ..(p. 500)

I

Aa Can be seen from these few Case studies, a look at school systeMs indivi-

duallY in a case study.provides A much different picture of the relationship be-
g

fi

.tween school deaegregatiOn and white flight Chain can be obtained from existing

macro sseudies.

betinitionof Terms

ThoUgh terms are defined.within the context.of a particular study, therare

often misplaced by the time the data are reported and cOnsidered by policy makers

and the general public. The words "desegregation" and "integration" are examples,

ot this problem. 'While some.researdhers endeavor to make clear distinctionS.:.be-

.'tween the two, others do not.' esegregation may be defined a's "the achieving of

'some statistical mix of children of different races (St. John, 1975)." The term

integration, however, should be reserved for that sit4ation in which the minority
A.

group is accepted on a completely equal basie(Green and.Pettigrew, 1976), or as
0

Harris et al. (1975) suggestsOntegration.reflects the involvement of many'.

people,frop- racial and ethnic groups where, ftopi a shared base of parity, the
-V'

entire.school and communfty Venetic:, ThiA definitional problem as t4gmann (1977)

suggests, "seems . . to he at thevheart of the whole issue: To what extent ts
3

the racially aped school truly integrated? Are the students merely physically,

co-present, or are they.relating to one another'in an enyironmiint of!mutual

understanding.and respect (p.. 392)7" .

vt

14
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"Busing" is anoeher-tetm characterized by a lack,of.definitional clarity,
. k .

0.

The predilection of studies to eq4ate."desegregation" and "busing" contrib4ea

to Onfysion. Busfng has been an integral part df our educational system for

many yearA, Rrior tp the'court order to desegregate .0 percent of Jeffersqn

Couney's students c.:/ere being bused from home to school and back Again (U.S.

DI,stri Court of Appeals, Louisville-Jefferson County deqdgregation case,

Ddc. 28, 1973). It is the iiltent. f this study to maintain a, distinction,be-

me-en "busing" and court-orpiere& desegregation. "BUsing" is one means by which It

1 4nr

tourt-ordered-desegregation is implemented; it is not synony0 swii the term_
* /

"desegregatiton."

Another area in which definition Is necessary is the label "metropolitam'

desegregation plan." The term refers to a plap which is implemented thrOughout

-a metropolitan area. _It may cross district lines and it may or may not include

busing. In. Jeff6rson County, two schooludistricts were aierged. 'It seems plau-
..

sible to categorize. the Louisville-Jeferson County .plan as "metropolitan."

Td the public at large, the terms "white'flight" conjures the iage-bf white

families moving out Of a community. The bulk of research on this topic has

faced a major liwlitation. There is no straightforward method for measuring this
L,

.movement particularly in studies involving a large number of School 'systems.

The rdsult is 0. concession to expediency. irtually all white flight studies

operationally define white flight as a decline in white enroilnient. ."This is
).

done dedpite the fact Mat there are many cauees for a decline in white enroll-
*

ment other than school desegregation. Transfers to non-public schoaq, birth-b
6

rate decline, aid the continuing trend ()rake middle Class to move to thesuburbs.
-.

i.

,6.4are all reflected in declining enrpllment. Movement to non-public schools is

, .generally included as white flig4)despite the fact, that this id an arbitrary

and illogical use of operational dOinktions, First of all, it is misleading
6

4
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beeause "th the public white flight means 6milies fleeing. And secondly, they
,

k
haue disparate effec't51, both economic and m)ciological. Residential tlight Aas

.4

an enormous%impact op a communit7 while atceleratea transfers to nonpubli.c

schools mainly affect the school sys,tem... Methodological convenience and the

indiscriminate use of operational delinitions are not sufficient justification

for the false assumption that a decline in white enrollment can be equated with

the movement of white Xamilies out of a.school district.%

. Organization of t4e Report

In this chapter an introduction to the study has been provided through

statementk of pUrpose and review of the literature. Chapter II includes.bac ground

',material on Jefferson County and events leading to the implementation of the de...7

'41 segregation'plan. Also, seVeral studies conducted locally are reviewed. Chapter(

"pi describes the methodology.of the study and the'results are presented in

. ,
Chapter IV. In qhapter V, the results are summarized nd discussed.ahd recommen

s

dations are pre ented.

0
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Commurdty Profile

CUPTER 11

BACICROUND

11

Louisville, the lkrgest Kentucky city, is
I

loceted within Jefferson County and

on the,southern bank of,the Ohio River; According.to the Louisyille Chamber of 4

Coinberce (1974), the incorponated city ok Louisville covers 65.2 square miles

within a county covering 37 square miles.. The'Standard Metropolitan Sta,Eistical

Aea includes Bullitt and Oldham counties in Kentucky and the Indiana counties,

Clark and Floyd. Ite fivecounty area encompasses 1,392 squaremiles.

Louisville has long been a center of commerce
1

one ofJthe totU.S. industrial,markets

iiiidlude: chemicals, electrical

timbec products;.farm equiment, foods

aL varnishes and maFhinery (Chamber o

and industry and is rated as

by the, U.S. Department of Commerde. Pr611:

appliances,,synthetic rubber,.lumber, and

and beverages, tobacco proddcts, paints

f Commerce2 1979). In additiOn to,being a

trade cedter, viable commerce and inddstry has also made Louisville a 4working

Person't'-town."' General Electric App/iance Diyision i the largest single

emploIer, with 20,000 employees.. Jeffboat Company and the Ford Motor.Company

are-second and third with 16;000 and 7,544 employees respectively (USCCR,
t,

- %

.
,

.

il
197.6B, P. 66). The majOrity of industrial workers are nnioniZedwith the AFTAIO

. ,

having large memberships

area were,representedipy

v.
(Chamber of Comierce, 1979), In 1971 84

219 locals.
1

uniOns.in the

More than 80 perbent bf the apOloyeea

,

in4manufacturing industries are organized (USCCR, 1976b, p. 66).
,

Apt6ximately`21 percent of 'Kentuckys'OOpulatien resides.-1 'Lcin lltsvie.'

iS'
,

and Jefferson Covnty: According to 1971'cénaus'daa and the Hum Services
d

Cpordinatan.Alliance (1978), 331,110 persons reside in todisviller arta

(I

,

,
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4

including the city's population, ail estirrted 697,780 persons ideide,tri
49 . 7'

.7.
JeffersoniCounty.

4 .Recent population trends_in repuisville.have been generally consistent witn

most metropolitan arealigihe 'United States (HSCA, 1978, pa 11).. Between
.

#

1960 and 19750 U.S.; metropolitan areas.grew by 22 percent; howeVer, the

metropolitan growth'rate in the 1950's drdpp d frOm an average annuaj. increase

of 2.3 percent to 0.7 percent in the 1970'8...General1y, population of cities

is declining while the population of suburban areaS is increasing. Consistent

,swith national tren0s, the city of Louisville has steadily declined in population

sinde y960.1 Between 1976 ahq1975, the poPulation loss for 1..ouisville accelerated

to an average decline of 1.5 percent per year while pOpulation growth in outlying *

districts has increased.

inparticul,ar,theaveragparinualpopillatie,nrateincreaseham County

stands at 3.6 percent, and the.annual and steady rate increase for Bullitt is

Afive Nrcent.f, These gr4,761s in population jlave largely been attrilThted to

inTmigratioft, Ostly from Jetferson County.. Furthermore, families moving to

the outlying areas tend to be young and of childbearin6ge0 ,Older persons
)

and single, you4 adults are concentrated in centrar cities.* This pattern has

'been true of Jefferson County (p. 12).
A

Metropolitan migration furthermore, has affected geographic distribution Of

ethnic groups.' Since the 1930'9, Blacks.have filled inner city vacuum left by

t

out-migtating whites. The 1160's witnessiml a masSive'iout-migration'of Ikites to
.........> .

. . T,
.

the imburbs, and Black areas within central and. westerlii LoUisville expanded.

Consequently, "ah increase in the distance ,between the population Mid concentra-

tions 'of the'tWo racial groups" has qccurred.(p. 13). In fact,.the Refitucky.

s

Commission on Hum;in Rights (November 7: 1974) reported: .

18
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,4 Louisvilles ranking OT,80th in thi recent houiing stiA .

of 109 citiee#puts it-,among the 91A-7,third .'most legre ted'
cities, a complete-turnahotit fro$,194b'when L004,9171, e
was among, the one-third 'least seg'reiated"cl!tiesawi h a
radang of 32. (p.j.)'

.

1

Though somi middle-income Blacks.haVe been'ablet move p siiburbi.a,,the
J. ,

. .
. .

movement has not been sufficiently extensive tolrepresent'an Ampr eMeni'in

Black housing opportunities or a decline.in residential-segregation (IRSCA,

4,13

1978, p4 13).

See Appendix,A for additional demographic'dAta.

School Prolf
,

LouisvilikAnd Jefferson Coenty enrollmpnt data for the years 19561978 are

.1)

presented'in Table I The ethnic composition of.t.he Louisville system had

,110.

cha from 26.2 percent Black And 73.8 percent white4n1956 to 51.6 percent

Blac 8.4 percent hite in 1913. The proportion Of Black students tn the
1

JeffersonlCounty system had\remained fai4y constant having risen from '

0

percent in 1956 to. 406 percent in 1973. The combined enrollment "of 411 two

systems il 1974, before they were legally merged on April 1, 1975 .was
lw

116344; 210.3 percent Black and' 7907 percent white..
,

i

inlyestigation of segregation by the Xentucky Commission onijiuman Rights;'4"

(1972) inithe Louisville Ahools stated:
%

I4 I .

'Racial isolation'of students in Louthille P.4klic Schools
i

Ireached' a 10-year high in 1971772 schoof'year and the racial
-,,,..4:.ti9olation of elrehearyAchool students As highez-thán at

-,any time sinop total sesregstion was abolished'in 1956;
1 (Inpide cOVeie) ,

'

In the.Jefferson County sylitem, themaity of Black students attended

C .
%4-4410

ethnically identifiable schools (USCcfl, '1916b p. 68).
1

,
t ,

....-

\.

,
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..f1956

.1957

1958

1959.

1960

1961

1962.

.1.96"3

(j

A
.1

;

fr

1964'.

1965

1966 "«;.'

1967,

1968

TABLE I

JEFFERSON COUNTY. PUBLIC SCHOOLS

't A,1
'Fall Black/Whito Memildrship

tradea fry-iz

19°56%71'978

di,

Louieville

White Blaa Total

33,831 12,01p
'I7

33,232 12,.790

32,803 13,84'

31,848 .124.,5756 .-
31,580 : 15°,717 .

16,789

17,980

119,366

20,293"

'.21,212

'22%129'

- 22',104
IS

.23,;77

31,274

11,402

.30,883

29,928
,

2b.-940

/7,868

28,.358

27,2
.1969 26,706

4
OP'WO 25 0.8

,

1971 .24,561

1472

1973.

1074 )

1975

23,379
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Compared to Jefferson County a larger proportiomof the Louisville eystem's
,

. -

studOnts`c#me Prom lower s6cio-economic backgrounds. The Louisville syetath wap
.

.

.

considered progressiie dad oriinted toward the.prOblems of urban youth whOle
, ,

.

v,

the!Jefferson County system had maintairted a more traditional.educational pro-
,.

, gram (UiCCR, p76a,.pp. 67-68).
.

I

Merger of tbe two achool syntems had been a community.issue for over twentY

ytears (Doyle, 1974, '1:10 v). .Since merger, therm have &len many Controversial]

unrelatect3b'desegregation, between aiid among scliool st.aff,.board. members. and
4. .

groups in the community. A .

A stalf reporj: of the United hates Commission on Civil Rights includes a

comprehensive review of the.litigation which led to the 1975 deseiregation of

c
%Vie Jefferson C;sdry Schools (USCCR, 1976a). A summary V thayevieW is pre

,

sented in this.seiCtion of the text/. A Chronology Aff dasegregation.events Is

presented le'Appendix B.

Following thl 1954 Brown decision; #jkauisville'and Jefferson Co9nt4r implemented

'plans tb end cOmpulsory'seitregaion in 1956. In the county Black high school

4,..--.. studlants were.allowed to attend the school serviiig their reaiddntial area; pre-
..

,

. viously they had been transported to the 4ty's Central High. Elementary stu-
. .

. .
!,,l'.':N:'

,

.dents, for the most part, cOntinued to attend all Black schpols aavf.hg their
,..

01
0 ij

4rst6fidentill area. A geograPhic assignmenc pled which included provTaions for
, ..., .

A voluntary transfer was imitituted in the city. 2ighty-sfive percent of the
..

white,students scheduled uo attend formerly Black schools rpquested transiers

ae'did 45 percent oS the Black Students scheduled to attend forMerly white

schopls (USCCR, 1976i, pp.. 56-57). Though these'efforterded compUlsory segrew.

,

01 1 * , t
I,
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gation"bY 1956, the polidiea adopted
,

.vthe Louisville aneJefferson.County ;

Boarda ot Education combined with thObgregated residmitial natyre Ot the'nota-.

munity resulteein ethnically identifiable schc;ols fh both.cityeand county

school systems by the, late 1960's.

In 1968, Green vp Coull/yjshoollmal htated-that volaneary t ansfer plans

can be justified .only if they result in achool desegregation. rh 1971, S/ann V.

±

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board gf Education allowed student transportation as a

means of eliminating segregation. lollowing these decisions, lodal organizations-
1-

including the Kentucky Commission on Civil Rights,and the NeWburg Area Council#

41

pressed both schoOl systems to take positive steps to reduce segregation. .During

the same periOd, 6,6 Office of Civil Rights of the U.S. Department ot Edudation

thfeatened.to stop federal funtis to the Jefferson Ovegnty Board because the .

0
Newburg Elementary School 'was segregated. The Board voted to misa a.deadline for

submitting a plan to desegreil'Ve the schools (USQCR, 1976b, pp. 57-63).

tn August, 1971,' a stItt was filed against the Jeffersop/County abard of

°N

A

EducatIon seeking the desegregation of ethnically identifiable elementary schools

(Newburg Area Counciliv. Board of Edycatipn). A suit, :Nicses_eta. v. Board of

'Educatipn of Louisville and an intervening complainAy the Louisville dhapter of
y

the Nationhl Association for the Advancement of Colored People, were filed on
0

June.22, 1972. Thelatter action pought both a merger of the county,,and city

systems and A desegregation plan allowing no more than one-third Black students

iq any school. The Anchorage Independent District was also inciuded hut later

dismissed from the (math FedAal Judge, James Gordon, Western Disrrict

f .

c I

4

41
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of RentuCky', consolidated.the cases and head,the trial December 1-48, 1972,

Judge Cordon dikvissed the case against both hoary on March 8, 1973, stating '

..

. that they were operating unitary systems. His opinion included the foliolng:
'1

e
,

The only aleernative Ca bringing back into Newburg the t?lack
children who were moved out fow. the hole purpose of invegrat-
ing' the school system would be'to.find white school Children,

. at; distant:school districts and tradsport them in 4.114-frog .

lirkfross busing fashion past black children being transported
from Newherg to the integrated adjacent white schoole. We do
not read in any decisions of the Supreme Court any require-
ment that such impriicticalities be engaged in. (USCCR, 1976a;

-

'et

p. 73)

Plaintiffs appealed the case. On December 28, 1973, the Sixth.Circuit Court
cis

of Appeals reversed Judge Cordon on every'noint. Regarding the county district,
. ,

-the Court stated:

'1.

'The Jefferson County School District erobraces all of Jeffer-
son.cbunty except that.portion included within the Louisville
Independent School District and the Anchorage Independent
School District.

,It has close to 96,000 students, approximately four percent
of whom are black. Sixty-five percent of all-students are
bused to schools they attend. The Board operat'es 74 elemen-
tary Schools, fiveumiddle schools, 18 combined junior and
senior high schools, add six special schools.

Prier to the decisidh in Brown v. Board of Education of
Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954), the Board maintained a racially-
segregated school system.in accordance with the requirements
of Kentucky law. It did.not provide a high scheel for.black,
students and arranged foe helix attendance at Central High '
School, the black qigh school operated by tAe Louisville
Board of Education. It operated the Newburg Elementary'
School% grades 1-9. Newburg was located in the One area
in thp county outside of'Louisvgle having any substantial
black population. It Wae.a pre-Ecown black school, and has

'remained black until the present day. Newburg is surrotinded
th a number of all-white or virtually 'all-white elementary
schoias. Within a distance of Oree masa from Newburg

,

there ke in addition to Price'Elepentary School, which will
be discuksed subsequently, nine substantially white eiemen,
.tary schools.

23
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In 1969 Priafltletmentaty Ithool was conotructed within a 0

mile of Newburg..When Pt,ice opened in 19694970, 33.1 per-
cent of he students were blAck. The percentage increased
to 42.2 percent during 1970-71, to.'43.9 percent,during
1971-72, and now stands at 54.3 percent., It is practically'
an all walk-m.school, with about three percent only of the
pupils being bused.

- 4

Cane Run Elementary,School is located t the northwest por-
. tien of the Districi close to the Louisville city limits.

In 1966-67, the black stddent p41lation of Cane gun was one
point two percent. In 1967768 it increased to siX [mint two
per.cent,, in 1968769it increased to 11.5 percent, id 190-70
it increased,to 25.5 percent, in 1970-71 ir increased to

,86.7 percentfand in 1971-72 to 45.5 'percent. In 1972-73 it
stood at 49 percent. Cane Rue was rebuilt on the same site
(1141,:n0972.

eidence shows that Newburg, Price and Cane Run contain
56 percent of theoblack eleointary'atudentssin-the Jefferson
County School District. (USCCR, 19.76a, Pp. 71-72)

Statistical data concerning the Louisville District was described as follows:

.At the commencement of the 1972-73 school yegr, the Board
t was operating aix academic high schools, thirteen junior

high schools, and forty-siX elementary schqols: Three of
.thd 141x academic senior high schools; Ce11/2211,..114212and
Shawnee bawl bdtweep 94 percent and 100 percent black stu-
dents. Central was a pre-Brown black tchool.) Male and
Shawnee were pre-Brown white schools. Two of the senior
high schools; Atherton and Iroquois, Have 97 Arcent and

. 99 percent white students. The sixth achool, Manual, which.
shares a common attendance,zone with Central and,Male, has
40 percent.black students. Atherton and Manual were pre-
Brown white schools, and Iroquiqe wee constructed aftdr 1956.

There are thirteen Junior high schools. Fiye of theM,
.0uValle, Mdyzeek, Parkland, Russell, and Shawnee, have be-
tween 95 percent and 100 percent black students. Four of
theM, Barrett, Gottschalk, Highland Smd Southern have* be7
tween 94 meant and 99.5 percent white students. The id-
Inaining four, Mahly; Manual, Western and Woerner, have
.twidn 25 percent And 64 percent black students. DuValle, 14,

Meyzeek and Russell were pre-Bromn black Schools; Pankland;
Shawnee, Bartlett, Highland, Southern, Manly, Manual,N
Western ahd Woerner were preirowA white schools.
Gottschalk was constructed after 1956.

'11
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.4:.Thiare are forty4six elebtentary scheole. Nineteen have be-
tween 82 percent and 100 peradbt black students. Twenty-one
have between 89 percent and 100'percent white studenth. .The

remaining sbe haveqpetween 16. percent $1m4 55 pereent black
students. The twenty-one.schools that bap between 89 per-
cen-and 100 percent white studints, were.pre,-Bror 1;i411.t.e
schools. (USCOR, 1976a, pp. 69-70)

The Court of Appeals found,that the ccitray 6ystem ha:d not ailed 'Black,schools

44)

to attendance capacity'buE..were,uping'portables and deuble,shifts in nOarlY all
,

white schoela. The counq system had, therefore, failed in itp

f'.
obligatien to eliminate segregated school's (USCCR, 1976a, p. 74

%

.contititVtional

). tihe city sys-

tem's conctintion that segregated schooas.were a result of-resident.\ ial patterns
,

\

was rejected:

,

j ..,1:4opulatibn shifts that changed the etimic compositiotir
of soma sChools does got affect thé(Louisville) beatWa
duty to convert fully to a ,enitary system -4-.The measure
of any plan is its effectiveness in accomplishing desegre-,
gation . . Because pf 0e:residual effects of past dis-
criminatlon,)the Loui ville.zening assignment plan has not
-been effecti've despite the good intentions of the school
bOardoe As the Supreme Cburt stated in %%lane:
being equal, with no history of discrimination, it might
well be desirable to assign pupils to chools nearest their
homes.,. Bet all thingb,are not equal in a system that has
been deliberately constructed and maintained to enforce
racial segregation. :" (USCCR, 1976a, p, 75)

,
%

The Court of Appeals .rettirnet the cape to,Judge Gdtdon tating:

All vestiges of state-imposed segregation must be eliminated
within each school distric9n the cqunty. To aecomplish
such purpose, state-created school district ,14nes sh:11 im-
.pose no barrier..., We "do mot require use of any parti ular
'degice. Any plan of deeegregation is to be offecttve for
thh_1974-75 academic year. (USCCR, 1976(4 p. 76)

\

Judge Gordon heard deghregatiOn proposals from tastiff of bothlsy ems and
54

tiOn ordered his own plan, Plan X, On July 23, 1974. 'Tim order 4nc1ipded the mer-

4
ger of the two systems. Two days latOr, in light of Mi4iken v. matut, the

Supreme .Court reptIrded the case to tile SItxth Circuit C6urt for review. On
0

1,0
December 11, 1914, the Sixth District reinstated its previous order while

90

.1J.11 Ale La, 16.1: .6 A

J.
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sk,

pointing out differences between'the KentuCky and Michigan caeca:

Milliken) there was nAwidende.that'the ou6lying school
tr?cis had committed'acts af.de jure segregation or that

they were operating dual sChool systems. Exactly the oppo,
site is true'here. . .

.

Zh

The interdistrict remedy in thiscase would not be likely
extensively to disrupt and alter the structure 'of public'
education in kentucky, or even in jefferson County, nor
require the creation of LOvast new super schdol dis'trict.

0

Since the county is the basic educational unit of the state,
there is provisOn under statutes for merger not available 05

Since school district aines in Jefferson County had been
ignored'in the past for the purpose'of segregation they
Tight also be,crossed for desegregation purposes. (USCCR,
1976a, pp. qp-81)

\A

The Louisville Boardrof Education had initiated merger proceedings under the

A

provisions of state law, and 'on April 1, 19715, the two districts were merged. In

April, the Supreme Court denied appeals to reverse the Sixth Circuit Court's or-

der. On July 17, 1975, a final order to JuUge Cordon-stipulated that a desegrega-
%

tion plan wodld be implemented at the beginning of the 1975776 school year (USCCR,

1976a, pp. '81-83).

Litigatiofi od dayects of ihe desegregation plan coOtinuel following implementa?

.tion. :the County Judge, Todd Uollenbach, (an elected administrative positioti),

intervened and proposed an alternative plan which would depend heamily on volun-
't.,

tary teassignments. After.hearing testimony from' James Coleman, an expert wit-

ness who said that the planmoull not eliminam ethnically identifiable schools,
'

Judge Gordon rejectea:the propOsal (USCCItt 1976a, p. 94).

'First graders were not included in the transportation plan during-the Years

1975-76 through 1976-79i litigation continued on that issue. In.May, 19

,judg&GordA Ordered the 1ncluston into the plan of first graders beg nnihg 1.11

197940 (euisvlArle gimes, 5 May 1979).

,14
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The Plan
4' .

" I,

The plan ord9rea by,Judge Cordon affected virtually all'sdhools in Jefferson

COUnty. Elementary schools were to havegenrellments of nO less than 12 percent

or more than 40 percent Black. cSecOndary schools were to have between 12.5 per-
, J .

.
. ,

.cenytnd 35 percent Black. The Court fould that the ethnic balance ih several

.schoOls fell wighin the established guidelines and that redistricting would.

bring still othevi icito compliaAce. In total 29 schools were exempted from

th"e transportation,phase of the plan (Newburg, Area CoNncil, Inclr , et al. v.

Board of Education of ,JeVereon County, 1975, pp,

4
The remaining Schools,'formerly kack and formerly white, wpre clustered or

0

paired. The school system was instructed to provide transportation between

th e schools to achieve ethnic halances set by thla CoUrt. bfficials anticipated

that approximately 22,600 students would be transported. Because Black students

comprised 20 percent of al population ap white students 80 percent', the burdell.

of busing -fell on Black students. Estim es indicated that. 84 percent of the

white students would be transported for tWo years during grades 2-12 and 16 per,.J

cent would be transported one year. Sixty-six percent of the Black etudents

wdtild be transported eight years during grades 2-12 and 33 percent'would be

"transported nine years (Newbura, Area Council Inc. at al. .v. Board of gducation
.

of fefferson County, 10A, pp.. 8-10).
"

kmap illustrating Ole plan's pattern of exempt and clustered schools is

plOnted in Appendixf." Also, a chart'showing the Alphabetical assignment pro-
,

cedUre is includiid.

IdOlaientation.of the plan resulted in comprehensive desegregation. Ni'ne per-"

.cent.of the white students were reassigned to formerly Black school's, and 46 per-%

cent of the DlaCk atuden'ts were reassigned to formerly white schooll The sere-
. -

al
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gation index Oas 27.9, during.the first.year of desegregation, down 54.8 from tIe

previouS year (Aossell, 1978a, p. 136).

Observers,of Jefferson County and Louisyille in September, 1975, witnessed a

new school year marked by citizen demoAtrations, student boycótis and policemen

,carrying riot-contvl equipMent.' National television reported demonstrations

reaching near-riot proportions, boycotts keePing white students ablient from

Achool for several weeks and city and county police forces gravely concerned

wiltpublic safety by issuing riot-control equipment and implementing crowd-con-

trol techniques. The governor, furthertpre,. assigned additional state.troopers

aud activated kentuckY National Guard.units. At one point, "there were 1,000

guasmen . . /guarding buses at night, ridinguses ns escorts fox.14he childreni

and assisting in local .police patrol d'uttes,(USCCA, 1976a, p. 105)."

.As has appgrently been true for other communities in similar circumsfances;'.

(Rossell, 1978a) local and Staat-71itical leaders did not make supporiW state-

ments abOut the desegregation phiri. In.fIct, the Jefferson Coun.ty Judge sponscIed1

a seminar entitled, "National Forum On Quality Education and Social IntegratIon"

on ecember 6 and 7, 1975, to seek alSetnative forme of desegregation. .Speakets
e,

inclu pd prominent kial scientists James Coleman and David.Armor. During the
4V

following day, an apparently,pro-desegregation group held a meeting designated

"Louisville's Forum on School gesegregation (Courier-Journal, 6, 7, 8, December

-

1.975)."
I

The' merger of the loulovi4e and,Jefferson County school systems was'
.

41.most as controversial as the dedegregation plan itself. In a deCumfnt

kepared by the school system, the controversy was described as folloWsl

N
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The Jefferson County School Systemeis.an or zabion facling
two large problems: 'merger andadesegregat Iriother eyad
.tems, the Issue of'merger alone has eaus rio

,
u'ildisagree.°416

'ment within the coMMunityi and Louieville roves n exception.
The-merger iasue has been facing this school esySteM On a con
tinuous basis for a .quarter of a century, lehas not blpn,
solved by agreement'of the systems 'Involved, 4atali only under'

gthe threat of court order and upon theaunilateral aecioof.
the former. city school board has it been completed.

To,cotpound the problem of merger, the new Jefferson Co9nty
"'School System is'now. under court order to dlesegregate'.
new system is the thirteenth largesein the nation and is
the only district eo face the problems related.to merger and
desegregation simultaneously.

A

The merger of:;school systems in Kentucky usually m44ps the
county boatd assumes the assets and responsibilities of the
independent school sydtem and, in,turn, the independent

p,scilool system ceases to exist or joins the county 4oard in
reduced strength, In ,this manner, the new school aystem
can confront itsproblems with a unifilid, .established, and

. agreedupon philosophy. Further; the members of the'new
organization have .common,policies and procedures to guide
them as a,result of having:one board as tiya policy-making
body for the.entire school system.

Such is not the case.in the I:ouisville, Jeffetson County
_School System-merger, where merger 4as accom§liehed by a

-petition from the former Louisville Board of EdUcation to

the Kentucky State Department of Education, -The Lo4isville
System' hes a majority of Black student'enrollment and the
members of the board of education felt tfiere wis no- viable('

means of desegregation; ineidition, ,the system did'not
believe Che finances were available to enable the. system
to develop.and to imAement a quality .education program
'under these circumstances, Thus, in accordance.with the
existinemerger law,jnerger was completed upon the order,
of the State Superin4ndant .o Public Idstruction on April
1, 1975.

When-the merger was -pompletedt.the former LouisYille Bpatd
of Education did not, cease to exl.st. Neither didoit jpAn
ihe Jefferson County Board of Education:in redUced stringth.
Rather, by Order of the StaAe Aoard of Education4 and upheld
by the states highesg courti these two bovds were joined
Inmlu1l*rength.

Five members of the CountkBoara were joined by five, members
of the former City Board to make a tem.member board bf educav#,
tion for the newly merged system.

4,
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To fully,understand the magnitude-of the Problem'this deciton
created, it would,be well to examine the orientations of .ebe,

/%twofiform r boards'. The City Board was faced with static en-
rollment a declining finncial base a deficit budget, and
a majority Black student enrollment. On.the Other hand., the
Couney Board was facedmi h problems created by*a suburban
area', A rapidly increasing rollment, an expanding financial
base,.and a large white majoJitytudent enrollment". To.deal
with and control the probl the pity. Beard faced, it.was
necessary to develop a phil sophy nd orientation pward stu-,
dents which differed froM the phi osophy and student orienta-
tion developed by the County Board.

To further compound the problem; the two boards were not
legally joined orsmerged for all purposes. They were left
as tWo.separate entitieg for the purpose of creatzing plans
,to deseiregate the newly merged school system by order of
Federal District-COurt.. jEach former boLOsid was called upon
to develop its own plan to_accomplish this important action.'

Each of the two beards, then, from the perspective of its
own philesophy, has been called upon to develop44 desegrega-47
tidn pladlor the entire merged system. The two' plande-
veloped differ in pbilosophy.and orientation.. They repre-,
sent two separate approaches to the lirOblem of deseiregations
:fhus, the membership of the new boatd has.been involved in
heated controversy.and'seemingly unreconcilable conflict
since the-April 1, 1975 merger. (Jeqerson County Public 4

Schools, November 14, 1975, pp- 9-104 '

.

_Individuals and groups.representing virtually all pointil of view criticized

the school. district staff durini the first:year of desegregation. One major

source,of criticism wag the disproportionate suspension,of minority students.
9

'The 1975-76 Blimk to q44te ratio Of student suspensions inisenondary schoolg

duridg.this first year of desegregation was 5. to'l while, as already pointed'

out, Black students only contributed 20 percent of the total 8nro11ment Gleffer-

gon.qountY E4ucation ConsoAium, 1977, p. ,

The United.States Commission on Civil Rights held.a hearing in LouisVille on

)

4une 1446, 19 6. Testimony from scores ot witnesses included students, teachers,*
,

, 4

administrators, public officials and citizens and 'represented both proband anti:

Idesegregation groups in the community (14CCR, 19764'. A summary ofthe LOuisville4

30
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hearing is included in a later report issued by .the Commission (USCCR, 1976b).
1

e Cdmmission's f ndings were as/follows:

1. Ele-ted county 'officials abdicatgd their responsibility,
to.maintain law and order and to take'an affirmative
stand intaupport of the desegregation order,:aud thus
perpetua4ed the belief of opponents.to desegregation,
that demonstrated opposition would yield results. The
failu're of County Judge Hollenbaa co reqUestmcity police
assistave in the farce of disruptions on September 5, -10

1975, in the southwestern,section of th&county regular .

m, in extensiVe property damage and bodily injuries.

2. -Although the Chamber of Commer$e made some initial attempts
to unify the busfness community in support of peaCefUl
desegregation, it yielded to intimidation from dissi4ent
elements in the, community. As a result, many businesses
that would not. have supported antibusing forces publicly

.

did so 0 order to protect themselves and their property.
AS

3: In spite of aOmmUnity disruption, the schools des gre- ,

gated peacefUlly and with minimal difficulty. 14 I de-
veloped human'relations programs in individual ools
facilitated the diasegregation process:

c

4 Students, generally responded.positively to desegregation.'
Any ension and anxiety'that..existed was generated by

,

commu ity controversy and opposition. When community
p.Posi ion abated after the first quart#r of the school

year, a udents Settled down and accepted the first year.
of deslagregatioacas a normal school year. or

,
.

.

5. The failure\of the school board to commit itself io
,

carrying o t\thecourt ocder has contributed to a trend
towards re egi gation.. Hardship transfers granted td a
greater de ree eq white stidents and the eacemption of,
first grad rs fro transportat4on have changed the racial
makeup of t e sch dls from that specified by the coUrt

order.

't \
,\

1 ,
a

6. The failure of the'schoOl administration to examine the
causes of disproportionatexsuspension rates fo black .

students and a similar fail4.70 to evaluate assi ment
c

gractices that plaae a disprOP rtionate number of black
Students in t AlternatiVe Sch ol have caused members
Of the black' =unity to quest:Là the integrity of
the school ad '11,'strationo (pp. 6 -85)

1,
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Local Studies

4

Since the tmplementation of the court-ordered desegregationpplan, nine stu0,-

ies havO been conducted locally concerning the problems of school desegregation,
.

#

busing'and housing desegegation. These studies have kttemPted to detertins the-

.effects of thesq,factors in LouiSville and Jeffeyson County as a co unity, as

wellies the relationships among these factor's:,

'tive of the nine studies employed survey questionnaires to gather data; two

Other studies employ census data concerning'population patterns, school enroll-.

ment figures, and a review of housing progams.by the county Department of

Housing and Urban Development. An eighth study closely examined discriminatory

methodA used, by rest estate agents 'and' apartment complex operators against the

housing of Blacks.in JeffersOn CoUify. The ninth study examined newspaper arti-

.cles during the Litial periad of court-ordered desegregation.

Tile present document, as described fn Chapter III, used questions cOntained

in two studies conducted by the Institute of Policy Sciences and Public Agairs

at Duke University in conjunction with,Lou Harris and Associates. 'The results

r.

provided norms which were utilized in analyzing survey data collected in the pre- .

sent study.

%The first of..the Duke University studies was entitled.Attitudes of Louisville
'41110.

and .Jefferson Co nt Citizens Toward Busin for.Publi SchOol Dese re ation-Re-

sults froM the Second Yellt (197). Iti purpose was to explore pliblio opinion re-
4.

garding busing asnd related issues. Researchers sought data enabling cimAzens and.
,

leaders of Louisville.and Jefferson County to,informatixely address their problems
.

;')

through the.broildept. possible perspective. The interview respondent group c9nT

It 4sisted of 882 persons, selected by scivaific sampling ttechniqule to represent

the Louisville-Jefterson County citizepiry. Selected citizens tierp Contacted ansi

I
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'ow

U.

in'terviewed in.thc*tir homes by nrofessional inperviewers during the late spring

snd earlY sumder of 1977. As Was the COO yith the sebond Ditke study, all sub-
.,

jects, interviewed were .18 years'or older. A:similar study wasconducted in
4

July of 1976, and opinions were 'compared between the 1976 a 47.7 survek respon-
,

-

.1

gdent groups. These questiOnnaires exPlored such issues ashousing,. white flight"
. .

and the qualfC of' educati*
,

Ih,1976,. 76 percent.of the intsrview respondents listed educational problems

as the"vtbal issue in Louliville and Jefferson CounbY.while 54 percent of the

1977 respondents replied likewise. Seventy percent of those subjects cited'

m
busing.as the worst educational problem in 1976, as did 48 percent of the 1977

subjects. White flight was identifiedvthrough the questionnaire -as follows:

55percent of the parents who in 1977 had at least one child tg a private school.

indicated thax their,private schaol child or children,had-attended a public'-

School at one time. Fifteen percent of these parents,cited'busing or deségrega-
.v.

tion among ttleir reasons for the change to.a private school, The majority (06%) \

\,of the respondents gave religiouS Or edubational readbInsifor the transfer.

The second Duke study entitled, Is It the Buses or tht Bla4s1 Seif-Interest
0 ..,

Versus Symbolic Racism as PyS4ctors-of Oppobition to Busing in Louisville,

bigated whether desegregation, as evikenced by racism (either f;ympolic or old-,

fashioned) or whether busing, as evidenced by high self-intereit response, moti-

vates people to oppos4 courp-ordared desegregation. One thousand fortrnine per-

sons were.randomly sampled from a grid of the citY's geograPhic area. ,

W
gouseholds were randomly chosen within sAmpling units, and thaqinal respon

dents were randomly chosety,from,persons-residing in the hoUseholad.r, tnterviews

lasting approximately one hour.and twenty minutes,were conducted in iha homes by
4

trained interviewers of the samvace as the respotident. Survey'questiOns ex-

i
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Attf

A

plored iosees similar to thOsemilisted in the first study. 'Interestingly, al-
.

ti

r thciugh 61 pfrcent pf the whites and 90 percent.of the Blacks considered
. it 4

-....
.. 4

good idea fet Blacks and whites to go .to school together, 91.percent of whites

4
.and 0...r;rcent.of Blacka were opposed to busing'. 'ye coAClusiona-"Of4, this

,

,

second Duke study were as follows:

,st

do

1. $41f-intereat and personal convenience was very weakly
. and inconsistently related to 64osItion to busing.

.
.

.

0
. Racial attioldes were much more closely rft,lated to anti-
.,busJ.ng attitudes and'the direction of the 1...lationship

o 'was consistent: the more racist, the more oppoaed to
busing.

.
0

..

The authprs further commented that for the adult population.in Louisville-Jeffer-
V . .

4 f .9 , ., 5.1.60410, "IteWas symbolic racism, that combination pf anti-plackleeling'and'
. ur-, .

. ..
4

, the4ercoptiOn.that,Blacks.are violating the cheriali'ed valwes of civil?9tes-,
_.
.\ tantihm an4. mOing'illegitrmate demands for change in the racial status T10.--

,

.: that fueled.the Opposition te; busing to,'prairie-fire-like pronortion,in Louiar

: 1 4

3. 'Vhe Most holpdrtant racial attitude and indeed the most. ,

1./. .
.

.

. .

iTportant aingle'correlate of opposition,"tO beping.was
symbolic racism rather than the more familiar old-fiash,-
ioned racism: (p. 33)4

J

I.

e
I

,

4#1110* (p . 34) -"

. 9
s.

1 0
I.

,
. .The termOiaciam" is an evaluative and cannot beimeasured directly'. "Symbolic

. ...
e .

4

cisrn".is eyed more obscuie. 'Fop their conclubions, 'the authors ware forced to
.

. interpret the motives of'their sample: To the extent that the term.is uesd
4

I

d t.h0y. discuis . only' ,relationahips not
*.y scriptIveiy

"lions are lest imate4 When they; try to explain the
s

bust

Causes, the authoIes cOnclu

cause of opposition to
,

f the plalEaction isyphOl.ic xacism, therare'engaged id the

- ,1 gical fallacy of aplaining behavior.by mans oi.its abitraction.
*

46,
tSince,19/400e,Urban Studies citimr of the University of Louisville has been

onducting pn ongoing Series of. kudies entitled COMMu it Rribrit
1*

9
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t one. As indicated by the titles, the puppose of these studies was to identifyI.
amOinalyze issuet, ateitudes and opipions.relative"to the c011imunity.

,

The fifth 'report of this seiies (1976) studies busing And race relations.

1r

pe.survey samplefgroup for tOis repoyt cdnsisted of 400,people who wete randomly

.se1ected so as to be representative of the entire Jefferson Coanty community by

variables of age, sex and race. Respondents.were.asted tge question"hat do

you think are our-community's .(that is Louisville. end JefOrson ountes) most
.4

serious problems or needs?" Findings indicated that just over 62 percent of the

jrespondents identified school as the major, oblemt the majority of responses.

were ?bla:ped to court-ordered busing (p; 1-41). Alt4hough 62 percentof, the Elea

inteeView redpondents and 42 percent of the white respondens reported favoring

"racial desegregatiori" over "racial segregation" or "something in beqween," 84
1

I

4

percent of thede same respondents were oppooed to.buSing for racial balance as ,

it was put into effect in Jefferson County. ,Among .those wfto were opposed to

busing, 80 percent stated that they opposed it If very strongly.°
.

%

The"mobt recent Urban Studies Center report (1978,00 13) used 4 randomlY
41

selected sample of.430 survey respondents.' Thesit persons *are also representative
,

of.the community according to age, sex and rake,.. This eleventh study food that
#

.fOr the first*time since July of 1975, Jefferson County Public Schools had dropped

frdm the first to" t)e second position with 151 votes in the Prohilems.and.Needs/.

taibulation. Of the.430 1978 inAerview respondents, 176 rOported that they viewed'

liolice protection and 'the elimination of crime as_peing the cOmmunity's meet

serious problem or need. For the'pesi4two and one-half years, schools had been

the primary issue "mostlY on the strelIilt of community°reactioneto btising to"

cqsohieve racial balance in the Schools 13)4" f

The Junior League of Louisville'conducted a st44Y ainw a survam questionnaire

v.

I.

I.
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' \
' ,/

'format entitled, A Citizen's View of uali Educat on (1977). 'The interview'.
.,

sample size of thikstudy was 577. A randomdigit dialing technique was used to

i h
.

obt in the intervieW sample. qiop one numbers withid the boundaries of
..

JeJroon County were generate4 by,a computer. By feeding in all the three-digit

local area eXchangeWthe computer was then pvogramed to randpnily rnerate the

last four digitsdpf the telephone numbers. This method allowed Tdr all persons
0

in the JeffetSon County area to have an equal chance of being selected; but it

also generated.a number of umlisted and new subscriber nutnbers as well as the

listed ones. The primary purpose of this study was to define "quality education"

as it was perceived bylouisville ind Jefferson County residents. "Quality

education" was dekned by interview respondedts as that.which includes: "1),Jgood
,

d

teachers, 2) a firm foundation in the:basics, defined as language, artEl and

mathematics, 3) a well-rounded curriculum; including a fund of basic information

4n history, literature and science, and enrichment programs such as art and

music, 4) developing the desire to letthl, bath now lind in the fd,cure, and

parents and the overall community working with the school system to entlure a

quality education for all of our children." For purposes ot;lo..tho.pretient study,
0,

the most important qdestion asked in 'this survey was "Row would you.judge tha

pre4ent quality Of education in obr school sstem7" When-given the choice of

categories, only five'percent of the respondents answered it'was "very satisfac-

tory" as con'tpaced with 21 percent who pund it "vety,unsatrsfactory." Thirty-two

percent thought it to be "satisfactaty" and 37 percent thought it "unsatisfactory."

) if.the categorigs of "unsatisfactoryAnd "very unsoisfactory" ate combined,'

P

approxipately 58 percent of, the respondents found the priosent iluality of educa-

tion to be unsatibfactory. The study cofiducted by the Junior *League of Louisvale

also gave a breakdown of rerónaes accotdihg:to race. The r(ispinutelo "unsatisfac-

36
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1
tory" and "very slIsatisfactory" were combined; 60 percent of the white and 44

perce4 of the Black.respondents found the present quality of education to be

unsatisfactory. The results supply a normative populhtion for purposes.of

comparison for r4r findings of the present study.

A recent report by"the Aentucky Commissiowon Human Rights (1977) is en-
%

titledl HoUsing liestartiation_tncreases se Schools Desegregate in Jefferson

County.' By uaing Black pupil residency figures, denaus informatien and data

aupplied by the local Section 8 Housing Assistance Program. the Commission con-
.

cluded that "The increase of Black p;ipila irisuburban Jefferson County in the. .

past three years is far, greater than the'increase for any three.year.period

(*ince 1956 (P. 5)."

ing housing a gre

heusing desigr

to ewo.lactors. Ia

Since 1940, theyrets in the housing market showed increas-

on, but,since 1974, the trend reversed'showing increased

parents to move, to

'The Commission sttributes.this reversal in housing trends

irst was the 4001.deSegregation plan encouraOng Black

urea in which they are in the racial minority exempting their

,

7hildren from busing for et ht or 0 of their 12 years. The second factor Is

the success o,f,the Sectio Housiong Assistance program. .This highly effective

program has placed 434 Black families (through the end of1976), who would haveh

otherwisebeen unable to relocate. Of blase 434-6mits 266 olp chose desegre-
,

gated,houoing..

The conclusions, however, should,be considered tentative because there.was no

0
way of determining precise?.y:where the Blacks pad moved. 'The&adsumption that

the movement wee, mainly. to white neighborhoods is-reasonable. because.Jefferson

County is twarly 95 percent white. Howeveb thiere-are else) !ilea naighborhodids,
1

,and *Anise of boundary changes resulting from the.implemettation of the deSegre-

gation plan; there, was Away of detelzmining precisely what prvortion moved to

thooe areas.

37 44
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4

. The study entitled RiscAmAnf Wry Pactj,ses fis_qctritgoe qq1.90.agAhAecir.Xp

ulttlAnsiattpnal (June, 1977), closely examined wide-opread housing'discri-

mination in Jefferson County, Individuals Were selected to conduct teats with
4

a number of real estate agents and apartment manaiers. 'These individuals were

carefully screened and paired in teams consisting of 40ne. Black and one'white

person. Teammates were further matched according to sex, general appearance

and pereonality traits. Age and sex were &msidered important to eliminate the

possibility of disC?iminAtion bassed on either of those facters; pneral appearance

and personalfty traits were considered importaht because it was necessary for ,

,both testers to conduct themselves in a similar manner and to evoke a similar

response from. tested .Mokers and apartment managers in the Survey. The study

includes seventy apartment cOmplexes and real estate.offlees. The results of

the study are as follows:

(

10 Apartments were availablerimmediately for whife testers,
wheras Black teammates were courteously told nothing,

\
was available.for three months,.or only three bedroom
apartments were vacant whereas 4 one bedroo had been"
requested. ,

4

2. Homes were available for white. testers to inspect and
buy as requested in terms of location, size and price.
For the Black teammates nothing was available at.the
specified location, or specified price or of the size

, requested.

3.. In.the forty real estate office rests', Bleat and white
testers were giten different imformation on financing
hemos selling at the specified price in thirty-three
cases.

4. White testers were tOld the agent could aaSist iiarrang-
itg linancing; Black testers were told they would have
to (Attain their pwn financing, that money was "tight,"
and were quoted' higher interest rates.

r
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5. In bnly one case was there a reversal, giving preferen-,
tial treatment to the Black tedter. (p. 3)

Fina4y, an-ipformal imvestigation conducidby Suzy Post of the Louisville and

Jefitson County Human Relaliods Codmission involved'the collection add examina-'

tion of newspaper articles from the Courier-J9urnal and the Louisville Times

newspapers. All newspaper articles pertaining to busing, desegregation and the

1 ,

Jefferson Couhty'Schoola that appeareelcqtr,ing August 25-October 4, 1975, were

categorized as negative, neutral and positive. The "negottive coverage" category.

1
+1,

described anti-busing rallied, human interest stories on Anti-busing leaders and0

riots. Positive news coverage described se4001 business being carried on'as
A

usual, Dlacks and whites in friendly,interaction and supportive deswegdtion plan.

statements. Findings indicate that 5,0 percent of the total collected articles

were of a negative nature, 33 percent were neutral and only. 17'percent were posi-.

tive. Ms. Post also pointed out that newspaper pictures seemed'to run in about
R

\
the same proportion, and that in her Opinion, had more of an impact on 'commualty

pefceptions than did the articles theniselfes (Post, 1978).
11

P
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CHAPTER III

MRTHOPOLOGY

)

CI

4

In. Order to-answer the ,questions present4 in Chapter I; three types of analy-.

1seikweks utilized 1) bIrth data for JeffersOn County, 2) public and non-public
L-P.-

achool enrollment data, and 3) data obtained from_intarviews with parents.

Question 1. Has there been a decline in white imblic school enroll..
. 4

'ment that can be associated wjtl the implementation of
' the desegregation'pla0

II
a'. Are white students enrolling in non-public

schools althin Jefferson Coi1nJQ avoid
participation in,the desegrega,tion plan?

This two part question was mainly answered by means of trends analyels. Thisa .

I/
provid9d a measure-of how enrollments in Jilfferson and surrounding coynties

..

chaued after the- implementation of the desegregation plan.

'b. Are white familied moving ,tiwih-reslcrences
outside of Jefferson County to avoid parti-,
cipation inthe desegregation plan?

.1

. )
parents of students who weke enrolled in non-public schools and schools out.aide

..

Jefferbon County ware interviewed to. determine if the change in enrollment was

related to desegregat on;

QueStion 2,. Are pareu f phblic. school children makini'residential,
changes within the countv.to avoid the busing of their
childte0

this qUestion was answered by means of an analysis of the .enroliment patterns

of school, within Jefferson County,..Hypetheses generated were then.aubjected to

confirmatory analysis by means oi interviews with the affected'parents.

Question 3. What are theleaturos of coqrt-ordered desegregation
,

that'influence eprollment ehanges 1.6 th4 schools?

N This question was attired by mmans,of statistical analysis efi%nrollmeut

,

data fo; individual' schools using characteristibs of the despgregation Plan andII
1 0

i

of thit4ndkvidu4 scilooltran independenevariab484



Question 4. What #re the characteristics of the AloWing three
groups of parents:.

a." those who transfer their dhi ren\ .

to non-public schools?
\

b. those who move 4Ut Of the'county?

c. those,who move within.the county?

This"question was answered by means of Analysis of the vrVey interview data.

Trends DAta

IlkPublic school enrollment data were c ected beginning in 1956, and Updated

through the 197,8-79'school Year. Public scholis in Kentucky are required to sub,-

mit an enrollmen't report to the State DeRartment of Education at, the end of the

o.

.first month of each sdhool Oar and those data w4re used in this st4. ,An esti-

mate of the ethnic breakddwu of ihese data *as obtained from- researth conducted

,

by Doyle (1974) for the years 195.6-73. ,Aiter,1973, inforMation concerning ethnic-
'

I,
, l'

--
i

\ ity wmoyavailable from schoot-Optem reports. a.

,

1

Non-put4ic schoOl enrollmeAt data were securedlrom the Office Of Catholic

Schools and' the Kentucky Department of Educatidn. Tn 1978,..non-pubiic schools

were no longer reqUired to repoit enrollment to the Department of'Education. 'Ten

fl non-publiic schoo1s:fa41ed to file the report, ancrthe data for those schools were

secured by contacting the schools directly. Non-pubtic'schoor enrollient, had,been

declining prior to 1974. The deciining.enrollment trend was projected from 1973

through' 1978, efid desgignated eXpeCtfid enrollment. 'Estimates of the number of sttl-

. dents enrolled in.nonpublic schools who mighe not have enrolled had there been

no desegregation plan were made by noting the Oifference between the expected and

0 .

actual enrollment. Ethnic breakdowns for nodLpublic 'school enrOlilient

available: hoWever, a Catholic lhooi offidtal estilgted that the.numberOf Black

students in that'system had never exceeded five percent (Dumeyer, 1977(6 1910).

c,!

42
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In this,study, it was essumed that the ethnic ratio remained constant, and the

data grom non-public schools were treated 40 white enrollment.
t

:White.birth data for the years 1043 through 1972, were obtained frour,Kent k

Vital Statistics (Kentucky Department of Health). .These.data were assembled in

twelVe yelir aggregates I plotte4 in relation Ito the school years in which4those

1

individuals would have been of school ageCe.g., ihe twelve year agAegate .195344,

was plotted oppOsite the school year 1970-71. Total white enrollment was calcdlated

by combining the non-pdblic enrollment and the ,14hite public enrollment for the

years 1965' through 1978. s'the total white enrollment as kpercentage of aggregate

births was plculbated and displayed graphically. This procedure made itIpossible

co observe the relationship betweed total wflite enrollment and aggregate births

before and after desegregation.

Estimates,of the humber of students lost to the public schools because of roni-

dential movement out of Je4erson County were derived by extrapolation; 14e., the

trend in tOtal white enrollment established prior to the impact of the desegrega--

tion plan was extended from 1974 through 1978. This made ,possible the designation

of an expected total white enrollment which could be Compared with the acval en- 't

rollment. The difference between expected and actual total white enrollmeAt

an estimate of the loss through out-migration which occurred when the desegregation

plan wee implemented.

Several procedures ware used ta validate' the results of the trends analysis

efOrtv, First, aAdemographer with the Urban Studies Center, University of

LoulsVille, prepared net migration estimates for Jefferson County from 1960 410

ttlreugh 1975 (Brockway, 1077). Secend1;, enrollment datifor the eight contiguous

. edunties were obtained from the Kentucky and Indiana State Departmente of Edu,

tioc for die years 1970 through 1978. \In quid:Won, eetivatew 9f population'

443 A
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4

changes in Jefferson County, based on U.S. Census data, between 1970 and 1975,
p

1
were óbtained from a publication by a Jefferson County planning agdncy (HSCA,,

1978), f '

School. Specific Data

An exatinatio4 of the enrollment characteristics of each school whs necessary
0

for two pur4poses. The first purpose was for answering Question 2 which involves

a determination of where families were moving within the county and how this was

related to the desegregation plan. The second purpose was for answering Westion

3. Thisoquestion concerned the relationship between characteristics of the

schools, of the.desegregation plan, and how those factors were related to enroll-

ment patterns in the county schoolm

Movement within the county The desegregation .plan providOc incentive for

families to make residential changes In order.to avoid the buding of their child-

rpn. A student who lives in a school attendance district in which he or she is

f-
in the ethnic minority, is not bused away from that school.

Evidence concernin4the existence.of a pattern of residential changes by white-

'.parents to areas where they would be in the ethnici,minority are conaistentlIOnega.-

tive.. During the second year of the study, a search made for such familikes was

largely ensuccessfel.

On the other band, there is considerable evidence that flack families are

moving from 11,ssentially all. Blaqt4sareati of the western part of the city of Louis-
.

ville to the county where they reside -in desegregated oi mostly white areas.

,Interviews with Black parents conducted during the second year of the study sup-lk

,Pt ported this view as did a report published by the Kentucky Commission on Human

'Rights, 'Commonwealth of Kentucky in 1977. Although restricied in-its conclusions0

because all approOriate data were'not available thia report supported the

44,
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fiypothesis that Blacks were oving Oo the.coupty from ttle,city,

, A further analysis of the iipact of the desegregation plan on residential pat..

terns within Jefferson Cpunty'cannot be oonducted until the 1980 census.data a'a

available. It le popsible, howeirer, CO infer residential changes from:enrollment

chanses. This approach WA4 used to monitor the movement of Black families to..

i

are's of the county where they would be exempt from busing. The total Black

enroliitent has remained relatively constant since the 197546'schoel year; therq- .

fore, increases in Slack enrollment in 'formerly white schools accompanied by a

decline in enrollment An formerly Black schools indicated that Blacks were moving
, .

to attendance areas in white neilghborhoods.'

j19,1,Litiot.tg,L,p_ii.belyeen enrollmentsand school characteriS ics In order to evalu-

II 4,

ate a desegregation plan, it is neCessary to determine the extent of compliance
,.-

.- both inside and outside of the school syStata. dther parts of this studyt focused

IIon'ways that parents avorded compliance with the plan by.moving. out of tile :county,

. ,

having their children enroll in non-public schools, or moving within the county.

II

6*

Other methods of avoiding the intent of the plan included: academic or medical

transfers, temporary, residence with relatives, and/or misrepfesentation of adr.

dress. Regardless of method used,,these yarious parental respenses to thedeseg-
,

regation plan can be expected to be manifested in the enrollment pattains of

groups in similar schools. For instance, i white students were systematically

avoiding formerlf Blacktchools, there should h e been fewer white students

attending these schools Oen anticipated by the düegregation plan. In the first
.

Year of the study, expected enrollment was computed using an algorithm based on
#

1974c75 enrollment figures* adjusted byjjle,proportion of whitcan4,Black pupils

that the plan .?rdered bused (Appendix 0)..
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1

During the second year, of 'the*study, expected\enrollment by school was com-

puted by means of a projection of 1975-76 enrollment figures,adjusted by a pro-

'.
o

jection based on the trends analy; i.e., enroilment 'flc4 gures for white and

Black students for 1975-76, were separately'multipli6O by a constant rep esent-

ia; the percentage of white.and Black students that were projected for
co

Durin$ the third year of tha study, enrollMent totals El school or 1975-76,

sinccq the de-were subtracted fro& those of 1978-79,

segregation'plan was implemented.

;he

to deacribe over11 changes

following variabl#s laere examined:

:a. geographical location 7 East, West, South (Th9 eastern part of
the.county generally contains the hiiher socio-economic level,
white families. The South has a predominance of blue-collar
families, and the West has a predominantly Black population.)

*
b. former stat.us of school - formerly white,,BlAk or desegregated,

c. 'type of school - elementary, jr.. high or middle,.high school,

whether scheol was axempt -4. exempt, non-pep:pt., .

Means and standard deviations for each category of these variables are
/1

yided. Because these categories are'not independent., multiple correlation

iinalyses were performed to determine the relationship between the &love variables,,

and the dependent variables already discussed. In conducting multiple correla-
.

tions'or multi:131e regressipn analyses, the orderli which the variables.are

4.entered ip crucial. Shared variance is accrued by variables enter d into the

equation first.

, determinj.ng t

mary fact rs

Legic based on ,the primacY of factors wee used as the.basis,for

order in which the variables were to be entered. The most pri-

the ones
\
which are causal bus: aro not affects0 by,othera (geographi-, .

*
.

cal location, type of adhool, former status), are entered first. Because the

nepeseary 'assumptions could not be mett.no fOrmalqcausal models were develops;

5"2
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t

however; the graphic-portrayal of path analysis was used to help ciarifY.the re-

1

%
ionships. Because causal models were not being tested, partial torrelations.

.g.,

we 4 used rather tiler beta weigts or path coefficients,'.

4

Seven bets of interviews were conducted during the three years4iof the study
0

v

(Table II): Because of difficulties with data sources,as explained below,

different procedures were used in selecting the requireesamples. ,

TABLE II

Survey Interviews, Conducted

White Parents
oved out Transfers to Moved within
of county non-public county

Year I.
1976-77

, Year II X X
1977-78

Year III X
1978-79

X

140

Black l'ar,ents

Moved within
counby

S.

. X

Out of county moves,year 1 The fJet erson &)unty School System sUpPlied A

list of.14,312 names of'white students who were enrolled durinethe spring quartet
1

of 1976, but who had.not enrolled Is of October, 1976. Information providld for.

,each attident included name, address, birthdate, grade, school Ode, and parents'

names. A random sample of 458 students,.approximately 3.2 percent of.the total,.
4

. Was idtintified and a search of ehe records for eaCh student was /cohdkacted.
.

iLocal school offices were contacted for information abeueindividual students.0

,Many of the students were discovered to be enrolled in the Jefferson County

iSchool pii ihrict at the time of the nVestigation which reduced the 1111:2 f the ,
,

i

'4
k.1



sample. Some seudent,s.were.diaeovered to be in schools other than the one they

were ekPected to.#ttend., some had

This procedure yielded the names
41.

-

-f
.schOol districts within 75.miles

graduated, and others could not be located.

of 47/4tudents whose recerdi had been sent to

of Jefferson County. Joigure 1 shows the per-
. )

centage of the"saMple_by category.

"PlIF

Still in

schoo.1
Graduated ,44%

.....

Transferred to
Ron-public schools

Moved over
75 hales

Figure 1. Sampling attrition by category for year 1.

Moved to neary

Dralpou4s,

Not

a.,

counties

Ihe sample of 47 was further_reduced,when it was discovered that.the familieS

%

of eliht students continued t reside in Jefferson'County, and the4families df
,

nine students could mit be located. The remaining 30'students represented onlY

.*
28 families because.two sets of siblings were included. Thr6e of the 28 had un-,.

.*

A
listed telephone numbers.

Out of County,mpves_year 2 Due to faulty record keeping procedures in the

Jefferson County School System specifically the failLtre to maintain the school
q

,

systet'emagnetic tape library,, it was impossibile to obtain a sample similar to

thil,one ugtid in the fink year of students whose families hadsmoved out of the

'dounty. Instead, the sample was obtained from transcript request foxme for the

0

month of September, 1977. ,Requestw from schools in *the eight sUrrOunding counties
1.1

of Hullitt, Hardin, Spencer, Oldham, Ola'rk, Floyd and Marrisonwere utilized. V

1

44
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A sample of 111 names Was randomly aelecited from Ouse foems. 't)ersonological-:
.... ,i .

)k. . ...

\\ .

., ..
. .

I .4. . .

1 daCu tor each Student was Jobcained from.tbe Jeffeeson County School ,Syitem.

lt'wee neceseary'eo_obtain qtelephone numbers either thraugh the telephone in-
t

0

form*tion service or through tdiephone 1ii44tories beCause the,schoól systam
. .

.

rsi

I.

°does not maintain telephone nUmbers far.students at a central location.- In
,

.. e rn

,

r
.

many cases, thevinfo;mat' n provided was not suf,fiCient'to locate a student's. .

.- '0 ...
..'

-Itimily ,theough telephone information services. In 42 cases, no listing forc _.
uft

the saMple.names could be obtained in the locality to yhich.the child's trail-

script had.bgen sent....-ite)..cases had private numberat one number had.beed...

Iisconnected, and ta were unavailable thaugh fiVe
. t..

sponaent were made: Thug, a
. .

contacted, Only two pewent

attempts to.reach the re-
,

totol of 45 pktrcent of the sample could not be

refused to participate in the 'alarveY. Six per-
.

Cdnt of the sample.Were Black and, therefore, were not utilized in the survey.
a

Twenty-one-pefcen% of,the pample families were not,41ated-4n the locality to

which the script.was sent; insteaC- they were found fisted 1.'n the 1978

ql
phone directety for LoeisVille-Jeffetson

'

tact this portion of t.,,p gample'group

County. The as no attempt to con-

bdcause it seemed reasonable to aarime

thatithese amilies had not moved ouE Ofiefferson County though
-*

their child's

taelfttipt4tad been setic.to an oU0-county sthool.. Comi)leted interviews

e

totaled

t.

Transfers to non-pubAc sthbols year 2 The list of 14,312 students enrolled,

in the spring of 1976 but.net in the'iall of 1976, provided'by the district alp:

0Aescribed4earlier, yielded 86 students identified as attending non-pOblic schools

r %Ike

. ,

an,Jdfferson Count

The aamtle of. 8613
1

\-

reduced to 83 because twa students on the 11 Were
e

dt)plications,,and one student, hod been pla6ed in the wrong 'eategory. .0f the
4

oft

V

/ m

11114. .

44

a.

Os



Iv

.1

o p'.
4

sample of 834.two respondants.had unlisted numbers ? and,twO had pdonee which h4d
,

been daconnected AVther grotip 0 potential re4ondents could not be located

,

IV

through the teleptIone book ar Uirectory aPsistance.' Nine respondents'refused to

partittpate.in the,survey. The:eamp43 of responseb availabla for enalysia 4

tlitaied 11

416 tl

S.S2.19.2P21? -*...x.tonon ubli.c 13ohools t_ar 3 As described un4er the section,

f count, moves zdar 2, data for students enrolled.in the spring oT 1977, who'

faltel to enroll in the fall of 1977, were unavailable. The sample was o6taikied
ft Al

m w

from transcript request formb for' sttfOents leaving publIc schools'to attend
Ar

non,public schools in JefEerson County'during the months of July-November, 1977.

A sampie of 214 students waS randoml elected from,a total population of 527.

.

Of these, 102 ha4, requested that tra scripts be sent to Catholic shools.

Before interviews could be conducte& it was necessary to.obtain phone numbers

frOwtelephode,directorie4 Since this information was not,iniudad in the

prova.schoolsystere numsrecords.Inycases,theinformatio the tran-
:.

scripts was not,sufficient to locate a student's family through,vblephone infor-
.

matipn sod directory services. Furthermore, there wele,other factors phat

caused te sample to be nafrowed. A breakdown of thes factors is provided,in.

'Table'III. It shows only 93.complete interView responses were obtained; 51 -

with parents oi children who had traneferred to non-Catholie schools and 42 with

p'arents of children'who ad tranafifrred to Catholic schools.

0

A

(
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v. Telephone number

snot AVailable

Telephone number
incorrect

TABU' in

Nod-114411c 8choo1 .jftterviewe

Acar 3 titoPlineAttritien

Non-Catholic

-30

-

Subject,refused
to respond - 7

'6

Parhnt already
interviewed for sibling

0

3

Response terminated
before completion - 2

,

Total lrition -51

Sample 102

Completed Interviews 51

41

Within county ,moves,by Black,s,tudents year 2 A list of all Black elementary

stedenta who'were in the minorityobut who were not bused, was obtained from the,

Jefferson County School System. This list contained 2,085 naii;es. A sample of

I

Citholie

-40

8

- 5

-56

98

42

1708lack students was randomly seleeted from this population' and stratified'oso

as tol,select Black students. febm each school in numbers proportional to enroll-

ment of Blacks.in that sdWooL. Because of nates not listed in telephone 1nforma-
.4

tion services,.unlisted hutbers, and parents who did not meet the criterion of

havens iecently moved, a. otal of only 55 Black parents was interviewed.
.

WiWIA.,Antylmoit b 1 C etude t a r 3 A procedi similar to year 2 was

Iused in yefr 3. .4 sample of 253 student names was selected from a list of 1,612
. .-

tand stratifie0 as in the preAous year. Because of the problem'of telephone nuovo

bo,rs that could not be locatedi or whichipere ermined, 14roug or dlsconnegted,

J

V

!

.

64,1



M

"

ebly 4 cempieted interviews were' ebtained. Thirty-four.inteyViews

:persone who bad-not Moved within the last five'years, 32 were.With persons who

had moved within the county, and eighewere with persons who had moved into

Jefferson County, from another area.

de

. .

With0 ooulltY moves...by whiteistudenes year'2 SamplitiCOrecedUres ler this
1

'group were similar to those used.foi identifYing Black.parents, .The beginning

c'
sample was smaller, 52e hnd after the-loes,due to attrition'from factors already

mentioned, only ll interview's were.succesefully cbmpleted. 'The type of subject'-
,

sought white parents who had.moved to formetly Black attendance areas in order

for their child to be in le:minority and avoid the,.inconvOpienee of buOng,

could not be located.
,

questionnaire Design

During the first year of the study, papents'of students who had moved theit

residences out of Jefferson County were interviewed. The major purpose of those

interviews was to determine the extent to whicdthe desegre'gation,plan had in-

"flaanced the,families' decision to move. The intervia4chedule and notes on

its development are contained in Appendix g.

With the exceptioh of the firsi.year interview& oflphrehts who moved out of

the county, all intervieW schedules followed the same general format with-specific-
0

questio'ns altered for certain categories of parents. The questionnaires were

administevad by telephone and transferred directly onto.Coding sheets. An accom-

'untying sheet of'stock answers waa used to cope uniformly with refusals or re-.
7

spondedt y estione (see Appendix F)Arthe-questionnaires were devised so that no
,

li 1

mere.thali f fte:i minutes would be needed fók each interview. A.half-day 9(36-
...T.

sion ofAtraining was provided tiv an experiencedwtelephoneintetwiewer followed

by a pre test of the instruthent on a dozen approprirts,Abjects. pAti a result

5 2.

0

.

,



"- k.;
' t . . . NkI

--77771

of this procedure, minor changes were.made in th rVey instruments. Questleiis

were iiicluded which focused on the relationship between the'deeegregation plan

and a parents'4deciston to avoid having

measuring attitudes were asked in order provide a clearer picture of- the
_

.
. .

reasOns such dedisions were made by parents.

eir children bused, Other questions

. 4
Soma of the questions used in the survey weretborrowed directly and by per.-

mission of the authors: Spurces inclUdód: the, University of Louisville's Urban
,

I
Studies Ceeters Community Prioritievand Evaleations Survey ao. 5. V"ehruarY,

1976, the DUke University/Louis Harris Attitudes of Louisville and efferAn

County.Cyiiens TOWard 13,liting for Public Desegregation, September, 1977, and

the Louisville JUnior,League's ACit1zen.'s View of.Quality gducatioe, April,

Limitations

1) Althoughthe desegregatAn'plan As implemented in the fall of 1975, the

study was not initiated until the summer,of 1976. For this reason,**Mas not

possible to interview those parents who eithe4r moved out oi the 'county or who had
a.

their children transfe ad co non-public s ools prior,to 1976-77 school year.

Dur ng the Gond year of the study, interview sdhedule was changed
\ et

as a resuAt of the formative evaluation of the interviewt which took prace after
V.

the first year. Changing the 'inetrument resulted .in a much better interview

014

but it had the disadvantage of preventing direct comparisons between

the first and second year of the study.

3) Obtaining accurate student records from the school system was quite diffi-
.

cult,: At ihe same time that dila desegregation plan Was 144rented, the Louis-

ville Indepeedent School District was merged with.the Jeffer46 County school

System. As a part of that process, the data.ptocessing snd itudent radoid eye-*.

P3

;etyL._

r;
a
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toms also had to be merged. lleciird keeping procedures had not been adequately

46conciied to facilitate accessibility oi accuracy. The particular method usod
,.

. ..

to keep track of students did not involve assignment of a unique,number for each
, .

u
.

studOnt, so alphanumeric matching of names was pecesearyfor locating
,

stupent
....._

fil al This was an awkward procedure because a Ch4inge n even one letter pre-
...

.

vente matcHing. For example, Joe Smith, Joseph Smith, t1 Joe S. Smith were
e

.

'6
,

each treated separately even though they might have represented one student.
vs

. this cOntilbuted to alligh rate of sampling attrition.

4)'As reported in Chapter II, :there were many differences between the-)

Louisville and Jefferson County systems. Merger produced k;dditional conflict

and resulti-ng publicity, in all probability, undermined,puplic cbnfidence in'the

schools.. It-was notposSible t determine the extent to which parental decisions

qo avoid tha sctiool systemward influenced byothis factor as opposed to the deses-

regation plan'per se.

5) Extrapolations ofschool.enrollment trends were madi-10,-estimate the im-

pact of transferS to non-public schools and residential moves on public school

enrollment. While Ole extrapolations used fern reasonable, they are always open

to question because it is impossible to now what wobld have happened if desegre-
,

O.

gation haenot ocCurredi

'6) The'uSli of the case study, Iclf,oses some limitations. It is diffi-

cult to Afer cieuse.using these apptoaches and impossible to distinguish between

the impact of other events that occurred simultaneously 'yith the implementation

f'the desegregation plan. Inferential methods are inappropriate in case

studies, go a different ldtic is requiredlot diStinguiShing between important

and trivial effeci100

14

1
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CHAPTER IV ."

,RESFLTS

Tr i'lkcja Da t a

,

White public school enrollment data are presented in Figure 2.. BOth dat4

for Jeff;irsoq Cotinty ibr the years 1943 throughi97V are grouped in twelve year

-4, aggregates luid graphed opposite the corresponding echool year; e.g., 1954-65.

birth 'data are shown oppoalte the 1971-72 school year when those children,yere

of achool. age. Tile peak public school enrollment was attained during the 1970-

year and corresponded wish the highest number of aggregate biiths.

desegregation threats in the Louisville community, the white public

scho nrollment began to drop gradually between 1970-71 and 1972-43. From

1972-7 5 td 1973-74; again preceding.any desegregation threatNwhite enrllment

began to decline at a mqre ripid rate. Trends data used i4 this 8ect4 ion of the

report are displayed in Appendix G.

It appeared certain during the spring summer of 1974 that a'desegreia.-

tion pleb would be Implemenied WSepteMber of .1974; however, court action de-

layed 06 actual implementation until September,of 1975. Figure 2 reveals a

sharp decline in white enroilMaht between 197344 and 1974-75, and an,even gredt

dr decline between 1974-75 and 1975:76e The decline hes continued but at a de-

' , ereasing rate through 1978.1'9.

Enrolltnt data shown in Figure 2 were reported for the Ind of the fixst

mont4f school 1960-61 through 1978-79 with the exception of the 198-76

sehool year.' .The desegrogatiodplan was iMplemented in 4eptember 1975, end Om-
.

,

a'
4!,, . ,W'"-

munity reaction included boycotts, at demonstrations and neavwriots 4.0 dome
.,..,

-. . .

.,
,,-1;,' ',1 t 0 ..., ', ..
,, ,

so9t1ond of the.community. .In report4' '..iall enrollment fe the State"Dipartment

of Echleation for that year)*the school sydtem used the end of the titit 4uA.cer
4

, .

"00
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(109,p's)
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ko ko v:h 1'44
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Bitth
Year .
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110

105
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Aggregate Births

155

150

145

- 140

135

130

125
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100

Public School Enrollment

Year 61 62,.63 64 65 66 67 66,69,-,M71 72 73-74 7576 '77 7879

School 60 61 62 63 64 66 66 67. 66 00 71 72 73' 74:75 76 77 78

e ,". % , 0 . ,

,..

Fign4e 2. Jefferson County nhtte aggregate..birthei,aml white 0Ob1ic sahool
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e
(third Month) figure, And it is used in this report:. Additionally, interviews

with schoOl system officials (Berlin, 1977; Doyle, 1977; Espin, 1977)*j.ead to

' te conClusion that. the end 9f the quarteefigure was artificially depressed by
4
1

2,500 to 3,000 students. Information from those interviews can be summarized as .

follow's: 1) an estimated 2,000 students who would have ordinarily enrolled dun,.

ing the fall quarter waited u ntil after the beginning of the winter quarter be-

,

cause of the boycott action-and other community Unrest; 2) truanc9 cases adjudi-

cated in the courts during 1975-76 were 800 more than during a normal'year; and

,

r 3) although precise figures are not avatlable4, tt appesred*that many students
.

k.

.

.

who became sixteen during th4 summer and fall df 197.5 did not return tp school.

The dropout rate for grades 7-12 reported by the school system did increase from

3.8 percent in 1974-75 to 3.9 percent in 1975-76 (Jefferson CoUnty Public Schools,

July, 1976).

It is obvious frorn the preceding analysis that a decline in white public

school.enrollme4 took-place and that a portion of the decline was attributable.

:Ad the deccining, birthrate. The Sharp declines noted in 1974 and again4in 1975

were correlated in,time'with signifcant desegregation events and required fur-

- ther analysis.

Ilon-Oublic school enrollment data Or...thOYears 1965-66. through 978$-79 are
.

'presented in. figure 3._ No.ethnic bre kdiiWn of non-public school dat.a s avail-
_

able. However, officials of the Catholic. Schecil System estimate ththa lack

,inrolament in that'aystem has never exdeededfive percept (Dumeyer-497 1979)

in this eitudy, it is assumed:that other non-puhlicschoOls in Jeff4son County

4nrol1 an:even smaller perCentage,pfli1ack students.

tion-pubiNc schooi-enrollmant was on 60 decline Ofitit the.school

/5 (60A;Oligure'3). yrom the 1965-66 total of 46,165 studentNto'thi 197..74



. Ootal of 25,718 students, ,non-public school enrollment declined by 20,447. Con-
.

sistentwith the national trend, parochial schools in Jefferson County were ex-

S tudents

(1000's)
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47 -

46 -

44 -4.
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2,7
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*

Ac tual

School 65 66 67. 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76.

year 66 67 68 69 70 71 72. 73 74 75 76 17,

4.
Figure 3# Jefferson County non-public enrollypt
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periencing losses in enrollment. An article in the local newepeper (Cou,rier-s,

Journil, 28 May 1973) commented 4iyi the plight of private schools in*1973. The

article reported that the0Cen1ucky.Home.School fpr girls had metiged with Louis....

villa Country Day for boys. .The Kentucky Military Institute, one of the oldest

private military prep schools in the,nation, became coeducational in 1971 in an

attept to keep,its scampuS.open,'but vas finally forced Co close in 1973. Ana

finally, the Collegiate School for girla decideioo accept melee in the fall 9f

1973.

On July 23, 1974, Judge James Gordon by mandate of the.U.S. Sixth Circuit
.r'

Court in Cincinnati, order:Oct mergei of the Louisville and Jefferson County SchriQ.

Districts and the implementation of a desegregation plan beginning'Sep6mber 1474,

Although the ylan did not attually go into effect Until the following school/Year,

the downward/ trend in non-public school enrollment which had begun aa early

1965-66, wharplyreversed in the 1.974-,75 school.year following the initial threat

of desegregation. Enrollment in non-public aehools increased'by. 2,127 students

in the1974-75schaolyearfollowingnedesegregation"scarWgainsoflapproxi-

/mateiy 2,506studen'ts were registered in 1975-76, the fifst year of the'desegre-

gatiOn plan, and again in 1976-77,. The rate of increaae slowed sligh,ly in 1977-

78 with an dnrollment gain of,01,057

decreased by 765 students.

The 1974-75 enrollment increases in non-pubiic schools occurredisprimarily in

In 1978-79, non-public school enrollment

1Catholic schools. Later increases were evidenced mainly in other non-public
0,

schools (Table IV). The Archbishop of the Archdiocese of Louisville, Thome 1.

McDoeough, issued a stateglent on February 27, 1974, in which he laid down strin-
i

gent guidelines for the Wmissiotliof students to the Catholic sehools. A reef-

fi ation of the statement was issued on February 12, 1975 (see Appendix I).

59



These statements by the Archbishop were apparently somewhat succesAful.in pre-

venting the Catholic sspoola fcan becoming,a haven ,tor parentsend children avoid- *,

ing delegregation.

School -

Year

o

73-74

14-75

75-.76

76-77

77-78

78-79

I

-0TOLE 'TV
Enrollment. in Non-Public Schools

Catholic Non-Citholic

,23,430 -2,288

25,209 2,706

405053 4,776

26,049 6,895

26,266 7,725'

26,116 7,1104

Zorol,

25,718

27,91;

30,329

32,944

1

31,991

33 226

Since the actual implementation of-the desegregation plan in 1975, a 45 per-

cent increase in the number of private, non-catholic schools-la_ he metropolitan

area has occurred. Private schools w4ich were on the verge of.c osing in the

early 1970'a, were turning applicants AsTaynin 1977 (Courier-Jou al 26 karch

.1977).

Further analysis of non-public school enkollment rectuired an ex.trapol.stion of

the databeginning with the 1974-75 echool year.. This extrapolation is shown as

expected in Figure'3. The extrapolation was obtained 'by projecting the non-pub-

lie school enrollment along the trend line which had been establised prior to

the first desegregation event, i.e., the threat of a desegregation order in

Jefferson County in the spring and summer of 1974. The sharp gain in now.pubiic

School enrollmeqt correlated in time with this first desegregation event.

6
6
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Table V shows expected and actuaf enrollment and the difference between the

two for'the years 1973-74 through 197849.

School
Year

'

ft
eiAao y

Jefferson Cdunty Non-POlic Enrollment

Sp

;

Actu44: Exppected Difference

73.1.74 25,718
.

25,718

74-75 27,915 24,900
.;

75-76 30,329 24,200

76,47 32.944 I 23,600

77-78 33,991, 23,100

78-79 33,226 22,700

% 6,129
\

4 344

10,891
.

10,526

Ths difference, column estimaes the numbex of students attending non-public

schools who might not have.attended 'in the absence of a desegregation order.

These data show that man)) parents in Jefferson County transferred tpeir children

to non-public schools'at the'same time that the desegregation plan was implemen..

.."'"
tr

The declining public school enrollment was a function of a declining birth,
'9

.rate, and begin4ng in 1914, athe transfer of students tO non-public schools.

A

Further.analysis 'ot the enrollment,data was cOnducted to estimate the efficts of

out-t5katidn.

Figure 4 presents total white enrollment (public and nog-public) by treating
*It

thenr-publicdchoolenrollmentasanesseileiallywhitepopulation and combining,',

it with the public school enrollment,. Thus, an approximate tOtal White enzo.0.

ment in Jefferson COunty schools fiot 1965-66 through 1978-.79 is represented, In

aldNtion, 1igur04401udes the white aggrewe birth data for 19481-.59 through

61,
a
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196142. 'The peitlt in.total white enrollment waa attained 1n4.969-70,-one year:.

before*phe peak in both aggregatebirths and public 8choo2 enrollment. From"

1969-70 through 19 75,. the total white enrollment decflned and roughly paral-

leled the dec.1:in 'aigregate'births. ,A Sharp.drOp was recOrded in 1975-76,.

coincident wick the first year of
«
desegregation. The decline contiOued in 1974,-

, % .

77 through 1978-79 at a slowec tate. As previously goted, the 1975-76 f&oll-
,

. Aggregate. 2
Lc)

Birth Years
co C11

Students
(1000'S)

. 160

ct4
to toI. I

to to

l'"
I `0'

tO N. to.
U")

r-

CD

-155

150 -

145 -

tn0

1J5

130-

110

Aggregate
BirOs

I*

Total ( .

.WhiEe.EnroilmdAt

Of

16n.

155.

150

-145

'140

.4135

c -130

65, 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 76 76 77 78
School Year 66 ,67, 68 :69. 70 )1 72 73 75. 76 77. 78 79

Figure 4. White aggregaee, births and total whiti, enrollment
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AZE VI
,

Comparison. of /WOW with
Expected Total White Enrollment

School
Yak

Aggregate MExpacted

YYIE

Actual
% pi;ferelve

75-76

DOkths

142,594 126,645 88.81 122,410 85.84 -4,23 * -2,97

76-77 139,816 1224.50 87.36 120 i93 -1,957 *1:40

77-78 136,706 ' 117,239 8(16 116,132 84.95 -1,107 - .81

78-79 132,172 111,038 84.01 110;808 83.84 -' 230. - .1T

$

The public schoolenrollment for 1975-76'w4t artificially depteased as

plained earlier in 'this '1)aptior (see page ?57). .Threfore,the differene Sfiewn

.

for'the school year 1975-76; ls pioba bly inflatedbii about 2500 to.3,000 Stu-cr,
denis

o
Total public

southern Indiana

school enrollment figmres for the

, and five-in Kentucky; contiguouS

e1.ghtconi4es1 three in

with Jefferson County, are

Apre+nted in Figure 6. .County.by county. data And a map 'of ,c,he area..are in-
. ;

eluded in Appendix J. The enrollment gain in the eight contiguoup Nwnties was

in 1975, co-.308.7 from 1974-7,5 to 1978-79: The-gain in enrollment acteleratad

incident with the first, year of desegregation, and continueld through ,977-78.

Enrollment stabilized in 1978-79, showing an increas5 00 only three'seudents.N

\\These data tend to validate thd 6rends information coneerning expected and ac-

. .

tual.toeal wilite membership in Jefferson County presented earlier.
s'

An analysis of the relatiopship betWeen school enrollMene and birth data
a.

mode i possible t6 estimate losses of whit', students attributable to acceler!-,

at4 out.olgration. Other sources confirm the eXistence of a pratérn'of 6ut-.

migration which was causilA the school Age population-in Jekfarson Coonty to

deoline.
. ,

, " 4 ., . . \
Brockway (1977) prepared net migration estiMates foe Jefferson Obunty for

.
I

My

65

114.

-

.41

a.
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StWents
(l000's).

70

O. 69

68..

67

.66

65
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6 0

64 .

63

School Year 71 71 72 73 74

Figure 6. Rublic sciloO14nro11ment drades 1 - 12; eight counties
'contiguous to Jefferson County, Kentucky

75 ..76 77 78

1960 through 1R75. The estimates shoi4 (sea Appendix A) thai the net effect of

in ,ant out-migtation was impsfting negatiply on the number of school sip child-
()

8

ren residing La Jefferson County.. Of coursthe rising.birthrate caused'the.

number of ichool-iage chiXdren to increase until 1969 (see Figure 4),

After 1970, the declining birthrate ana the continuation of not migration

losses combined to bring about s decline in the school-age population.

0 ,

Bureau of th, Causus reports estimate that Jefferson,County'! population

rose from 695,053 in 1970 to 703,400 in 1973, but fell to 691,700in 1976 (U.S.
4

6

Census Burea4). More significant for this studi is the estimste that the Ader
°

4.

ii
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4P1

-ago 18 popula&ep fell'from 247,297 in 1970, lolo 216.040 id 1975 (see Appendii ill.
.

.

. /
The trends data suggek.that relatively few families left the county au a '

.

. .. .,.. .- .

reactibn to desegregation. There WAS an accelerated loss of white.students .

during 1975, 1976 dnd 1977; however', b, 1978, the tota). white enrollment in

Jefferson Cou ty, public,and non-puhlic combined, wau appfoximately whax it

would have been h there been co desegregation event. This means that the

dramatic loss of white enrollment in the publie schools, 33,549 students be-

tween 1973 'and 1978, is.expjained by transfers' non-Public hcheola, a declining

birthra.te an on-going pa.tparn of out-migration.
k

lt4hCin
'attempts were mhde to locate the familibs of students mhos. 'transcripts

I

had been seht to othbr school districts, ilany could not'be located and there

o
were indications that some continued to reside in Jefferson County. Therefore,

,estimates pf the accelerated tete. of out-migration which occurred from 1975

through 1977.msy beoverstated:

School.Specific!Reta

9

Throughout the three years of the Utudy, enrollment data was eollected

foi bothAndividual sehools and the system auva whole. ,14 the fall of 197*

enrollment data c'ta collectedkas.of October 15 for individual schools and as of

November 30 for the system as a wholee On October 15, whAe,enrollment was

87,145 and Bleak enrollment\me 25,490. The's() figures are considerably lower

than those collevd at th

i
end of November whieh showed a white'student enroll-

ment of 92,081 and 2g.424 for Bleck students. This Was caused by the fact that

fist year of desegregation, resistance to the deeegregation plan

manifested 6, the withholding'of stbdents from school. and toncern for the etite-

ty of childrenhWas greatest. As each week pegged, more students were enrolled.

The second factoT which may hove caused the discrOancy concerns the retord-

keopqng 'procedures used in Jefferdon4County. Data
,

received from different
. , . . .

w
?

. ,...
i

,
. . . , 1 .

,e

"!4?-5°

67

A. la
1



sources within the school systeM for the same 'sets of schools are often incon-

sibtent. The merger of the two school systr:rlquired. the merger of student

data giles and,for.a system as.large ao Jefferson County, this wan an enorMous

and, complex process. 'Data.collection probleMs were particularly noticeable

during thifirsc yearef' desegregitien in 1975. '

tu

divide the county into equal geographical section but rather to divide the coun-

Chanp in white student enrollment GeiOgraphical location was based on'the
.t

categories used by litcal real estate sales companies. The intention was not to

c

tyAccording to approximate socio-economic/cultural divisions 1;ased on thejiA"

ditional divisions made bx thohe'Ohe live in Jefferson County. The East is con-

sid6red to'be wealthier, upper middle class and white; the South blue-collar,.

lower middle class white; and the We!it is the section of the county that iS

. mostly Black. There is no category for the northern part of the county because

it is blocked by the Ohio River. There has been the general belief in the coun-

,k

ht.

*ty, that the form of thl response to,busing was related to the geographic area.

'(;ertainly the greatest amount of publicized proteht in opposition to busing

occurred in the southern part of the county.

\
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o

4
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w
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TABLE VII

Changes in,White Ettrollmentr* Type of School
and;Geographical Locatioj

from OAUer 1975 to 0ctqbsr!1978
No. +

e. i

Eleme.piarY

.497

99
South

SD 110

50

716
90,
28

79

Wesst
9bU 5

N
19

-17Total
SD 105

. 97

East
SD

Notes:

,

Jr. 114.10 Bigh .

Mi44le:Scho0
-1,268
-158
133

8

-467'
-67
148

7

-521.

-86.
155

6

-2,256
7107
143

21

1.

qchoo,1

'-325

194
14_

' -1,780
-296
342

6

1 638
327,

297

1) S - Sum or net change
2) M Mean

(etTot

' -74
188
73

°

49
176

1

207

30

4

)

at.

'44,686 4,638
-187 -60
359 191
25 143

3). SD - Standard deviatiotIA

4) N - Number Pf sóhoo1s4,

4

As can be seen in Table VII, white enrollment has declined in eVery area-64.

t

the western part of the county. The increAse in white enrollment in.that part *
. . .. 1.

of the city took place exclusively in high schools. p,his may have been thre

sult of white;students volunteering to be bueed to formarly"Black schools, and

the /act that enr011ment figures were depressed /0

*
parents hesitated to send theireildren to school

implementation of school desegregation.

4

. Jr2

,

the fall pf 1975, because

durinig the fitst month of the.

$)
611 r

;
.

. ..t.1
1,4

" 4
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1I

cilangeee T.Itaitp, Enrollment, hy Type of Schbo
.add. ForMei qtatus ,

"from.Ootober 1975.to OctOer 197$%

Former Elementary
Status School

ts..)hite Mgd

N
Is

Black sr)
N.

, S.'

-95

.10

70

-458
-26

02
1

27
-28
201

10
6 6.
145 4-4

14.

Des4hVgD

$
= M

Total SD

N

,4ro' Oigh High
Mid le 'Sehool Sehoo

124 4,148 4,562.
;.192 -342 80.

162, ,. 203 178
18 95

...672, 1,744 297
-,224 , 349 54

37 287 ....... 210,

3 24
,

-660 -282. -2,373
-82 -141 -.99

132 445" 189
8 24

. 2 56 .74,686
Ag-107 ; - -187

143 359 '" 101
21 25 143.

.
TOta1 4.

%I

1

.7

Tabli.:ort furt,her supports the findings reported in Table pi. White stu-. .

_dent Oalrollm* in ge'n(ara1', declined e'xcept in'formerly Blaapigh schools,

Whpeithefo were:live high:schools listed aa bdth formerly Black and as being in
/

the iter, 4tion;ofthe..county, they weresnotrtheilOame five schools: --One

formiitly B1ack,a4hool wel4afined as eastern and one .wii4aterrk high school was de-
,

. ;

fitLes fOtmer1y:dAsegOOted:,°

atIfOrriogagal# to,tab.le VII,,AlemenVary schools in the. south. pert alio shoWed

1ight.:gaini)ptween49Wand 108. Th* wis'poisibly the result ok dreased

rpliment in these schools' in.the fall of p.975.: Parents, particularly fn.

utialleffiarsnin Covinty., 'kept their.children out of elhool durtng that ,falf
,

die4use they opOoseOhe dOitie$rega4on plan and feared for their children'd

*NI

1 .

,

Id

II

'1

a
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Chang i-ieWhi 0 Enrollment by Type of Sc6001
and Extmpt Status

frm' Qq ober: 1975 to October 1978

Non-ExempttType_of

8.Chool
Exempt

, TOtal

1

0
Elementary

SD 174
N 16

Si 4.00
Jr. Righ/ m
Middle SD

-100
169

7

-1,697- -1,696
-21 -17
86 105
8 97

-1,556 2,25
-111 -107
135 143

21
-3,357 -4,686.

-197 -187"
385 359
17 .25

-6,610 -8,638'
-59 -60 '
183 191
112 143

s 29
High M -166
Schdol SD 319

N 0 8

-2,028

-65Total
SD 223

Table IX indicates that white enrollment declined at about the same rate for.4

both exempt and non-exempt junior high/middle and high schools, In el6mentary

schools,,there was no decline.

TABLE X

Factors Affecting White Enrollinent Decline

Variabls R2

Geographical Location .19 .04..

ForWer Status .28 .07

A.

Type:Of School .44 .19

Whether School is-16teMpt .44 6 19

Former katus by TYP044.0 11 ,;50

School-Interaction'

4,1

13.

,
ticA,



'1

An individual examination otmtch of'the previously mentioned factors conducted

by comparing net change =Ong groups of schoold is unsatisfactory because variability

and intercorrelation among va4ables iire not taken into consideration. In order.to//

accOuut for these two factoFs, a multiple regression analysis was computed. The,

resufteare presented.in Table X. The path analysis shown in Figure 7 Pthentd

more 'gfaphic description of the data presented in Table X. Geographic loca-

tion, former status, type of school all'are related to change in white enroll-

mint from 5 to 1978, but the strongest relationship was with the former status

by type of school interaction. This interaction resulted from the increase in

white enrollment in formerly Black high schools in contrast to afi other schools

wilere white enrollment declined: 'Whether or not a .school was exempt did not

emerge as an importint factor.

ormer
Status

.41

Nit

Geographical 1

Location

1

....1Whether

School is
Exemoe

.26

Type of
School ,

4

Changes in
White

En.collment

I. c
.

. 6

Figurev4. Path diagram of fctors affecting white student enrollment.

C
,',

1'.4



.The resulqt of the analysis of the'effects f diatance bused*ara not ,thcluit-

\\4.ed. Using the school as the unit of analysis, it is not possible'to aCcurately%
,

measure this factor. For each formOrly Black school to. which white stu"Its at.0

bused, there are several cluster, schools. The distance.a,white child is bused
I

to a particular school variesgdepending on how close the home' s'ichool ts to the

bused school and how farlihe child madt be bused to get to.the scOool.
.

fore, to study distance bused, it wouldobe necessary.to exam ,(Nv

child is bused rather than dtances betweensOotil
1. . fw.ieffi;;

. ;

Chapps ip Black student enrollment An examinacif T

decline in Black enrollment .in

dividual

t' .

Orf',0/; -fx; ny'.

9 ;;',/

able
.1

.

fOrmerly Black.,and Si increaseq4nomerli'whati

-
schools. TIe decline in Black enrollment in'formerly Black s61061s :occlirrecr.

.

scrota all types of schools. In the case of lOrmeirly'Vesegregated Schools,' ho4LI,

.ever, the decline was ma4nly in junior high andlniddle Sohools.: Black enroliment

in formdLy white'schools increased AcrOss All typed ofechOols.,.

TABLE Xi

Changes in Black Enrollment by Type of School
and Former Status

,

from October 1975 to 4ctober 1978

Former Elementary
StatnS,

.. . School
3 2,505 ,

36
White SD

28 .

N M..,......._....,_,.....4.0......

1
5 -624
M -37'

Bladk si5
133

J. High 4igh
id e S hool School

1!7

).7
44

.335

19 30

84 46

9

.972

441
/ 125

2

-71
-39
52,

4

,800

13

174

Total
.

M
Doses

. 2 0

Total sn

N

1

189
19

10 8
2 -334 ,

-67
8 131
3 5

-25
41 .

8
-340

-18,.m
45

21

,

73"
5

k.--1 r ; 1_

109

lla
4.

96

25
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r...* Is'1,, , The AckFrease. irnlack;.enrollment in high schools. oCcurred mainly in schools in
). irs;,. ., -. 2.1,.:.. , 1., , L..., . t 'k % ' n I i' ' 4 '2'4% .

. 1 I. , ' I '..l, ,..!:.1. , -
,:..the.aouthern part 4# Ithe county as did most of the increase in elementary

.

il< -,t %.,i, . , L., :i.:ky,.. . .

Y'''
k . ., .,. ,.. ,

. .$. lek,
,

,:,,,,, :...sdhool,ehro-1,1ment. T4le.pverall ihcrease 4.1 Black enrollment occurred mainlY
.9

. ,:, ,,.

..t -, ;..
,

.._#::..eletillentarY scHools.with. mid4e and junior higkh schools shiiwing a decline
,

.
. ,,,,4.-

t' '''
.111-

. ., ly , . I

:1,; .., , . fw." ;,..
.

;
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NI. w.44e high(sC606ls d46wed only a-slight increasif(see Table XII).

4

. I.:.!
r

. '

I.

S

Zd

South SD

m

?

West

SD

So

M
Total .sp

%

ChOiLvis tn.Black Enrollment by Type of School
6d'Oeographical Locatiof

from October 1975 to October 1978

TABLE XII

1

1

Elementary'

School

, Jr. High
Middle School

High
Schdol

Total

2,367 -150 352 2 5
47 -19 25 36

39 32 . 95 57

50 8 14 72

- 77$ 52 -94 733
' 28 7 -16 . 18

25 56
. 68 42

28 7 41
-1,072 -282 -148 ,502

-56 -47
102 34 140 96
19 .6

2,070

21

67

-.380

-18
45

110'

4

96.

1,800
13,

71 .

. 7

.1. 1
97 21 25 .143

9'

4heiher"an *elementary school was exempt had no effec'e on Black student enroll-
)

ment. tn high school-ihe exempt s tatuS of a school had a large effect with
.e

exempt high'schools showit4 a large increase and'nonexempt schools showing a

decline (see Table XIII).

74
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tA XII/

Changes in Black Enrollment by Type of School
and Exempt Status

from October 1975 to October 1978

Type of Exempt
chal

Non-Exempt

Elementary

.283

18

SD 44

N 16

S -206
-

Jr. High/ M -.29

Middle SD 34

.1
r

............... J
7

$ ,542
W

,
High 4 68

Schoort/el SD 100
'P

, 8

Total

1,787 2 070 .

27 21

41' 67

81 97

-180 ,380
13

50 45

14 21

' -.432 4()
-25 .4

81 96

17 25

Total

625

20

68

N

1,175 1,800
10 13'
72 71

112 143

Multiple correletionlrysis was then used to determine how the factors

were related to Black iiudent enroll.sewhenq *ctors were considered simul-

(
tapeously.',,Using*this,appjroach, share trues to the variables placell

11
into'the regressiono/ftation first. T1 shows that the major factor-
affect*Olaok stilditn4 anFollment is ge

y 1
Ophical location.#

1
7

.. -'1

...., TABLE XIV1.1..
Factop'Affeciang Black Student Enrollment

;IY L

Variable R R2

Geographic Location ....ci7 .22

,

e47
.)2

PormerStatus

Type 6f School

Whether School is Ixempt

Fbrmer Status by Type, of
School Interaction"

or

.50 '125

.52 .27

.54 .29

1,



The path analysis in Figure 8 provides a more graphic description of the' rola-.

tionship between the factors. If former'status were placed Jatio the *qua4ion

first, it waild be the moot important because of sharea variance. SimplY

stated, Blacks ate enrol ng in formerly white schools and lettying forMerly

Black'schools.. In indiv ual analyses, other factors wáat h4nlo'be impor-
.

tant; however, tht variencee they explain appears to'be subservien't to'the

former statds/geographical location variables.' Exempt versua non-4xempt Status,

therefore, reflects variances explained as a result of ?choel looation and

status rather.than the unique effect of exemption Hem the dese4egation order:

i Former

I Status

_Olhether
-1 School Is

lExempv,

,o0

iGeographical
LoCation

Tan.A-

. 4,-44! '
z

Cbanges in
03.ack
Enrogittil4t .

Type of
School

figure 8. 1atIdigram of 'factors affecting.Black student enrollment.
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viewed'st9(40,,th tr6ir leason Ociv

, r
mad' busing. T indfLated thatftOiliegeg tioil and bu

r

V 4.

.

Rgivnie not.as ociated with, desegregation

g%had prompted .their wive,

eqpi Wine a facer hut mit
. .

4
and three respOnotent4 ,stated that the desepegatiot ev

i

the only fac.44r in the* de'alsibn 'to move: o / .
,

$ . 4 . ,

D9ring.the second ydarof.the study, parenph yho had4movad out,of,the county'
. 0

( % .

7
.were Isked, "What wap the ,one .most fittpoTtent'reasonvwhy you decided Co tOve?

. . . .

Thirty-seven percent rielknondedvby,. ciang desegTegAloniblsing (seiKvire,
,

,Yilty-fie percqnt sthted thht they.had no't plashed to'Siol;e7before des r,

0

44

,t
#.

Percent
. .

Avoid Busing/Desegregation

Proximity to WOrk.

Quality of.EducatiOn'
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Econgoics

,1%Job.Opportunities
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#
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10 415 20. 3 5

egation.

40 45

440.001fr -

V.41,

),

11

t

Figure 9. Reasons for decision to

, 5 10 15 20

moveoutSill

These surAr;sults are codsietent, with the trends,

that A continuing patteeh of out-migration was acce

yeais oi desegregationt, '

,

r r 4

PArento ware asked i$ the fact that their c

Oith childrenA a differefit rae on.J,effersdn

cision to move.. tinay-six perent eapfied
0

iv/ t 4

cent.of the'respon40qt telt that lilacks ai

II

k

11,

4$ Vy 35 ,4() .45
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Jefferscri County.

data analysis WhIch showed

1eated dmiing the flist

4;

4.

ild would,be attending clh

County'was a'factor in theirtde-

11

hat lit was not. In fact., *704-per-

d whites should go to school,' togethar
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4

4

in a racial4proportioq representative of the community. Over half favorkd "full

, racial integration"'when given the 4hoice among "full racial integratiOn,"

tegration in some arees of 10e" or "separation of the races." Eighty-one per-
.

A,

cent stated that having both Blacka and whias in the' jefferStin County PublIc

Schools had, no influence on their decision to move outsida-the-county.
. . , S

9.

',When questioned concjming their Verceptions of Che general quality of educe-

tion in the Loulavillate'fferson County Schools,. 17 percent atated it waa

found it to be unsatisfactory. Almost mo-thirds of the

since Courtordered desegregation, Che

wnrsened.

factory;159 percent

oPondeets felt that

-fcr white students had

for white students had

Tho other third felt the

remained the same. *

Concereing the busing issue, -63 percent let the parents

the bu

4
asked to what extent they favored or opposed busl.ng as it had been pu,t into

qUality of education

quality t f .edtiCation

surveyed stated that

g plan had at ltimist some influence on'thbir decision to move." When

efgect percent-were opeosed, and 22 percent favored busing. Of those

opposed, aearly half were opposed tO, busing in gll cases; the othehalfcould
,4

to .\

Jorsee some type of busing program which mighe be acceptable. , Thirty ipercent of

the'respondents stated their chileyould have been bused 'that 'year if theY had

mot, moved. All,of the respondents stetted that their. children were attending.pub--
,

lie schools 7d065 perdant said that4t1eir chi1dren rode a bue to school.' -41
. .

1 .r. ! g, 9

"This sample population displayed streilger negative feeliya in'terms of:tha

/I

-

t .

busing.iseue than.ithey did to desegreg ioq; hoiNIzer, overall they were le
.

es ,,

,
, .1

. 'opposed t p bu np.than tha,sample surveyea by othe Junior Teeape ofj.euisvilla in4

1977. .They expreesed dissatisfaction over tho 'quality bf. education in the.

k. Jefferson County Public SehooXs, bUt not to till extant that the permits of non-
. .

1?1

eblic school etudent.s did. The Nation moat often cit4d for,the deeisio to, move

.

79

4, ,

'V.
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1,

.10

6

/

or.

ourpf the Jefferson Coun School District was to avoid the busing/desegregaSion

plan. *,

Com aribon betweal arents leavin the count: ear 2 and these transferrin
o

their children to eon-pubyic sc"hools year 2 Parents who traniferred their child7

ren to non-public schools were.slight4 more aff,lient than parents who moved outA

.

of the county. Forry-two percent of the non-public parents reported incomes in

the $15,009 - $25,000 income tange% whereds 33 percent zf those who

ed incomes in that range. Both groups were characteriza by higher
1
)-

kthan the'typicae-Jeffvson County lesident.
.

. -

\

Fathe'rs of Children who were transferred tuknon-public ',schools were better
V

. -
'. N

..

educated with 54 percent-having at least attempted college; .1-percent .of those
.,. 0

A
i fatherd making resiaential changes out of the county had attempted coliege. The

moved Oport-

income levele I

norm for Jefferson County was 31 percent (Urban Studies,J978). the wives in

both groups were lees educated than wereiphe husb'ands.

The fathers' fkeh dr,en who were transferred to non-public schools were near-
.

ly equally divid4 weee uofessional, 38 percent, and skilled, 36 iiercent.
1

TViose who moved out of the county wire predominantly skilled *t 54 ent, Fith 4

on13, 18 pe rcent being,6rofesspnal. About half of the mothers in b6th grouk,

4

were hO4pewives with ihe rel;s!, divided among skilled, unskilled and clerical. ,

'The parents ot children who were transferred to non-pnblic sChoole tended06.

4be YOunger thein those.parents.who MOVOZ OUt otif the.,county.wAtixtylur percent4

of parents whose children' t qdacFa4 040*-pub1ic se0oo1s were bttween the
.P )

,. .,

ages of-25 and 30. Only 15 pqr 461 e-seCond aro* those patents who molied

1,,. I

-tout of OS county, were in that' s e. Qn: the obher 'hand, .the percentages
C41,,

#

aro reversed regarding parent:4040' 40 ago range. Pif4en percent at

4 i. .
%

/

parents in.that hge range trans.ferred'theii children to hon-pnblic schools wbile

74 percent moved out of the county.

*4 °
4

f"

10,

\.



IR general, .parents of children who were transferred to.no public-lshools

Wire yonngur, better educated, and more. likely to be professionale than thoseA

who left the county. 'Parente of chi1dren who transferred to non-public

schools reported slightly hiper incomes than thoee who left the coun4, The

iincome discrepancy would ha been even grouter if the results had been adjusted

fbr age,

Few parents Of childre who had been transferred to non-publk school or who

.had moved out of the county favored full separation of the races, but they dif-

Tered in terms of whepler they support "full" or "some" integration, Twenty-

eight percent of the parents With children in non-public schools favored "full"
-

integration while 52 percent favored "some" integration. Among those who had.

moved out of the county 52 percent favored "full" and 33 garcent favored "Mlle.

. Ninety-two percent of those parents who had their children ti'ansferred to non-

public schoels opposed busing as compared with 78 percent of those 0hanged

residences, Aolong those who opposed burling, about,the'sime,percents, 52 and.58
o I

,percent, cotadAorsee.cdrcumstances in which suCh on approach might be accept4-

Utble.

-Fdrents eX children who txansferred to'non-pdblie schools were highly triti-

cal ot the 4ueli
,

it very atisfact

Thirtyfour perc

Oho.

y oreducation in Jefferson County. None of these parents fOund

ry and Only 12 pqrcept of 0% parents found it satisfactory,

it.found it unsatistactory an4,46 peicent .found it vet), unsatis64

factory. When.plepe res lts are compared to those of Survey #11 conducted bithe.

Utban Studies Center (197.8) of the Un1versity of touisvilley it,was found ti,tat

tile responses of die 'parents who had left Jefferson dounty were pimilar to the

4,

norm while those who had their.children transferred td now-public schools wer"-

. 4
Morw,critical of the schOoLsysteml

c
, .

4;

81 4
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Eigkty percent of those parents who transferred their children to.hou-public

_schools perceived that the qualit of educaElon 40r..whitestudenta in Jefferson

County Pubjic Schools had deterfarated since'the implementation of Op desegrega-
.

*'

tion pla'n. None of tHe non-public 'pa,tWntOplt the educatidAal quality had im-

.

4

proved, and oply eight pertentkbaliev0.thatt'At staYed the 441110, Of the pao6nts
' .. q l

1.4.A ."' .:.,o ,,,,
who had.moved out et Jeaersoh Cduntx,'W 'percent said the educational quality

in Jefferson -County( Public Schools had ,become worse; 30 percent felt itrstayed
,

the 0410103, and none of the.parents believed ft had improved.

. .

Sevapty-four percent of the pavants of children who had been transferred to
,

non-public schools'beligvedthat their children's" new school was better than the t
1.14(

one.in which thdy had' been .prqViously enplled. 'Forty-eight percent of those

parents who bad mov,efl out of the county paid that their children's new school

was be er than the old, but 26' perc'ent rated it abc4 the same.

Within c ty moves by Black students year,s 2,and 3 The permits interviewed

. were Living in the county rather tharl, t'he tity, qnd 'their children were attend-

ing formed?), wkite schools which_eliminated the need for them to be bused. The

interviews conduct ed in the second'yeat.of the s
0.

those parents& ad mdved witilin-the county.

)

study, elab add.itional groups were interviAweio
.t

)1afferSon Oounty,-and

Black parents who had

111

tudy, 1977-78; inoluded only

However., in' the third year' f the

Black parents who had mev

Black parents:who hack 'litted there for the past five
,

moved into Jefferson County from other areas were better

into

ears:

educated, more likely to te proferisionals and to-tave a'higher annual income

than the parents of either of the other two groups., '4,

Ea4ie second year of the study, a large propo
,

.

relativolly few were professionals. In the third you:r
., ..

'

of Trofessionals
'

For femaladt tilers

feesional cin tha
4114 0;SWJP**

3,

cI

KoUre skilled. but

.4:st.Ody, the numhilr

tcreaaed.while the'number Of those who 0 skllled deorease4

was'also aoshift4 with more housewives and somewhat fewer pro.

third year.



Although the sampling pro'dedures wen idedtical, the samplos Otaine wets

quite different for the two:yearp. This was particularly,apparapp when the 6

parents were asked to.name the most imkiruirit raasoy for tneirAegision to move.

In 1978, ,V percent stated that it wawto.improVe their.houoilig, e.catogory whAch

included obtaitying more space, n
moving Vp" to nicer accommodations, pprchesing.a

first home from an apdrtment, etc. Eighteen pe,ccent reasona of improved or
.

lifer neighborhood (selijable XVI).

4psponse

11

,TABLE.XVI.

What was the ane Most important reason for your move:t

1979:

1

1978

,1

2A.

Avoidance of busing 0 0.0

Deseg. environment 1 ,3.0

Proximity to work 1 3.0.

Better school 1 3.0

Better house 17 51.5

Housing Ass*. . 0 0.0

Beeter,neighborhood 6 18.2

FaMily veiponalAeasons 7 21..2

NA 0 0.0

A

(N-12)

.1 3.1

t\

0 G.0 ,

0.0

0 Git0

6 . 10.8

3.1

68.6

3.1

The family personal reasons categpry included 'respondents who moved because-they

wera no longer able to resideWith their family, marital problems or other per-

sonal reasons. In 1979, however,

fte,
t .titpfy 4,04. anio

104'.

nly
4'

4

oi

only,19 perdent'of the respdndants.reported

resulted fir a,decision for better housing'; and .

. 7 0 ,

dolt a bqtter nelghborhdod was tha ieAson for their

AL ..ALLL II Li 11 ,, I II /' .

I.
.0
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o

;0 e, i I .
moves. ..Seventy-one peteent.Of tOselriurveyed in ,1?79, listed reasoits categorized

, .. -.,

.

..
, ,

t,
:..as taMil}q'perOonal reasonsA. .

'

In '..Cliii 1918 snrAiey, norespohdents stated that
..,

. . .,,
..s. ..Y i

to, dec'reasg'the-number,.of yeaps his/her child would
.,,..

. 00 ..,:.-- . ,,
. .,- . .,.

ceae
.

stated that hagrthey nat mo4ed their children
.

......s . . k
, ,

'years.. jn'1979, o4.7 ene resfSondeq listed busing as the mhin reason.for moving,
,

aa4 tn erocent
.

of,thede Tespo9dents sta6ed that before moving, their children

.

. L,., .

.. ....

A * .. I. . *.
t

.

would'halre been 4used 7L10iehrs. ..06'spite che fact tilt pohe of the Children'of". - ..

,.; , ,,, ;4 ,
, ) ,

_parents interviewed.ruld be bused fot..purposes of desegregation, 2i percent of
.- .

. ..s.

1 .. I
1 I.

,.

the-sadiple.population in f9/8, and>..34 percent of the respondents ia the 1979 sur-
,

c

their family moved In 44,fr .

be bused even though 33 4r-
.

would have bn bused 7-10

believed that thai-ilhi1d,rtin woUJA be bused (Table XVII). When asked if

they.had plannecrtO move prior.:to the implementat*cin of the coureordered debeg-,

regation Oannin 1978vi.,79,01rcent reapowled affirma ively as did 50 percent in'

'

S.
5:-

,,

STABLE XVII
4

ow many:Years wil4. Pe&r child be bused:now that you have moved?

Y4c%

Res onse
. 3. ,

. None.

1978%

q3j
7.

- I

I.

1,979

2A Nn,32)

20 ,62-5

0 . 0.0

1 3.1

1

1 3.1

.*

24 72.7

0.0

940

Unsure'

2 6°.1

84

'

ula...4:\.kciametatincu.4.

4$0

0.0

28.1
S.

3.1

I

,
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Thirty percent of Bleck parents interviewed in 1978,_and 21pereent 'in i979;' 4

were opposed td busing. Of these groupEt, ao percetilt in: 1978 Ana 89'perCt in
,

. 1

1979, codlOoreee a busing situation which might be acc4tab1e for ack0Ving
_

(desegxegation. When asked to what extent' the.busirig plan iti4de4t0',Act,4i7
. f.0

sion'to move, 88.pwrcent of the 1918 respondents aad 94 Peraen0Ay.010,akiin i,he

'

4.

1979 survey seplie& that it Wad qo influerice at all. Twelve perce4.,4k4,460 and

six percent in 19790 lOcat'ed that it had some influenCe!.On their deciaion. to polie'

(see fable XVIII).

TABLE XVIII

t

a

70 what exeent.did the busing Plan influehCe your deciaion\to move?

/

19°78 -1979
..e,.,

, lA (N*33)
Response 1 . . 04.

. .''

Strongly influence '''t 21 - 30...
,
-

Somewhdt influeece V'. 3" .9.1

No influence at all 29 87;9
.

NR 0

Bdth groupaexpressed,favorable
4,

'

f, 2A (N*32)

14,

0 0,0 .

2 6-.3

29 90.6

1 3.1

I 1 '\. elk

attitudes toward'dqvgregation: Sevepty....nitib

percent of the 1978 respondents ahd 85 veroint of those interviOed in 1:979.

favored full iAtegration. Furthermore, 85 percent in 1978,saild 87 MI dent.in

1979, favore'a balance of Black7and white students- in school.representative of
e

the Bla0/white proportion in the community. As *ith the (1000tion on,businG

when asked to what extent desegregated classes iaffuenced their Ild'i'son to mAkm,
.

91 percent of thd 1978. interViow teepondents and 941percet.of thdae'interviWed
4.1

. ,

in' 1979, replied that it had no inf,luence at all. Priorto their move, 18'per-

'dent o# the 1978 restiOndants 'and 30 'perlent ot the 197,9..reepon,rta.14:1)ett t4,
,1

. . .,,,

)i 1 .

.......,:r. 1

., ,

ok.

I

,...4-\.)L. ,,;...
. ...,t,i , ,,,.. .?,,. '.

, i.,
,...

It

I)

9

4
.1

.1.44* vite

Ve7,
IAA
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edighbarhoodb petcOlved.to have, less than 28 percent Black. After the twell7

Oircent in 1978, and 72-percent in '1919,
r

lived 'in neighborhoOds Wirer° ...t-40,-11446k7'..---"--
i

populaeion was per ived -to be 30:0ercent orlessv.

\
,

TABLE XIX

What_ was the percentage of Blacks in your former neighborhood?

I

t

I

r I
,

1978

lA (N*33)

-Response %

' 0110% 3 9.1
0

114% 1 3.0.

-

4f-50%

51% & above

Unsure

NR

21-30%
,

2 . 6 A 1

I 3.0*

,

0 0:3140%

3 9.1

c' 20 60.6

0 0.0

3 94

A 1979

(N*32)

%

5. 15.6 //

3

0

0 0.0

20 62.5

1 i 3.1

2 6.

n

tiadk parents seemed quite satisfied with the quality.of reducatCln the

Jeffelprn County Public Schools. Sixtyone'percent OC'thosetinterviewed in 1978,-

4
e

and.69 percent of those`in-t919, felt i4 was satisfactory.. Only 36 percent in

4078s, and 31 fiertent in 1979, falt otherwise. Siace the imple,entatOn of the

A
desegrega&on plan, these parents, in general, felt that the quality,of educe-

tion for white students remained.the sate. Sixty-one percent in 1478, and 59

Alt
. -

pagkent of th4respondents4in 1979, felt the quality of tucation generally re-
-0

Aainedtho sa e although 2.5 per6ent of thd 4upple.in 1978, and 19 vercent.in

, d' thdy didn't re011y know. ror Black, atudents4 46.percent ofithose

:\ inter
,

t

In 1978, and 0 percent o those in 1979, felt t at educational/
.v

%9')
I

86
p..t ,



..?;;;;;

i s
quality had mproved. Thirt, percent of the 1978-group and 22 percent of the.

),.

,

,..4..$ 197.?.,g9P,Vfelt-Lplat,,,it rema ned the'eame while 12 percenbin 1978, and 19 per-
..,.....1,e_ts.,,,, ; : ,- :-..'"- -. .. r .ri---;-,,,,,i, .- . - 4074,02- .,..rg,

waiit4.5vitiocinf---ipriliryQviir.,saienot a large, percentage of-1','.,,:a.ene,f6'..
t ''

4116\

.71

1the respondents who felt that their child'a'present school was better than. the

school previously attended which would suggest no tendency to moye for purposes
lb

of finding a "better" school.

Bl-respondents from 1978, "and those from 1979, were divided into two cate-
.

gories b'ased on total annual income: respondents .whosil income was above $20000

and respondents whose income was below $10,000. Both groups feltEhat the 4uali- OW0

ty of eduCation had remained the satie for white students, but the group of 1979

parents with total incomes of $10,000 or lOwer, felt less Positive towards the

quality of education for Blacks than did-the other three 0oups.

These data may reflect the level to' which the'children df:rhese parents are

achieving academically': Those from the lower sociot.;economit.families may not be

succeeding.as well as those in the upper income bracket, and ths'fadt.may tend
-

0

to.infleence parents in their perception 0 the quality of, eduAstIon. ,

. Only'six percent of.the ihterview resi,oldents in.1978, and'16 percent of

.those in 1979, stated they were using housing assistance. Eighteen,per6ent in

1978 and three percent in 1979, mentioned that the 4Vailability af financial

housieg assistance had at least some iniluence on theit decision to move.

Non-pebgc schopl ilmterviewis_:reatet. 2 and 3 The results of interviews with

parents whose children werietransfeired to ,now:pub-Iia,tochools for both year 2

and 3 are in Appendix K. Paredts of childtOn Who,tiansferred t now-pu6lic
0

.

.

schoola for the 1976-77 school year, year 2, were divided into two categories:

6atholic atul'hon-qptholic... In year 3, 077-78 yaar, ehere.4ere four

categories.: lY Catholics, 2) mainstreaM priyate, 3) private church4re1ated and

. ,

-4) privata church..-rOlated,-parents whose chiird Teturned to public school. .1
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The followin selpion of. the chapter whith cOVere the ways that the glk uPi

1

;. x..

'i'

are the same, is followed by a description of't4; ways thaq 'eadOgroup.diffees.

iv 6

.

The numbers in .parentheses refer to 0,4.11A questions on the intitrvie0 schedule; the

results of which can be found in Appendix

Nearly all of thosit,inte

V', - %.
. ... '..,

, .

viewed were,parents of.faMilies with 1-4 children,
'

ols

1-3 of whom are of school age (Questions 2 &13). In every'gYoup, respondenis

felt that'since aesegregation the quality of education:for.Whites-hal.declined

'(Question 9). tt was.generaAy felt that,the.quality of eduattion-prOVide4-4by
.4/

the Jefferson County Sihools is tinsatisfatory, and respondents rePortedthat

they copsidered the education provided by the.rrptpublic schdo El, to be-atleast.

somewhat k:letter (Questions 8 &'20). Parehts in every group sbA e d that the f ct

that their child would be attending classes with children,Of.a d fferent races did

4t.influence their+cision to:enroll him/her. in 'a non-public s. ool, butthe,

vast,mejority of these same respondents did tot have childrem in private schools
.

/, . .

yrior to the 411 of 1975 (Question 11 & 19). Although most *individuals ititer-:\
. 4

viewed had either one or .0.40 children who were scheduled to bp bUsed sometime
if

during their school years, the vast malority of these childpen.ad never been
( A

bused for debegregation purposes .(Questions JO & 17). 8ince the.interviews waq, .

generally conducted 'during the day, the majority of respondents were
. ,

of these female respondents, the mailority were housewives (QuestiOns
.

0

female, aod

26 &.23).

2T Ccie1o1lcischools,71a,-ta

As would be expected, themajorityipl,respondints, with children in Catholic

schools are themselves Catholic (Question 25). Eighty percent oiThose intim-, .

viewed in 1978, had childran.enrolled in Catholic schools and 74 percent of'the
6

1979 respondents reported to be Catholic. This is in efotrast td all other) groups
o)

where the majority are Proteatants. The parents who,00,._.041,000,...are enrolled:in
, .

.

94
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4

Clathogc schoola:tepd tO be iese'opposed to.busing than any other' group except
. !

mainstream private (Question 6). Only 45 percent of the 1978 Catholic school

reapondents and 56 percev of those interviewed in 1979, reported that they. .

were strongly.opposed,4otusing. Jn.contrast, 73 percent of the parents whOse

A

children were enrolled in private-schools in 1978 reported opposing busing

stronglyt, Seventh-eight pe'rcent O:f the.1979 private churchrelated respondents,

':and 10 percent.of the individuals who comprised Ihe private éherch-related groups

. who returned their children io public schools also reArted opposing busing. ,..-

- 0 'strongly, In th41\71ainstream private group, 52 percent of the parents were

. strongly opposed to busing, but, "17 percent of these
pare0

nts wefeuensure of exactr.4
1

ly how they.fielt.

\
The parents whope children were.enrolled in Catholic schools were more likely

to have had.them enrolled in non-public schools pTior to 1975, than were the

parents who comprised an);,,..cKher single group (QuIstion 11). Fifty percent'of the

1978 Catholic sOool respondents and 68 percent of those interviewe& in 1979, re-
l.

ported to having considered,enrolling their children in non-public schOols prior

t9 courtrordered desegregation. Fifty-seven percent of the 1978 private schoOl

respondent group, and 57 percent of th4 1979's mainstream private school parents
iS

responded likewise. Only 28 percent of the.parents whose children were enrolled'

in private church-related schools, .9pd none of the respondents who returned their

children to public a9hools from private church-related schools, considered. the."

transfer pr-36r 07L1.9/5.

I) Mainstream Private Sehocil 211
9

An'examination of resulta of the interviews with parInts who comprised the

mainstream private school group, showed that,these.indiv*Auals came from a,

higher socia1*1ase than the other respondents. .floth mitts and feMoles in this
T

Amiticular group were better educated thi4 those in 44y of the othersand the

89
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group 'contained. more van with:ptofessional piccupations than in anY of the oth4r
4. A L . A

l
.

6 's, ' 4i1

.sroups (QuestiOns 2'3'4 24). In this particulai group Of. patents, 48 percehr, of'

4,

themales had comgleted college, and 39 perce0 had at-least some graduate
,

.

school educatioh. .The next inost highly'educatOd grlp of-OUtherá ;4484

group of par'ents.who had Ghildrenln private .schools lp 1978. Ten,percent'Of,; ,

theme parents had completed college, and.21 percent had somp gradu4to educatioil .,

1 . 4 l

. , r
the Ieast`well-educated group-Wai the vie that 4,1cluded father's whose children ,.

1

. . .

attended pivateochurch,rrelated schools. Only one par-nt, or ton percent. of the'
_..-.... ,

. . ,

respondents had received:mere:than a hg.6:schpOl education. The mothers df
P

% f
41. -.

..
. .'lr. .

thildren attending mainstream private.schooIcwere 'also.Ottei: educaxed than. ',
,

-1... .9 .

f, , ) .

those ot any other group with 96 pe'rcent of the -interviewed'eubjectshMving ob- '#
., . ..

. .,

,

-P .-
taiqed at 1ea0t some-hisher edUcatien&

Ninoty-one'percentof the male p4rentS in this group., tespen ents.had.pro-.
.

.

fessional.,otcupattons. The 4axt, largeat group of professpnal4 'came from resiion.;.
C .

d:ernte whose thildren'wei`re enrolled in .Catholic schpois dialog, the t977-78 bchool

witb.4? percentpccupiing profesEamial positidhs..
,

The.group of. ipinstream private.school parents weregenerally a little older

year
.119

,
. , ,

with 6I,percent over the age of 41. Th0 else reported-larger annual incomes

high 44
. . .

than any of the other.respondents (Questions'26 & An' incredibly
,

v , /

. .

Tercent of these families had avprake, annual incomem 0,6ver $50,900.' None of

' ' 1' '',,,

:the-ether iroupsief respop ents had ilcomes neatIk this high,

Reiii)-iiaiiiks in ,thia-group.seomd_tayiew integration much more favorably'..thah
,

A ''
.

.

r 1

any of the Other groups of parents (Quabtion'4). Seventp-four percent,favoi ft111
4.)1 r r

racIal antegratien, over a 'choic0 between. 44me integrationor oeWratton of t.,he.

races. The group'of 1979:Catho4e'respondents r(Osponded.the racist closely 46 thii

I.
wiTnitrdam.privalilgroup.- Poriy..hens pOcent wtor

gration.

04

in tavOr.of 69.1'taattlminp.

Those parents whoee:chllften were%mirolled in ptOnte Ourohmolotated

A

4.-

10

ert'

41000,
4

04%

"
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toti.

sohoole had the least'faVerehle attitude towards integration with 19 percent
t

favoring seplration of, the ritces.

4) Private Church-Related. 2C

An eximination of the.ueaponses of parents who comptised the private.chUrch-
4

related groUp, the group who transferred their children frolepublic to private

.church-related scho;lifin 1977, revealed that they were more strongly opposed to

desegregation than any of the other feroups. These parents were strongly opposed

to busing in all Cases, and stated that the.), could not forsee any eituation in

which it would qe acceptable (Questions 6 & 7). One hundred percent of these

parents were, at least, omewhat opposed to busing and 79 percent were strongly

-i7
opposed: Sixty-one percent of the private church-related school parents claimed

. .

to be opposed to busing,fh all cases while Only% pdrcent stated that they could

foresee a situation in which it would bt acceptable. The vast majority of rer
4--

spondents in almost all of tA other grodlis reported that,they could foresee,a

situation in which a busing program might be acceptahleVtom.

Parents.whent chirdren to private church-nelated schools stated that thhy

had not coniidered enrolling these.childreft in non-publit t9 the

,implementation of couri-ordered desegregation (Que;?Ion 15)4 Seventy...one percent .

*of the iroup had .6ot considered this chanie 'Wale only 29 petccint claimed that m

a 0, .

9ey had. Respondents in this'particular group were the onlY parents who did
,.

not list the "quality of education" as beinglthe main reason, for transferting

:their child to non-public schoold thirtr-two percent of Owes parenks listed
0

4 .
v

the "bus"ride" as their main realon fot*the change (question 19); ,Thii "Oefity
4*

of education" was the next most important reason with 29 percent of the'resP6nd-,

4
ents listed in this cacegory.,.

Although these #espondents

reason behind their change to

. '

0 ,

listed the "bus ride" as being,the,m

Ae, 4.

private 80001, they ere,one of the 6
,

43.
4

.44 / .
4 . 46.. ' I ...,,,,,I.

I, n
o

4

4
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4

f
parenrs in which the majority',hve,children,riding the. bus to their present

schools (Question 20), The group of parents whose Children had returned to puboik,-

.61.1

lie school fr m private church.-related schools also had More children, seventy

percent,. riding buses to their present schools than chiidren whb kere Lt,, thirty

percent. Most JO these'perents compriding the groep whose
41
children attended pri-

Ate churchrelated schools responded that their children would have been bused
1

the 'previous year if 'they had remained in publAc schools (Quest 18). Sixty:,

one percent of the group responded affirmatively/tO this question, while only 39

-percent had children who Pould not have been4bused if they had remained in public

schools.

..
. 5) Private Church-Related: Returned to Public 'Sehool -

None of the yespondents whose children kad been transfe\\tr d back to public;

. schools from .the private churah-related had moved within the last six morn, and
*.

the majority of this group had not moved in the last ten years (Questym O. '

,

Seventy percent of the male parents comprising this group we're skilled workers,

while the.females were, pr,the most
1,

,

part, heusewives (Question 24)., This group

of parent's was the o9Ay one that did not agree'that it was a good idea fpr Bldtks
4

411b,Ind Whttes.to go to lool.tvettier. In fact, a large number, tow, percent',

&moidered it to 1)4 a Rtiridea. Not only was the majority of this group strong-
,-

ty opposed to busing, but &tU.other groups, were generally oppoSed to busing

in all cases and could not foresee any situatAon in wh'ich it might be acteptable

to thdm (Questions 6 & j). Par.ents comprising this particultir group were not as

(Jconcerned with the quality pf educa4on provided.by the public schoolsas tiley.
, 4,A 4 . 1) C ,

' 2Wire with'havingotheirdhild44001011estiOn. 19Y. Sixty percent Of the respond-
,

,., ,p .., ..

, ,

,i'; ..

ants in thin grpup listed the "bus ride" AO being the most important toasonjor

enrolling t'heir hild/chilOren in non-puric scHools-white only 30 percent
a

)1,
#..

1

4

92
1
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4

1

1
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listed the vquality tf education" as thebmain reason for the transfer. Interest-
.

Ingly, the schools these:children had attended were segregated, but they still

had to ride a to get to school, (Queotion 13b & 20). Seventy percent Of the r

parents intervidwed in 'this particular grollp admifted that their child/children

we're riding buses o their present schools, and only430 percent of the parents

had children who were not.

4

.1

Cfr.
p.

4

t6

.

40
4
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CHAPTER V

r.
CONCLUSIONS I.

The,purpose of this study was to determine the effIct of court-ordered'.

desegregation on.student enrollment and residential patterns in the Jefferson

. County Public School DiStrict. Enrollment changes o'Ver the yearssince the de-
)

segregation plau was implemented were studied along with trends in enrollment

over'the past ten years, birthrates, migration patterns, non-public school

enroliment, and residenfial changes withkn the county. Parents who had moved

or. transferred their children to pod-public schools were interviewed. Four

questions were stated in Chapter I and used to guide the condudt of.the study.

Thd questions are restated here o provide 'an outline.for the presetttation of

:the conclwaons.

Question 1.

AA.

Has there beeci a dedline in white publ4c school
enrollment tht can be associated with the imple-
mentation of the desegregation plan?

a. Are white students enroiling'in non-public schriols
within Jefferson County to avoid participation in

/-the desekregption plan?

b. Are white families moving their resideneep outside
of Jefterson County to avoid particfpationlArthe
desegregation'plan?

?

White pOlid school eftrOilment in Jefferson County'has decreased Aromatically

'since pe 1973-74 school year when it becalm) apparedt that a desegregation plan

t>

Would be ordereth 'Mid 1978-74 white enrollment was 111,131. By the L978-79 school

-year the enrollment had dro61!ito sAeclide of, 33,549. qls has led

the general belief that massive' white flight has talCen place. :Wh4e this decline

took pl4e at the lame time aarthanimplemedtation of the desagregagon plan, it

is incorrect to assume that ail 'of the deciine was caused iy the desegregation

. order. The bigges part of the declinotati, be explaieed by increaseslin non-

4
$
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r
4
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o.
te:

publfe'school'entollment 'a continuing pattern of out-migration .and declining

An,
hirthrate.

. The're was.an increase of 2,200 in non-pukic school enrollment in 1974:-75,
:

one yesr.prior to th4 implementation_of-the dtsegre ation'i4an.. Durini, the. spring
) ,

'and suMmer of 1974, a desevreOtio plan was antici ated, 14,;ever, cOUrt aCti

',?`.;A
A

delayed the actual implementation until tht 1975-76 school :Oar.. Non-public
'r.

school enrollment' had been Oeaeasing for-several%yearb anO:he 1974 incre
'

0constituted a teversal of that 'trend, Subsequent gains,i wer 7pproxi-

miftely.2,400 in 1.975-76, 2:600 ta 1976-77, and 1,050 in 1977-78. There'were, by

i1977-78, approx/mately 10,900 4'students enrolled in non-PUblic shoois (4ho would

have been in public schools had there been.nO desegregation event. Due to a

small decrease Ain non-publicschool enrollment, this figure dropped to. 10,500

Students in 1978-79.

Transfers to Catholic schools accountedjor moat of the non.'-public Sch601:

tinroilment Lncreasp in t974-75. In 1975.-76,Catholic.schoOis enforced 'an adMia-

sions policy desi to check the influx. of Public sChool Otansfers due.sto the

Implementatib of 'the desegregation plan'. The:effort.was apparentlY suCcessful

as shown by t feet that in subsequent years the enrollment gains were mostly..

in other non-p )lic schools.

Migratiow tterns iyihe'JeffersonCounty cOMmunAty'have.qodtributed to a.
,

,

- decline in the number of white public.sehooltudents, Anal'yses of the cOmbinfid

public aad non-public school enrollment trends, ahow that for several qears the
.

.,$

commUnity has been losing school-ggiAchildten at a rate .faeter.than.woul be
,1

expected based on birthra,te decl Families with.salool age childr njlave been

moving out of the county, at a rate 41Ster than they are being replaced by families ,

with school-age children..' In 1974, when tbe'initial gain ih noniublic'Sctiool

q

enrollment was'observed, there was no indication of movement by wnitestudenta out

01

96'
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0

,

.ofJefferaoh.CdOnWJAI'Oc.a040' t 041, trend yhicg had been .e4.6blisWedr1.4.e#..,-..

This seeMs reaSpnahle si.nca'theantrcipat-i6 of'a desegregation plan in 1974
*

t. .

Ai..4 not reach major proportions'until the spring and hulumer,of.,1974..k Thus;: While
'4 % 4

thiiiteatir'aufficibuttime to 4ransfer children to non-publ1C echop1S, thers;w44'
I

, .

Jlot enough time.:twariranie for het,,t h6using. During the first year Of desegre-

Otion, tp 1 100.s,pudents moved out bf Jefferson CoUnt in extess of the\
,

numbiirwhiCE vioUi& have beep expec4a based-on dut-migration trends: Itr.194Z&.T7,,
,

the hilMber rose to aprrrocimately 1,900, by the.thita'yesir.Of,deseg4iation, 107- !
.1

thenUMber'haedecreased, approximatelY 1,100, :In 1978-79 .,the ht4inber had *-

falleh% to approximately 230. It ts, therefoceo conOlded that during the firet
7

:'.three 'years crf desegregatidn, there, 4as a small.byt.disperhable increase.10

huMber affamiliesvith sCheol-agechildfen who mo'ved.out 01:.jefferson COOnty.

.
4

By
. ,

theHfourth.year of dtesegregatiod,' the Iosd of. white itudents.elated'to-

'a

desegregatlun had tetome negligibl
. .

The declihe,in birthrate began,to affect vhitepubli'C'schciol enroildent in

1911 ahd,contipued..through1978. Ttre birthraqt decline,:9upled'with out-migration.

patt4rd,4 which,..had e**S.ted:lince the 1960'sc accOunted for apprOximately 23000 .

of the'33000 de,cline:An:white enrollment between 1973 and4978. The,remaining
,

a

ihe, 104500 Studenta;;:reaulted fv)iiian.incre4Se in,noh,tp4blivschool:e06117

ment;:
#

. ,,.. ..
J . ,

.

.

,Rad't 'implementation ox the Aeregregailon plan ,gria.aily..accelerated the,

movement'of;White families tut:a.Jefferson County,..a'declinein the'housing

104
,market Wóuldifiave been.exOected. HOwever, during the Pvpriod the housingmarket

ln Jefferaon County Waa stongo and families ating oiit- of the county cOu;d

.expect a Red price when'selling their hviiise. DesPite.the fact tparenta

leaving Jefferson County migl sta

factor in causing thei to move, it

4

0

a that the desegregation order was a

is important-to emphaSize thattesidential
..

.A?

r
, 4

4



kptia-only:..when -net 'lcrseree; eeCtir;.:.Tbat0,tts...:.nd: matter 1)0w Many

fami4s, rn oat and ;attribut..q..t.:be.: Move 1tp,,40ogregation; 11 41 of the famiIieti

are replaced;!.th4re 1 no yhttafiight. The hey" of familiep that could be
,.t

associated with.the implementation4 the;,desegre4ation.order,invo.lved small

..
, jrtumbersfrofparents and occurred only atitrfng the-first'Years Of the implement?opon

..of the pkan. .

1

.-
TheinCreade in transfers to.. non,public .schools hap'bccurred Under' cir-

,1

.cumstances

order tp determ

t

.1,ink the increase td the implemOtation of desegregation. In
a

4
-

e whethertransfers to non-publie sdhools were\the direct result

-of-the desegresation.,order'rather than sothe other factor, interviews were con,-

.1

:ducted with thp parents of chitdren' who. were transfeered. These parents were

divided into three groups: those whose chifdren transferred to,Catholic schwas,.
,

.those whOse childrervqransferred to mainstream private schools, and thoe6 whose,
.,

1

ch'ildren tifansferred to church-related schools which were started at about the

same time'ab the implementation of desegregation:. Parents whqse children, were

placed' in mainstream private schools'strongly favored full racial'integration

and wer'e equally certain that it was a good idea for children to go to schools

tt

which.have a racial balanc aimilar to that found in Jefferson County. They were-

almost. unanimoui in stating that the quality of lucation has declined since the .

.. .

implementation of d4'segreg4tion. Parents whose children wire transferred.p newly

i
., ,

established churc,h-related schools.had lesslfayorable attitudes toward odesegregation
,

, X. .:
.

and were less concerned about the quality ofeducation. The attitudes of Catholic'
,

sChool Tarents fell between they groups.. ,A
,,

.

,
. , , ..,

q

Whether the decision was based on concern.forithe welfare of their children', a
, , .. .

desire to avOid the inconvenianCe of buSing and provide'bog,a lutter educatiop
, 46 '

for their children, or lymptomatic of.raeisM'cadnot be determinedo Difference*

The decision made by these parents to send their children to non-publid
p.

$chools was clearly related
y

to.thlimplemOntation Of the.ccesevegation plan.



amonWthe. Wronps mayrestrj.t. from 0060-ecnoM1cafferencesY41 6e.perception of

whataTe.social4racceptable .0tP.tUdes,- The meiger of the.louieville and Jef-.-

NpOirvCounty.,S014Ol'Systems was tanmatic afid Since -the milfgerthe:Sahoola.-
..

have beep under;constant attack from both inside'and outside'the.schock.syStet
,

,4

: j'arents.-may-have-veeceiyedthAc:these events,-.as welkagdesegregation,:.c.on
,

.

. .
.

. c..

trib cilted to alower iya4iy of.education. ...-
, .,--,

._ -. . . .
.

. : . :...,... .,.....

whiJ.,e large EigM4ers ':Of. garents have transfe hildren

noplu4lic'schoota, their thie::motiy4.4onlor doing so rema;ins,uncle r.- This
:*. .;

-J.:a probably becaus4 well* deCiSiorig.:are. not made based on a single factorhut are-
.

thiougWthe interaction of numerous contradictory attitudes and

cOnsiderations, Non-public Schoals Would p6t have enjoyed their. current re-

.surgence without:Ourt'ordei* deSegregation, buE juat how and why school

...'.4.eaegregation.cause.4 whitel)arentS'to transfer their children to nomvublic

school.-3 is- unclear

Oubstp.n isire parents of public school children making reaidentig

..changes within the county to avoid the busing of theirv
Children?

,The analysis of,Black student,eftrollment in Jefferson Countyclearly indicates,

that tIack enrollment has increased in formerly white dchoels. This increase has

taken place in both the South. and .tast but is greapst in the South. Blact6'enroll-.
\ ;

ment:hag declined in the formerly.Black schools in the,West. Black'iinrollment

for the entire county hag remained relatively staW.e over the past.fourpears

and_it den," therefore, be 1COncluded that these entollme4:.changes are'the result

of leeidential movement.)kBlaCk student's volunteeting to be buOed-could proVide

t

an alternati% epianatiop for these enrolimeAt changes but bec.AuSe BlaCka are.

.already bused for 10-of their 12 yepra; this is.' unlikeiy Some of7this Move-
1.

'ment may be.to striall 111a4 neighborhoods in t; he'-county, but because theJlieve-

. .

.ment IA so widespread, there appears"to be a sizable shift of*13lack famiWe



14t

aUt C6he West end 'opt' Louisville into formerly white areas.of the county.
SI

'Such movea are attraCON4,'becattse according to the desegregation plan a Black

:Child living ih a'white residential area does not have t%). be bused.

.Interviews Wire conducted with Black parents who ha1 troved into white neigh-
.

'borhoo4 with the expectation that the desegregation plan could be shown to have

pOicive effect on residential desegregation. The resules.'of the ineerviews,

.

hewevero do not sUppdrt that conclusion. Almost all of,the parents interviewed,

,denied'haVing Moved in order to avoid tlle inconvenience of busing and, in fact,

manTwere under tile miataken impression that their children would .v)ntinue to

.h bused

During th e. second year of the .st'udy, an 'unsuccessful attempt'W*made to

locate families oE white students who had oiaved to neighborhoods where

children would be attending fixrmerly Black sChools. Thtir ctiildren,had eithv

been attending these schools for quite some time or they had,moved for reasons

A
clearly unrelated to an attempt to avolid the involvement of their children in

4

the busing plan. The responses that they made to questions.related to b

desregation, and the qualitir of education were uncharacteristic of person

A

wishiag to avoid the desegregationppm,
'\

,

N \
Question 3. What affie the features of court-ordered desegregation

. that influence enrollmenE.changes in the. schools?
( .' & V

'As stitted a 4tr,,,,'approxiblately 0000 fewer white students attended Jef-
, . 4

ferson County Publit Schools in 1978-han would have been Zitxpected\had the

desegregation plan not been implement04. The loss wad in Blak elementary sdhools
e / ( l

..in the West,and white elementery,pchools in the East, White enrollment in:the
i

.
. ,

South has increased since the InitIal year of des-, egregation. A large factor in
, ,

;

ttiis increasevai imdoibtedly the boycott action in 1975 wtiich kept the enroll-
. .

fi

went at a low. level. White enrop.ment in formerly Bieck high schOols has
. ,

w
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increased since desegregation was irnpJemented in 1975.' As Atha elementaVy

sChools in Ole South; the 1975 enrollment waS low becauSe of the schpol boy-

cotts and that fac

1
or partially accounts for the increase registeTed by' 1978.

tn addition, high chools, inothe coulity are quite diffyient from those located

Tin the city, of Lourisville that were formerly Black and some white studenta

apparently find t e1academic and social atmosphere

and volunteer tol,busing.

QuestiOp 4 What are the characteristics of,t
groups of parents?

a. those who xransfer their .child
schools? 0.

those schools attractive
-

lowing three

o non-public

b. those WhQ,mave out of the county?

p. those who move within the county?

Parents 'whose children transferred to mainstream private schools viewed
,

integration much move favorably than.any of the other sub-groups ot Paredts.

This group tended to be better educated than the others with a higher proportion

of men in the professions. They were older and had much higher incomes than any

of the other respondents. The quality of education provided by the,public schools*

was of more concern 'than the issues of ddsegregation and busing. Those parents

who transferred the-ir chi;dren from public to private churchrrelated schools

were more strongly opposed. to Adsegregation than any of the other groups Those

respondents who returned their Fhildren to public schqols after one year in a

private church-relapid school were also adamantly opposed to desegregation and

busing. Parents in this.category tpfe leSs concerned with.the relit)," of. 4duca*ion

provided by the,pnblic s-chools ond more opposed to necks and whites going to

school together. 4Ndthe most part, these parents were skilled laborers and
1) t

tended.to be lesa,wellw4educated. b 4

.

%
While some parents who moved out,of the county are qUite Wining to state that

1 . ,

desegregation played a pert in.their decision to move; their httitudea toward
.

, .

.0, ,'

4
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,

desegregation, busing, and quality of-Ouca,tion ate,less strong than V,;losd who
0

had their children transcerred to non/publIx'shools. P'arents wbo moVed/Aut of

'.si,
the county tended to d older, less educa 'ed 416:11ed4Orker0; parents who 1,

4 .

-
'

.
, %.1

transferredNZbeir children to non-public schools wete younFr, better'edUeated

*".professionals., Usually it'is assumed that order, less educated peopi,e tend to

more conservative, in their attitude :tOwd soeial'issues, especlally in

regard to desegregation/busing. But, 12.-fact, it :wag the nom-public parent

sample, those younger, better educated, that held to the.more conservative,atti-

tudes. Those who mOved out of the county'weie very similar to-the 'community

norms while the hon-public parOnt sample was, again, more conservative.
'

,
.,11". 11 t

During the se6nd year'ofithe atudy,a large propor0.on Of the Black-families,,

Ailio ,

who.moved within the tounty were headed by females who workedIrsprofessionals;

. .

it
* *

were well educAted, and had high'incomes. Black familie's'donated durlpg the ."

. .. .

third' year of ehe study differed by being more likely to be two parent families

and have lower dducational and income levels. However, like'thoBelAarents.inter7
.,. -... -

. .

viewed in the second,year, they stated that tte had not movecr:to avoid trie in-
.

convenielre of. busing_and were often under the mi4aken Impression thAt:theit
\

ghildren were still going to be bused... Black parentsAnteview.ed during"both

the seconaand third years Tegarded the quality of public:school education'as

being satisfactory. Most wet% ii faVor,of busing'and felt that educational con-

diq.ions for alack!,students hM improved since desegregation,

.Diseu
1

ssion 1
'

%

Researer* halve.reached'a general cbn6ensus_that white ffight) at least toFch
..(K.:

some degtee, is the inevitable result,-of school desegregation.
. The methodological

approachtd to fthe study of white flight used,WmOst reearchers ignore birth- . I
4

ratb.) -migration trends) and tr niefers to non-public schodis. .1he use ortAs-

0,

!' 41°i

r'1

Of:1

0

41{4.'4I .1

(4.

0

4.0
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r

conventional approloch wbuld have ledto the bnahaion,thajarge Scale residen-
.

,

tial White flIghtitook place'in,gefferson COUntjt. Howeverc When birthrate and

out-migration trends areconsidered, theAeqline'in white pubtic.school'enroli"'
e

.. ' . I
,

t

mentnean be expla.ined almost entirely.in terms,-,of ;transfer*: to non-public scilOols.
. .

4he nlimbet of children lost to non-Public.:Chooi is. 19i1e and inglUdes fam7,

flies which publi U. schools can ill aftord to'lose. ThOr parenis artebave averaiW,.

in number of years oi educatipn'and tend, to 16 OroiAess'ionals. °Such amines have. e
r A

traditionally'given abtive and effective SUpPort to,thepubltd schools.

. . 4y . . 4. ' °

Many%of

:
these parents would hAve contintOd sendiwe children to,pu011 schOols:had

. .. .;
.,,,.

.
,,u1?; .

. .
.

. , ,
,

,they not become"cenvinced, thatA14410Ality"of education would-suffer as a re.r

. ,, . -; . ..ir::'. , :. .

ault.of the imPtementation,of the4 segregacion plAn. r
,

since Ole study was, initiatediga consensus has developed concerning.facxo&

.: ,

.

, .,AI.:

that affect the relationship.betwOndesegregation and whtte -flight. It is be-.,
4 t,/

.

.

lieved that metropolitan type dese igregatidn plans result n lees ilsidehtial `
. ...

wnite The,results of the 'present Study stipporehat.position.

,Desa:t-egation p;lans Which inande the reassignment of White,students to
.

. 1

fornlerly Black schoJls,are. believed' to encourage' white flight. AThis effect was

\ .° '' .

evident /h Jefferson County as many Mate stdents whe were scheati0e4 to attendo,
,

.
formerly Black'schools failed to do SQ. .Accdrding to RosselA .0.978hparea0

,

.

who avo4i school desegTegation b..r.e from higher iocideconomic levels than thOse,
. , A

l t

who do.not. The findings of..tls studyearé consistent
.

with. that'.prdposition.
,

Consistent with the findings of this study is Rossell's suggestion that avoidance

'of desegregation during t4e first yeariof impledentation may 'iake the form o f
,

vt.
transfees to.non-publid,schools rUth'er than. residential.Moves.

0

Rossell (1978a)
z

has sliggOsted a relstio p between the degree ofdemNstrw-
.

.,,. .

',.. , .

., op .
',,,'

4

A '. fi
t f , .

, ''.i.sitt,

tiontand proteSt and whttg ilght, ,' There was'atAigh level of'utot'est.in jet:-.N.,,.c
.

,
t' ' . ', ..1 . :. .

ferson.County and natiónpUend lopaj.Jeleyision werage Inadeit Ass4.6ie' for.
..% . '

kt
A *

I, 0

O t 7
,
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-

ile4eidents of..4
r

. ;

CI'

.-

efferdon Cdunty who'liviled-me0 milt;s4froti.thei.site of the protests,.
. /

. .
. .

,

. .

. -to parti4Oate vicaliliously. Rossell,arso suggestiatilitalp between the
,

,

.

.

4
,

7atterns O6 edia cqverage.and the degree...of wbite flight experiencpd when dcf,

désegregatAon plaTis
implemen

ted. 04n iOurmal etuly'inJefftriOn.County:sh6wed
)

that newspa. pers.,-emphasized th neggy
4

c

iv aspects of' Uegation (Post,, 1970.,

-4.entelreg g kovement td.',
,-;.. ,

ST - , 0
,

and-Fo0 administrlions,

.This may hay4 jaactor in

The actions of the.Nixo.
1

a ',
bufqng'bening La the tariy..19701a, (Orfield, 1978)J

.

.!!( ub1ic scbo44J,.1'

t resOlutely anti.S

Pe. t
position on-desegrggation has become increAsingly'tonsevative.

The Supreme COurt's

4

,wa3:1.mp1emented in Jefferson County at a *Gs whenjoilbobition t.a desegregationf

Des agation

,'..and busing had reached its apex. Citizens who resisted the dOsegregation plan
Or

were' encouragedy the

Jefferson'County Board

. . N,

support they perceived ao coining fro!ju Washingtda.. At
! .

.

of Education exhausted (fret), Judicial appeal in resisEing. '-'.

the desegregation order. The county judge (Jerferson,County's ahief exeoutive

Officer) tntet'vened.6 the cane and propbsed an alternate plan designed to

eliminate mandatoiy busing. Respected..social scientIsts David Armer and James

Coleman served as consultants'in devising the alternate plan (Newburs Area
4,,

0
,Council)itnc. vs la:person County4poard of Educ,stion, 1976), The belief that

,tWvite flight would inevitably accompany desegregation and result in a.decline in
. ,

the quality of education received supp9rt.frqm many.

'Prbbable that the statements and actions of political leaders and social scie

nts Of society4, It is

4inf1uenced :the decisions of many parents concerningowhether or not,to avoid,parti-.,

te

Cipati5vin the desegregnaon plan. predicti s oi white flight
11

A.may haven.--
-

creased the amount of whi4a flight which a

ReoommenOtions

, I.

occurred.
01'

, Polier:makers must exercise caution in c6nsidering the conclusions and

Ea:114Chool district and communityiecommendations ef desegregation studied.

e.

1
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possesess unique charaCteristics including siZe, ratio of.minorit7 to majority-

population, Qad prevailing Atitudes 1410.ch influence.the reaction to a daregr4-
#

gation plan. The plan 'may be the result of court action or a vokuntary action
01.

of the locql achook authority. The p4pn in one district may be qatAle different

- from tilat in ariother. It may have the characteristics of a metroOolitan plan,

4-
Involve basing ef only miaoripf students directly affect a ldrge segtent o. f,

the commun4y, havd areas exempt from the transportation elements of the plan,
. \ ,

.t
,

and/or include magnet schools.. The absegce or presence of .0ese variations
. .# .

wili influence the cammuaties' reaccfons. The desegregt;tion., event,. especially
.

v
.

4(Lr IX comes throu aAcourt order.; 4causes conderable.confusion in the schools
.

, .

and the community. Data,are:04fficult to obtainand validatedeven in the in-

e

.Vstance of an on sttp4case study such as the one

S..,

followingteommendations are made:

,t ,

1. Meltropolitan-type plans,sh9uld be used

repdrted here.

when possible because

residntial, "moves outside the district are apparently minimized
10

by such plahs.

4
2, When the plan indlu44$ attendance areas ekempt from busing, it

is important that planners recognize that such areas may already
,

in transition, and that schools in those areas may be reeegre-
e4

gated-)i a short time.

3. Plana Nh1c4 inyolve busing white students to schools-which formerly

aerved'Black atudents-ahould oniphusize-all poditive aepects of

that educational.enviromAnt. Attrdeptve edueat:ional 'programa
. , .

,
.

,

should be offered id those 84b4els'because parents apparently re-
, 14.

ject schools which th* perceive .4L0 offer,ing inferior. educational.

'Orbgrams%

105
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11

4. The coopeiafion And leadershiy orparochiil and Ither non-public
y

sdhool lasders can.be affdctive wh'en a Aesegregation plim is

Implemented. Sudh cooperation, 'if obtaindd, can reduce the nuMbar
t :

of students who transfer from public,to non-public schools,.

. .. .

5. When 4 desegregation plal is contaMplated, community leaders shouli
% ,

Lip ze,the po4tive aspects of an integrated society, inaluding
,--'

dthical'; sociai, economic and.educational effets. Educational

programs which emphasiie the educational opportunities in a..

desegregated system should be designed and impletatinted when a
4

desegregation plan is first considered and.time should be provided

)1.(i

".

be influenced-.td support the public schools ig they have
..; , . 40 ,.

..

1

0 .. .,/

6.eqegregation studies which investigate white Might must include
. . .

or the development of such programs. Thervareymany persons

reason to believe that the quality of education i not suffeking

'anil that "positive effects on other community pioblems may be achieyed.
NI" J

kinalysis of established trends in birthrd, migration, and public .

and non-gublic schOol enrollment. Failurle to inalude all factors

which may ba contrthueing to a decline in white enrollment can 'result.

4

o in erronmus conclusiens doncerning the impact df desegregation on

'white enrollment. Poliey m*ersand tha puhlic are.misled when

- .

.4indreases in non-public school enrollment are reported at residential

7, Vutlire research should' iftclude the study of the relationship between

the quality ot educatiOn and whitcflight. The follolg'questionp

40
deSegregation plans be designed whic4, in

enhance the quality 1ctilducation for all

Should baaddiaseed: Carr

the min4s of ti'le public,

students'? Can concerted action on the part 16overnmental, business,

and.educaeionaf leaders.instill tiublid confidence that the quip.cY
,

'306
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,

4

44tiout 4uality of educatiba and sytbolic raci'srli? a

8.f'"? II,,:yeffotts to ascertain the effect Pf the desegregation plan-
.

4

of education will remain stable or even be enhanc d throu
4

4

desegre4tion plan? Vhat is the relationship becwe0 dbncern

4

on residential patterns within Jefferson County should.be

undertak when 1980 census data become availably

9. As case studi of other metropolitan tyPe desegregation plans ,

become availabk Ipe findings should be compared.'

V

4
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Auman Service Planning Areas
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The following demographic data were ohtaAped by
permiagion from the/Human Servicee'Coordination
Alliance, ati_k_vavAaal)2_.:ofi..lee, 1178..
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Jeerson County. Total
' Population

.Population under 18'
Black population
Average household income

4

4

Population

1970 1975 1976.

v

695,055
241,2,97

95,588.

4
'Planning Area 1

.

Population 90,767
Population under 18

4
37,981

Black population 65,053
,

, Average household income,
v

697,780
216,040

$15,808 ,

86,973
30,814"

'Pltanning Area.2
I ,

Population . 93,320 89,989
Population under 18 29,771 25,511
Black population 1,367

:Average household income

6

$10,910

$13,328

:Planning Area 3
Popmlation 62,33870,753,
Population under 18 -19,952 16,172
Black popul tion. 17,243
Average hou ehold incothe

,

Plannirigt Area 4

'
Poiulation 92,21097,795'
Population under 18 26,478 20,071
Black populaton . 703
AVerage household income

PlanningArea 5
Population , .66,505 76,153
Population upder'18 .23,940, ,21,606
Black population , 1,806
Aierage household income $24,949

Planning Area 6
Population 69,640 87,434
Population under lp. 28,370 29,846
BlaCk populatión 1,549
Average'household income

$ 8,449

$17r606

Planning Area 7 ;

Population. ,, .76,757. 84,96p
Population under'18 32,543 31,206
Black population 5,345. -

Average household Ancome

6$19,660

5,

$1J,084



_

niag Area 8 -

PopulAtion:
Population under 18
Black population
Average houtleh91d incoMe

Planning Area 9
Population
Populaaon under,18
Black popviation

4 Average household income

140

53,575
19,539
2,251

66,943 66,544
28,723 24,462'

271 * .

1970" 1975

g1,171
16,345*

1976

$16,201

$17,633

p.
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Population 11

Population Change.alack 1960,-1975-

(
1.

r'
This indicator affordi an oyerview of general

movements of the black .pdpuiation by plena'
ning area .during the .15 years since 1960..

During the 1960's, the black population in.
western LouisVille increased by,about 23,000
persons (half again the 1961,1 population) while
the black popplation in Jefferson County as a
whole only grew 6y about 17,000 persons.
During this same period, the only.other plan-
ning area to lose a significant number of blacks,

the central Louisville area a declined by aboui
6,400. This evidence suggests 'that at least a
portion of Central Louisville blaCkii took
advantage of 'the houSing opening up in
western Louisville..

The only other regibrk skeving a large
increase in black population before 1910 wa*
Plannini Area 8.'Betwean 1960 and. 1964,.the,
number of blacks iri that area remained vir-
tually unchanged at around 100:During the

v

4)

4

!4.

4 .

next six Oxus, however, that figureAumped
4 more than twenty-fold to 2,250 by 1970. .

Between 1970 and .1975, black population
t increases in Western Louisville stabilized while
two new areas of blaq gfoigh became es-
tablished. Planning Area 8 doubled in black
population to about 4 WO. blacks in that area
now comprise 9% of the total population.
AddItIonalI durinonis five-yOr: period, the
black population in the Okolona-Fairdale:-
Newburg region almost-doubled to 9,100,
giving blacks about 11% df the population.,"

It appears that, In the last15 years as income
levels for at least sometblacks rose, growing
numbers of blacks left thIseity for the suburbs.. 14
However, much of thi increase tn. black
populatloh has occurred **tong The, borders'of
previously black areas .(Planning Area 8) or' in
black suburban areas such as fletkburg (Wan-
ningoAred lk There is no evidence That (hi,

, movement is going into .plannina areas which
havd beets almost entirely white in the past.

4

et .



0

` ^

,

PoOulation 'Change-pack 1970 1975.'t

ercentage of Total Black Populatibn ib County by
Planning Areas 1060-197$
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Jefferson County?,
Net Migration Estimates for th6 Wite POpulation

I

4

%

Net Migratir.

t1960 -.1965 1965-' 1970 970 - 1975 .

All Ages 247

0-4 .,5,860

-8,5o§
A

15-19
tf

20-24 !3,262

25-29 1,783

30-,34 -147

35-39.- 277

IP

,
'40-44 ,, -355'

, . 1
d

0
45-49 -368

, 50-54 -693 -

55-59 ,
,.-

2-720 4
,,,,

60-64 0,

k ' 65-69
dry

704-74

75

-1,163

432

3,982.

,P7i

6,7:93

-4,365

-432

-.814

3,338

1,817

-136

-137

-80

-34,8

-682.

r 383 .

-2,997

,
-7,450. *

-858'

'-454

-784

-2,303"

. -2,193

585

1,159

-231

-337

-109

-147.

-426

-178

-53

-316

327

6

r14! edurti used flat the c4aloulaa.on ofs net tiagration1esti steel id
descr ed by ;phiyook and Siegel in The Methods and Miterial of Dt o
Vol. X, NA( bor.

p.
4 k 4'

ft

r

This table was furnished by Dv. Jinee .Brotkwayo Populatkpn

teseareh DiVision, Uri)* Studies enter, University of
Louisville,

4
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A CHRONOLOGY OF DESEGREGATION EVENTS rN

JEFFERSON COHNTY

1971 - 1975:
0

9.

,

v

4 ,
1,4

0

11

9.

.
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June 21;1971

June 28, 1971

;4uly, 13, 1171

Juae 21, 1971

AvOst 7, 1171 -

cot

Aligust 21, 1171

0

June 22, 1912

July 10, 1972

8eptem4r 6,4972

Detembet

o:

91RONOLOGY 'ay DESEG

,'

TIONAEVENTS tN

JEMASON COUNTY
1971 1975

The United fr,tates Depart'ment of Health,
fate ordered the Jefferpon Countylloar4

remove the :!racial idantity" Of Newburg

Wlcation and Wol-

of Education to
EleMentary choo1_.

The Jefferson County lloard of Education approved seven
plans for degegregating Newberg School by "piirine it t
with other schools.

HEW' rejected all seven plans.

Jefferson Circuit Judge Marvin J. Sternberg ruled that the
Louisville School System's "minority transfer pfan":for in-
creasing integratien wai unconstitutional and t4at the sys-tem was integrated,

a

The Jefferson County,School Eoard voted to milts the HEW
deadline foedesegregating Newbutg School. It also-voted
.to cdntinue negotiations with federal officialsl

Kentucky Civ
attorneys

segregatio

met

KCLU and National Association.for thZ Advancement of
Colored People (NAACP).attorneys filed a suit asking for
desegregation of the Louisville schbelS througlyannexationofiall the area inside the city limits but dutside the
present city school boundaries,

amediately afterwards, the Kentucky Commiasion on Human
Rightsfiled an interveation suit asking that'desegregao.
tion be achieved through merger of the Loeieville,
hefferson CoUnty and Anchorage school systems.

0

Louisville and Jefferson County FedaratiOn of Teachers
filed au interventi?n

snit (+eking that the LouisvilleSchools be desegregated bysanneXing a substantial partof Jefferson Coplity school district, in4uding the 4thclasp citiedkof "St. Natthe ad Shively.

U2S. 4stript judge jame F. dordOn ruled 6hat he Welk

0 .

not ordet mierger or ann ation methed of, desegregation, He also dismisse4,, Artjm6ge from th* suit.

goo

1 Liberties Union (KCLU) :and Legal Aid'Society
ad suit in U.Sf Dfistrict Court, asking for de-
rthes,Jefferson County Schy. System.

. 672 Trail began before Judge,Gordon oh the *Nits filed ty KCLU,theLegal Aid Society sad the NAACP. k
IT

4'
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Hsieh 8, 1973

I.

. 0ctober 3, 1973

December 28,.1973

,

.JanUary 6, 1974

4

JanUary 14k 1974

.0

tt
6,

,
1 AA ..

% ." . *!..'.",N
.- Cordon dismissed the suits against the Itouisville and

. jefferson Comity school systems, ruling that both systems
Were integrated. An attorney\Apr the civil-rights groups
said they would,appeal Cordontidecision.

41
e

The U.S. 6th Circuit Court of Appeals in Cincinnati he4d
Airal arguments from both.sides of Pm.desegregation suit.

:

Xhe Circuit Court of Appeal dared a desegregation plan
prepared for all school districts -Alouisvillei-Jefferson
County and Anchorage, reversing Cordon's decision. The
Court,set Slptember.of 1974 as the effective ddte for de-'
segregation to take place.

The District Court (Judge Gordon) has the responsibility
for ordering the broad outline of a desegregation plan.
Any one of four options may be used by thq District Court:

*An intre-district plaii which would bring about.desegrega-
tión within each school district, without crossing other
school district' lines.

rl
An inter-diatrict plan which Wpuld bring ebout desegrega-
tion through exchanging children across school district

, ines, but which would leave each schbol district intact
as a legal entity.

:

*A unitary district plan which WouleMerge.all three
school systems and desegregate within the district.

*A combj.nasdon of the inter- arid int.ra-district options.

The Metropolitan or countr-wide plan h01, been supported by
the Louisville Board of Education in the event_that deseg-
regation takes.place. It would involve both city and
county staff and students, and would attempt to insure aal.
plan that would bd maximally equitable to all involv9d.

Thp Jefferssn County Board of Education announced it would
appeal the Circuit Couxt ruling to the Supreme Court. The,
Louisville Board will join the Jefferson County Board in

O the.appeal, but only to protect its position that any de-
segregation plan should be county-wide and not limit(ed to
just the city. /

The Jefferson Comity Boa*d of 8duoation fórmally filed a.
'avotion with the U.S. Circuit Court of Appealsasking for'
apostponement of the court's deaegregation ortter until
March 5 to allow time for an appeal tO the U.S. Supreme
Court.

%
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January 30, 1974
0

March 11 1974 '

?

, March 12, 1974

March 13, 1974

'- March 14 1974

The Anchórage.dietrict, in.a rglated motion, Itsked,the
court for a rehearing on the gteunds that die all-white
mchool'ayatem shouldn't have been included in the Decem-

,, 'bet. 28 (:,derbecausti it Was dismissed from'the orig nal
O desegregation suit before it came to trail.,

The-U:S. 6th Circuit Court of Appeals den0d the Anchoiage
Beard of Education's request foy a rehearing on an order
that t'he'oneJsdhoo1 district 1)67 included in a desegregation
plawfor L4uisville and Jefferson County.

The Jefferson Cout,ty Board of Education formally toiSk the
Louisville.school diatrict's requebt fOr merger adest ad- to
visement. Ln resolution, the pounty school board said'
it:does hereby express an interest in the request" and h
will study the proposal as well as seek. 4 joint meeting
with the city school board.

S. U.S. Judge James F. "Gordon of the Western District of
,aentucky set up 4 p.metable of 30 days for working out a
desegregation plan but offered no guidelines'for accom-
plishing the mandate 'et forth by the U,S. 6th Circuit
Court of Appeals

A aecond order joins the Kentucky Stiete Board of.tducation
and Lyman Ginger, Kentucky Superintendent of Public Educa-
tion, as defendanes in the suit, making them subject to any .

court orders that may be necessarY to carry out the deseg-.
rogation plans.

At.

Thb order says further that after4the plan or plans are
filed,, the civil-rights groups will have 30 days to file

. objectiOne or alternate plans.

Utuse Passeet School-Merger Bill, 57 to
1640 now goes to t44 Senate. The bill
districts, based on antus tracts, and
one board member. The bill would only
aft4r merger.

214, House Bill
would aet up SeVOn
eaph Would elect
become effective

a

- In a public display of.unity, the Louisville and Jefferdon
County school superintendents told.the Senate EaUcation
.Committee that.mepger of the two systemd by July 1 ia a
foresoft concluspn. Louiaville'Superintendent gewuen
Walker announced for the girat time that he Ks agreed to .

be deputy superintendent under county 4uperi endent Richard
OrtRoose in the merged syatem.

March 19, 1974 - A close Ho4Use vote put Kentucky in thenist of statea call-.

ins for a federal cdnotitutional convention to prohihit

.11

1 2
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a

. buainrfor racial balance. OntaCky noW becomes the 15th
f

state (33-states or.b/3 neCessary to. force Congress tO .

conaider the move) to join ithe convention call. The Tenate
sk j has approwd the risolUtior(and the measure.now goee to ehe

governor for his signatu P
re.

. .,

March 20, 1974 - Senate vives final approval d), House Bill #646 (Louisville-
!'

. . .

Jefferson County iichool merger bill) which nowlees to the
governor.

, . .

,March 22, 1974 -
The 3,974 General Aiisembly passed and sent te Cgver'nor

, Wendell Ford a permissAve tax.packSge tot thouisville
. ..,

and Jefferson Coutxty schoola as Well as tite AARhordiorsysr
tee,.$B #206, Which will .continue fhe current 6cheiol occu-
pational-tax rate of three.14oerths'of one pare**. .,After
Jalleary 1, 1975, wkth. Fiscal Court approval:either an in-
come syrtax of up S 20 percent 'or a 3 percenp litilit3i tax
or.some combidationpf W?th may be.levied. ''t c

March 25, 1974 , The Jefferson County School Bearthfiles a petition with the
.::-. U.S. Supreme Court asking.for a rirview.of the loWer court's

(U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals) decision...-. ..0

The Louisville'Board of Education filed a peticio p 't the4

'' .----.

U.S. 'asking the court tie provide for either
qmcqropolita q desegregAion in the louisville area;.or a'

,

-review of the lower/court's desegregation order. The peti.-
9, tion states the'Louisville systam is appealing onlyObecaucie

the county and Anchorage districts are appeSling.

r ,

March 27, '1974 -. pe Anchor ge,Board of Education maild A legal brief to.the

,

, .S. Suprem Court, contending that the district never had .

ies day in ,6ourt. The brief also states that "all child-

March 29, 1974

reit" who pply to the Anchorage school are accepeed with-
out iregard to,,rsge, "providedthey live withfC the bdund-
arida Of the Ahchorage abhool district."

,

- Covernbr Wendell H
r Ford signs Senate Bill #206 for sch0o1'

taxes. ..
.

t ,April 10, 1974. . The Anchorage School Board files integration plan in6the .

U.S. District Court inaouisville.
4 A

April 11, 1974 - Cityounty fili joint.desegregation.plan. 11

The LOuisville and Jeffersdn County Federation of Teachers
rile a document in U.S. Distridt Opurt (Louiaville).ques-
tioning certain,eSpects of-the propobed school-deaggrega.s
tion plan for Louisville dud Jefferipn County. (The fed- .

oration became an intervening plaintiff in tho deoigregation
-suit involving Louisville, JeffersO*Counpy ahd Anóhorago
'public schools in July 19/2, when it,,INkbaf that ciby
$schools be de regatod-by annexing a'substential part of .

tho'countY Sc1tQYL districe.)

0
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April 18, 1974

April 19., 1974.

April 25, 1974

April 1'29, 1974

May 7, 1974

May 8 1974.

May'13, 1974

MayZ4, 1974

Civil-rights attorney Robert Sadler
'he represents won't plsn to file 'le

segregation planlith V.8..District
(Louisville).

says tipt Che groups-

alternate school de-'
Co4rr here 4

4 t,

41'Papers were,malled to Supreme.Courtby Lexington attorney;
Robert Sedler, telling tlika high court that it is "somewhat
incongruous" for the 040,6! Jefferson County school boards
to appeal a desegtegation,order when two of'them have. sub-
mitted a "model" plan to U.S. District Court in Louisville..

-
Thelpoufsville Education Association. (LEA) files paws in
U.S. District Court asking JudgeoJames Gordon.'s peression
to intervene on behalf of the city system's 410Q teagkers.

1. r
First Aoint meeting of the Louisville and Jeffer'sgn County
school board plembers to discuss merger:

NAACP leadera,back inte

Jefferson Cou
pects.

tion Pan A. .

ty Schools eallgn staff, diM merger.

City, county offer:separate puptl assignment plans .to
Judge. 0 i).

7efferson County Schoolti submit to Judge new plan -.
Plan C.- claiming minimized busing.

June 6, 1974 Civil-rights groups file brief asking CoUrt to order Mer-. 'ger of the Jefferson
County, Louisvilld and Anchorageschools. The brief states acceptance of Plan A, filed

,

previously by Jefferson County and Louisville, and rejectsPlan C, filed May 24,.by JeffersonaCounty.

June 14,, 1974

-July 8;1974

July 16, 1974°

JulyjS, 1974

LaWyers for all plaintiffs, and those representing th4
school systemis meet with.Judge dorden for nstructions,

,and setting the date for the hearing. The udge urgedthe three school systems I mergil by July 1 1974, thedate Set for the hearing of the desegregati case.'

Two school: boards ask desegregation delay.

Hearing before Judge Gordon on Desegregation of.Louiaville,Jefferson County and Anchorage. Judgistrongly implieshi'll order,merger here. Louisville Schools defend Plan A.

-Jefferson County. Schools defend Plan C.
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July 19.1 1974

Jury 1974

Juky 25, 1974

July 29, 1974

August 1, 1974

August 8,1974

Judge Gordon rejects both Platn and Olan.C.', He orders
new Plan X to be submitted next TuedEhly, July 23.

ASsociate Superintendent,,Vito Brticchieri, Jefferson
County Schools, and'Dr, Frank RapleY, Louisyille Schools,
were aPp9intet by Judge Gdrdon to dr40 up new Plan X as

leint effort of both school systems.

Jqdge cordon accepts Ilan X and Orders merger and busing
'for City and County tAis fall. Anchorage school 'system .

is.include4 in busingi

High Court (Supreme Court).upsets Detreit busing (Tfer.
LouisvilleAtrea school plan canceled as most cross..dis-
trict busing barred. Case,referred back,to 6th Circhit.

Civil-rights ,groups ask Court to reinotate19611ool merger
and.busing.

AP

Louisville and Jefferiot,. County systems*file separate'
court briefs today asking U.S. 6th gircuit Court of
Appeals not to grant a recluest by three civil-rights
groups for reinstatement'of

U.S. District Jellies Gordon's
order merging the V,470 systems as part of a desegregation
plan involving the busing of more then 30,000 students.

Anchorage Aeeks Release from Suit. PaperW filed ,last
week with appellate court by attorneys for Anchorage,
said ore 350-student sdhool syst,em was neither, a °heaes..
der?, or appropriate" party in light,of the.U.S. trpreme
Court's decision last month on-school desegregation in
lJetrolt.

U.S. 6th Circuit court of Appeals ached ew oral agru-
dents for October 14 in the Loulsville-J son County
scho61 desegregation case. The court also denied a motionby 0*U-rights groups tO have a merger-busing order rein-
stated. -

e,

-August 29, 1974 A brflef filed today by the Louisville Board Of Educatton
asks the U.S. 6th Cirauit Court Of Appeals to change its
mind arid rule th6 Louisville school syrstem Osegregated,

4'
a

The brief contends that wrecent U,. Suleme'Court Oct-, sion has ruled out the possibil*ty of an effeOtive desee
reption plan, here even if thLouisville system:is ruled
segregated, and asks the 6th circuit Court ;0 reinstatq,*
144rch 1973 ruling,by.U.S. District%Judge James P. Gordon.

In a brief filed today, on behalf rif a coalitiOn oEcil-rights groups, merger of the Louisvill,,,and
Jefferson

.

County Schools to accomplish racial deSogrigation is die-tated, rather than denie4 bra U.S. Supreme Courrecision)

ot+

August 30, 1974

q

4,

Vt,
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August 30, 1974

August: 30, 1974

September 13, 1974

September 14, 1974

September 15:1974

October 14, 1974

November 6, 1974

, 1 f

'in Detroit casep.is stated.

The Jefferson County, Beard:of Education filed a brief con-
tendlng that the U.S..&th Circuit Court of.Appeals was '

wrong when it ConCluded that'the schccol sysAern was segre-
'gated, and thab.the AO Circuit Court slpuld review-its
earlier ruling,

In a dpecial session late yesterdaye'the Jefferson COUnty
Board of Educatibnfvoted to challenge.ehe consitutionalr
ity of a new state law designed to ensure minority repre-4
sentation in the school board that wo41d be created by a
merger- of, the county and Louisville'school systems.

Anti-busingogroup.irsays.Appeals Court failed to uSe Supreme "

Court standards. Brief fi,ed with'court:

'School systerad can destigregate Separately, coUnty,brief
contends. Brief, filed with court.

Rights-toalition l*ief Ws desegregation still -needed
filed with tourt.

A three-'judge panel of thd.'11.S. 6th Circuit Ceuxt -of
Appeal's conducts second hearing on desegregation case
against Louisville, Ancjoage and Jefferson County (Judge
Wade H. Maree, Jr., J dge William E. Miller, and Judge
J.H. PhilliOs.)

r

Jefferson County Schools Superihtendent Richard Va se
announces his, retirement effective December 31f 19

V.

November 11, 1974 -

November 20, 1974

November 25, 1974

December 2., 1974

The Louisville Board of Education voted to Seek merger
with the Jefferson County Sdhool System by January 15,
1975, "or as soon.as possible thereafter,"

JefferSon Couhty Boaxd of Education files an amendment
to a suit filed September 3, 1914, 6 broaden the suit

'*I3o,that it challenges the constitutionality of the State
laws thacwould apply to merger of the Louisville and
Jefferson County schools.

County denies city school-merger bid, pending outtme of
its court action.

,

1

-

,City chools hand issue of*marger tO state board. The
Louis lle Miard "of Education vOted uklanimouSly t9 go
to Keritucky State Board of Education within a ws4 with;:.
a request for simple Merger with the Jefferson Co nty 6

1School System.
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December 4 1974 _ Hearing before Judge Lyndon R. Sh ta,st validityo i

.of two schoo1-merger laws 4:! 1974 640>/4nd 1952 .AL
as challenged by the Jefferson Cou Bbardjof Educatier

.
.

Decembei 10, 1974 _ Jefferson County Board of Education names Erneet C.
Grayson Soperintendentl -effective Jahtiary 1, 1975.

"..

December 11, 1974 The U#S..6th Circuit Court of Appeals today 1?6instated.

its December 28, 1973_order requiring the federal, coOrts'
here "to formulate a desegregation plan" in which sohoo.L..
district lines "shall impose no bariier" to effettive
desegregation..

Dece4er 17,,1974

"January 6, 1975

4anuary 8, 1975

January 13, 1975'

January 14, 1975

yhe'December 28 order MAS "modified".to provide that any.
desegregatIon plan prepared in the U.S. District'Court
here would not go into effect until:

"All appeals in_.connection with such an oraer have been
exhaUsted or, in the event no appeals are titken, until
the time for such appeale, has expired."

or
Until the start of the 1975-76 academic year, at the

4114earliest.
y

Jefferson Cjxcuit Judge Lyndon R. Schmid today ruled un-
constitutional two laws that provide 'Or Louisyille
school, board repreisentation on the board of a newly mer-
ged city-county school distritt.

- The Jefferson County school board Voted to appeal the 4

Court of Appeals order to the U.S. Supreme Court. The
'city/said it, too, 101d appeal,

:.

- The Louisville Board of Education in a brief filed in,
federal court Said if A county-wide deSegregition plln
is called.for - Plan X should be implemented,.

County attorney Fulton filed brief stating the motion by
Civil-rights attorneys to reinstate Plan kbe overruled.
He argues that Plan X violates a federal law teected after
the desegreaation Plan Was drawn up. (Pima X'is. "contrary
to provisions" of the Eduational Opportunitias*t of
1974 passed by Congress Ougust 21, 1974).

The Lottioville*Board of Education filed a brief asking ttle
Kentucky Court of Appeals to Overrule a lower couft's deci-
sion that would deny eity'botird members seatS on a meiged'
board of education:*

t.
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January 30, 075 Gordon ordered the Jefferson County system to draw up a
desegregation plan.

,

State tlperinterndent of instructiop ruled Jor merger of
, she boards by April 1.

Mar,h, 1975

4arch,-1975 Kentucky Court of Appeals overturned the lower courts -
ruling and establisiled.a 10 member board of education,

April 21, 1975 - The U.S. Supreme Couredenied appeals oftJefferson County.,
I Board of Education.

,.
.

'April 30, 1915 - Jefferson County plan submitted.
,
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MAP EXEMPLIFTING E N 'T AND

CLUSTERED SCHOOL PATTERNS
1

AND

T DEPICTING ALPHABETICAL

IGNMENT PROCEDURE
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Following the dots!

"C' ) dot The letter "C" in a dot indicates
chool to be closeck-

umbers The numbers within dots ;demi.
fy schools grouped for busing purposes.

S.1

. Solid doh, Thes identify schools xempt
'fiom the busing plan.

O 411" dot The Jester "T" in a dot identifies
the $ite of the traditionollchool.

Courier-Journal 14.3une 1076
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CLUSTER 1
'DyvALLc MID E 3500 Bohne Ave.

URRETT, 4409parTtop Hionwav, 1319

NVTHERN (CO,k. p420 !ttfrifon

Hoit.ANb, 1760 NoTt
is.lifert; erccqapatorrorto Drive
44iGHT 91103 131 41I i4

FAIRDALE 1001, Peryfie Road

CLUSTER 2
'MEV! K MIDaV 898 S
BALLARD, WOO 6rey/widen:1.R

KAMMERER, 7401 WesooroRoa

4.1 4 %

. 94 Otock

-4
4.,)11:7.n247:s

11.74N.,

71.27 -4

ogASTERINI, 12400 Old Shel9vvilletRoled .

v*GGENett. 330 S. Hup,oacas t.,ane
WpTPORT, 8100,Westport

CLUSTER 3

14.70

1410

1511

13-19

*29
9.15

17.21

vARKL.AND MICIOLE, 7509' Wilson St, 76.31

JEP,F&RSONTOWN,7600 Ohs 5ho MIle Lane. 71.27

, FERN CREEK, 9115 f Mr crisk lloso -18 74

,ShAftlitgRS, 4.3?...0 Bhp R ____......________4....._...OwnOao IU 4
13.aRRET 2561 4ronsteed Drove

MOORE,-/$4415 Outer Coop , , .i " 7319

o4. .

a'

CLUSTER 4
AWN E OLE 0307 rm

4

% Sheik
W25

pOSS, 7601 ItOdrews Church Rudd 16-72

PLEASURE RIDGepARK, 5901 9reenw9ou Rpso 21;2T

STUART, 001, %/kilo Station Rokit 16.72

VALLEY, II II Di IePiI (PM v II

WILLIAMS,'141$ RocKtord Ione.

EXEMPTED SCHOOLS
eilowluts w Or v

OR C6 MI
BUTL,E? JU4I91 NIGH, 72.22. trump Lel*

4,
1210...4

4 ' MVE9$ MIDDLOJ 47815 Klonert Le ,lf 1617

NEWBURG Mi00 mdlan Tr 1 7

NOE MIO LE, 121 W t ee St. -

UT ERN MIOOLE CII 4530 Bellevue Ave

JE ER 0 TRADITIONA
WE ERN MID
WESTER JUNI

1 Ran Ian

LE C 1 W Main St.
R 1910H, 7501 Rockford L

vVORNERVCILE., 1418 porton Ave..

Foimsror preeommantty black schooL
' *Exempt ter WKIM WOW*

a .41

73.29

11.23 ,

6.37 .

How to tell
when: your chill
will be bused . . ufiless

)If child's last name
begins with letters,

A, 111,.F,

G, H, L

C, P, R, X

Mo,t,u,Vy
0, E, N, W, Z

4

IJIKIS

White 'child Black child
will' be bused wilhbe bused
in gradesi in gradesi,

11, 12 2, 3, t , 7, 8, 9. 10:1 1, 1 2

2, 3, 4, 6;7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12

2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12 .

6

2, 4, 5; 6, 7, 8, , 10, 11. 12

;3,4,5,6,7,0,9,10 11,12

f_xempted studentsi

Wkindergarten students

to First graders

I° Students In Special schools,
primarily for the emotIonally or
physically handicapp,e4

Students aft.nding sehools
xempted under the plan ,'

10 Some studontt with
spetific handicaps

13 3

361

,

4,
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'1

raceaures for talcu atin x ecte Enrol ment

I. -High SCthools, Junior Hi h Schools,, Middle Schools

A. Formerly white

/ 1 . . Whi te enrol lment
I

.

a. The number of white _students enrolleein the
year was mul ti p 1 ed by' a lue that corrects
in white enrollment 'base n the ,trend study.

b. From the above was subtracted. one sixth of. the 4011Yer
of white students. The resulting amount is the white
expected enrollment.

1974-75
for a drop

_2. Black. enrollment

a.. The number 6f Black students enrolled .in the'1'974-75
year was multipl ied by a value ,that correct$ 'for a dtrop
in Black enrol lment. based on the trend study.

b. To this value was added a value equal to,one sixth of
the white enrqllment in that particular school. The
resulting, amount is the expected enreilment of Black
students.

B. Formerly Black

1. flrite enrollment

4.

a. The number of whi te students enrolled Anthe 1974-75

[D teeckenrollment ln that particlar schoa. The resulting

lor.was multiplied by a value that corrected for a

iiis was added a Value equal to five sikth of

in white enrollment based on. the trends study.

t

.

amount is the expecte white enrollment.

4

2. Black enrollment

a. The number of Black Stmdents enrolled in'the 1974-75
year Was multiplied by a value that corrects for 0 drop
in Black enrollment based on the trend Study.,

From theaU4ve'Was subtracted i 'value equal to fi6 Sixth
of theabove Black enrollment in.that particular school.

11

The resulting,. 40ount is the expeCted enrollment of Black-
'StudentN 6'" :I 38

.
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'1

I

Exempt Scho'ols

1. White enrollment

414.'411

tl

I;

a. White enrollmOt was determined bly multiplying the
number of white students enrolled during the 1974-75
school year bY a value that corrected for a drop in
white enrollment based on the trend study.

2. . Black erirollment

a: Black eProl1mentwa; determined by multiplying the
'.number of Black students enrolled during the 1974-75
°school year by a value that corrected for a drop in
white enrollment based on the trend stuly.

0. Schools' that were formerly integ14ated

White students

a. White enrollment was determined by multiplying the
number'of students enrolled in'the 1975-76 year by

4 the percent of white students 4n the entire system.

Black enroltment whs deterMined by multiplying the ..

number of, students-enrolled in the 1975-76 year by
the percent of Black students in the entire system.

II. Elementary Schools

A. Formerly white

1. White enrellMent

h;ov

a. The number of white'students-enrolled in tlo 074-75.
yedr was multiplied by a value that correc s for a drop
im white enrollment based on the trend study.

b. From the above was subtracted one sixthS of the numffer
of white students. qhe resulting amotint i% the white
expected enrollment.

2.'"Black enrollment

a. The number of BlaCk students enrofled in the 1974-75
year was mOtiplied by a value thdt corrects for a drop
in Black enrollMent bitsed on the trend study.

b. To this Value Was added
the white enrollment.in
resulting amount is the
studentslot.

a value equal one s1xths4or
that partj school, The

expàç,terenrollment IA' Black

31,

bve'

4'

,



Folly Black

1. White enrollment

a. The number of white studenti enrolled in the 1974-75
year, was multiplie0y a value that corrected for a drop '

, in white enrollment based on the trends study.

b. 'To this.was added a value equa4 to four sixths of the
Black enrollment in that particular school. The resulting
amount isthe expected whi.te'enrollMent.

..,

Black inrollment

a. The number of Black 'students enrblled in the 1974-75
year was multiplied by a value that corrects for a drop
in Black enrollment based.on the trend study.

b. From thi above was subtracted a value equal to-four sixths
of the above Black enrollthent of Black students.: The
.resultidg amount is the expected enrollment.of Black
tudents.

Exempt Schools'

1. White enrallment
S.

a. White enrollment waA ditermined by myltiplyind the numbitr
of white Ttudents edrolledAuring the 1974-75 school year
by a value that corfected for a Arop in.white enrollment
based on.the trend itudy.

'

Black'enroliment

a. Black, enrollmentPwas determined by multiplying the dumber
of Black students.enrolled during the 19714-75 school year

, by a value that corrected for a dropein white enrollment
.based oh the trend study.

Schools that were formerly.integrated

1. White students

a. White enrollment was determined by multiplyilng the number
.of students enrolled in the )976-76 year by,the percent
of white.students in the.ent re mstem4.

Black enrollmeni was determ
,

Jned by multiplying the number
of students enrolled in the 197646 year by the percent of
Mack students in the entire system:%,
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. *Bill Husk: 5814565

Interview Schedule

ACVtitiVvieWert

.

- - "
Interviel bats: '

'7

Reschedule: bate: Time:

Survey Code Number;
<.

He14o is this ? (Interviewer give name). A group at .the
University of Louisville is contacting4f4milies who have moved from Jefferson- .

County to a neighboring county. Do you five few mtbutee? Your name was rap-
domly selected from a list provided by the-Jefferson County School System of
people who moved.within the Octet tWO (2) years.' I would like your conimpt to aak
you a fsw brief questions. All information gathered in thin survey will be held
to confidenevyou may refuse to ans*er Any of the questions asked.' It shouldn't
take more than,5 minutes. May I begin? .

1. How kany changes in residence have.you had in the last ten (10) years?

2. Are yoo ren4ng orare yOu buyi

1. Renting

2. Buying 9

.3. Were you renting or were you buying in Jefferson County?

1. Renting

2. Buying '

4. How wg had you been planning to mo40

'5. 'Wby.did you move?
+

4.

A

t.

...I .t



4

.

0 44.

Where do,the adults in your household work? What is hisjher diacupatiop?-

Husband

Wife

Ot,her.
-

Wh t is the approximate distance they must. drive

Husband

.1 Wife
a

Other 1

Other 2

8. What is the approximate distance
\\/1

Husband ,

,

Wife

Other 1

Other 2

Occupation

1.4

to work? :

Pd-

they drove to work prior to your moveg

Time

4.4

9, What is the last grade aom ated by the adults in tgafamilY?

C)Uusband 4 .

Wife'
,

Other I

Other ,2
'

10. What is your religion?

Protestant I.
4441444.

Catholic

(/
Other ,

A

161
0

4

a.

4

w:



4.

,

.

l11. What are ehe ages, sex and grade levels of your chilren?
4

v.

AA! Sex Grade vel

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

What hools do your children attend?

1. Publro,#

11142. (fnclependent Private

3. Religious Private

4. Othei

r

4. Within Jefferson County there,were areas Oat were exempt from bieing. That
is, Abe ethnic balance is buth that the children ih that area a); not busitd.
Did you live in ran exempt or nón-exempt arealn the Jefferson Connty Sdhool.
System?

;

1. exempt

2. non-exemp't .

14. During their years Om schOol how many of your children were scheduled to be'
bused if you stayed in Jefferson County?

15. Di you move because g the desegregatIon-busing plan?

yeb

'other
A

16. "How many years would yout chi dren have,been bused?



17. 'What 0Ou1d you guess the perci tage of Black people
hood,t(51)e?

o 5% .

2. 10,., 2b70

3. 20 - 3070

4, 30 - 5b%

5. more than 5070

6. other

4

41*

n your former neighbor-'

la. Is there anything you would care to add about Nour reasons for moving?

4

2.. ;

14'3

,o

'

)



' *

Interview Schedule ,

'Item ExplanatiOns

I
4

*Senior member of research team whose name and 'phone number was to be given iff
the interviewee wished to ask questions about the project,

4

Questions 1, 2 and 3 pare used as' loTuchreat questIons to initiate the inter-
view, establish rappOrt ahd gather bdffic demographic data.

Question 4, setves as a validity check *on questions 5 and 15.

Question 5 provides opportunity for an open-end response which is checked later
in question 15.

Question 6 provides socio-econopic data.

Questions 7 and 8 are self-explanatory.

Question 9 provides data which can be correlated with socio-econoiic information.

Questions 10, 11 and 12 are self-explanatory.
.

Questions 13, 14, 16 and 17 elicited information already available to,the.research
team and, thus, provided a general measure of validity.

Question 15 addresses the desegregation-busing issue directly and provided a cheek
on question

f-

Question 18 provided an opportunity for the respondent to elaborate and possibly
give additional informatio0,4 Also, it signaled the close of the interview.

' Schedule.Development

AI1 members of the research team participated in the development of the schedule.
Approximately 30 items were considered for incluiiop in the schedule which went
through four drafcs.

Interview Training
y0,0.

Two members
,

of the team, field data collectors, participated in'three hours of
simulated interviews :under the supervision of the field supervisor. The initial
interviews were conducted by .one field data collector and'observed and critiqued
by the others. Three interviews weri completed by one field.data collector, and
the reiiinder were completed by the.aecond field data collector.

4



Interview Results
-- ,----_-n.---
qULSI IOM: int .71ew inierviewg ---T"+rT'WInterv ew,A4 nterv ew

. .

11111111111111

Inteiew

A 2

i

I.# moves 1.n

last 10 yrs?
. 6 '

.

2:ren-fing/

bu in, now? IIIIUMMIIIIIMMNIIM in, in

ren ng :

buildin.ren Ing suy
ing before? i iv PRIMIIIIMII

1111111111111
6 t I 4 At

buying buying

2 ears

bu i

4.howclong

Pldimin9 move.M1111111111111111111
6.whY move?

bus:ng., get

Ag---Cfaila

2 ears .

ummerrimerum11111111111116.,1610 h

w
"6 .6 mix gra

910 ** I '
35 miles

- i 11 I

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIINAIPMMNIIM

IIIMINII
40 miles

-. 4

5 mi es
1

77351) thvgA
nOw for h?

job travel
now for wq

4 miles
11 I

23 mfles
1

25 miles
o 1. -

,

2-3 Oles
, dg 4 6

illIllIllIllIll
IMMEIRMI

10 miles
, n d

7 miles
1

8.job travel

before for h?
job travel 23 miles

IIIIIIIINIIIIII
12 miles

u 1

o :O: :o

le

o lo

s.educ 'for h? IIMM,11MIRIMIMMINII.
edue for w? Mra ,IIIMMININIMMIIIIIIIIIMMIIIHNIMIMMIIMIMIni

g 1 6 ' j o . :

$,relision? IMMIM1111111111171MMU=MOM
41.chi dren?

,

.

.age/sex/grOe a_9e/lalagr4ge agei5ei/nrage
12'. f 6

10 in .4

'5' f

AO/IV/grade AULsex/rirada
f 4

m .

.

10 f -5
10 f 5

12 f' 5

16 m 10

(

8 m 2

.

10 f 5

6: f .1

8 mo. m

12.kind of

school now

at,tendjno? public public public

,
.

public,. oublic13. before

mbve, exempt

ornonexlmot? non-exempt
.

non-exempt
'

non7eXgmpt-

,

all 3
.

.

non7exemp

all 3

noir-exempt14. how many

of children
were to be
bused?

all 4

.

.

both

16.'did bu-s
-ing make you

ve?

,

yes mostly
.

.

,

w

es

A

I,

Whow many
yr*. would

tbildren have
been see
1, 4 ilack:

neighbors be-
fn,r, moil?

'r:

2 yrs each

0.

.,
2. y ears

.,

2 for 27ears
.1 for 1year

,

1 was, 2 yrs.

each
3 years total
for both

20-30% 3 families 20-30% 10-.20%

.urtn.

CC .11: ts?

,

'L

viginally
from Taylor

,Cty, wanted

tomoue back

145

didn't want/

children (
to be bused

,I4 7

,distance &

poor ed.fOr
child who was
bused', won't

.go back
.

i

,,

nature loverl
JC getting.tt
crowded

,

v t44,61.64466.4.11,44:6

4.

an)

o.

0 .
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'iWCSTIONS:
Interview A61 nterviey,i A7 Interv .w 8

3

.

bOying 'buying

Interv, ew A

, 5

nterv ew A10

3 .

I

!) ing

1.# moves in
last,10 rs?

2...renting'

buying nowj

1
.

,. . 0

3

.

buytng_ buying
I.ronting/buy
ing befo,e?

4.11..iptia_.____buying buying .

buytng 4 ing15how Tong

planning move?
5777:cly mover--

t
,

2 , ears 1 year 6 months 1 year 2 p...rs
busing &

busin schoOls

fordimaiotos
, a ..

truck driy.er 1.4,J1road.-car

.....t911.trAluia..Aital.:_ksaitigiTET-7-tise -emplox Ad,v,-own Insw

.jo .travel

now for h?
no more than 23.mtles

fg_Le1(1sitrutes_...,35.-Ari-Inialkti.s,---------111-2111utas

30 miles

,
,

540 miles .23 miles

.
.

. job travel

not/ for w?

8.jdb travel
before for h?

0 12 miles
15 filinutP,c

20 miles
95 eputpc

? 10-12 miles
job travel

,..4pre for w?
,

, ..L__.......2a.lainute,s,
9.e6c for h?

educ 'for°w?
12th rade

,
, ; 11

11 .1
i 4 .0' # .41:.

1t
c

gra'e _'3. yrs rollege.
11We

I 41 1

,°41'

purses trng husines irlb 12th 6c114
Ile'

1.0.rsli i n?

11.childreh?

4
V.

age/$Wgrade aqq/seN/orad q. age/sex/grade
11 f 6
9. f 4

.,

Il

age/ses/grade. aaeLicithrzig
19 m 20 f .

18 f 12 17 m 12'
15 f 9 16- To 11

15 m 10,

7.- m 1 10 f 5
8 f 2 3 m

.

.

12.kind Qf
.school now

attending?' ',public ,,o

.

.

.

t

.

s b i $ ,
13, Snefos
move, exempt.
or nex m 11? non-.0em

s.

noflxept -
non-exep

14, how many
')f children

1

weee to be
bused?

.,nDfl-eemDt

.

none 'all 3
. .

.

both both 1
15. did bus-
ing make you,
move?. VVV

yes, was d, bus
.

driver In
. yes

J ffersonuCt
.:

.

yes
.

,

yes yes 'only
16,how many
yts. would.

ehildren haft
be-n b s:07

fl.
V

2 years each 1 for 1 yr
1 for 2 yrs

,.

2'yitar 4 1 year,

7. BAck
neighbors:be-
fore m '7 V 1 fa i

,

,

.

q

1 fa il
O%,,3 fam

04% , were movi
,

urther a

comments? all children not Blacks
affected by that made thim'
busing move, wanted

better ichoels'home/sc0001
& feit rightts
iolated(-- v

146

ike schools
in Oldham'
Cty, wanted
.dif. house,

rs getting

,badt1.48
"

4,, a
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arfftliffir-
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last 10 .yri?

"Ili trx71-"4r13
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2

"InTe7r7/11-;" 82.. ...1.6 4 ^OW .W .

7

"iii'Mar0 ib;i133.
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I.

qm #41%,04.0,

rn-t,Trzw
M. r

171.t.e7v-aw
0.

N11111111

.

,

.

,

.

.

2'.renting/
bu i now? buying

, .

buyinq cropping
1-. en no u

im b bre? buying lk
.

buy g renting

IMMI111111111
' .

businOurriell111111111111

ng erv cal11111111111111111

m es

30 minutes

Cliarlong
plannin m ve.
S.why move.

farm 1-11/2 yrs
1

*house, built

IIMIIBUZLMIIILIPYJPIIAIJINIIHIIIBMIIIIIIIMM
s oo co

lies, busing
T.job? ti;

w °

10'.

ra s. co
.job trave

now for h? ,

job travel

now fOr w?

I mi es
45 minutes

m es

20-25 minute
. Z0-25 miTes

30 minUtes
-32- miles
30 minutes

8.job travel

.0efore for h?

job travel
befor. for 7

I m es

1 hour
I1T1T14 m es

20-25 min.
.

,

ame as
,

before
m es

20- i . EMI
111111111111111111

1111111111111111111111 v.

.

9.educ'for h?

educ for 0
rs col 4. 1 t oraoe th ra e

12th ade
tatho ic

12t gra 0
cath ic

G.E;D,

0 e t nt
10.r li ion?
11.chi dren?

,

a s.x 1 . a e/sex/grad

12 f 5

10 m 4
4 m

.

I

Aled.1.e2S2S1Eade. ",1. f :

1,2 m 6
10 f 5

7 m 2

f, 3

9 m 3

. .

.

12.kind of'
school now
attendino?

e

ublic

.

. ublic ;Olio
13. before
move, exetpt .,

o no exem t?

4

non-exempt
,.

rea str cte,

recl ass i fi eci

Sun hine o

.,
anon-exempt

14. how many
of children
were to be

.

,all 4

r ce

both
IMMO .

did bus-
ing make you
move?

'yes
no, yes no
wrote 2 con-
tra9ts in Jc

,

yes
,

.

--,16.how.many
yrs: woad
cbtldren have
been bmsed? :

.

5 years each
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2 each
.
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111111111111
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I t, INTROI3HoTION

kt

NON,PU133.10 PARENTS

.00

Hello, My. mime le from: the University .'

Louleville. May.1 p-We7epeal--11;.4"-----"--
Itin part of group (6.1 41.trititicaili7;;;;;;;Wwwir---,00) ida;re.
patterns, both public and private. Tour Ohild le

mime hae been randomly aeleoted front a Hal provided by the
Jefferson County School 8Yetem. All Information will be tield in

.ounfitlence, end you fnay,'refuse, to answer any,of the lueetioqe *eked,
H. 41,14 not take snore non IS minuttal.

Let'. begin wilit i few general questionsahout your. family.

1t 1(ESPONDENT QUESTIoNs INTER VIEWER, RESPOND KITH
ONE OF Tilt STOCK ANSWERS. Ir lIESPONDI; T REFUSE:a To

TALK WITH YOU, THANK THEM FOR THEO% 61 AM) SAY.

OM/1qt ,

I. How lung have you lived et your present address?

a. 'Ilow many thildren do you hays?

,

14ess than I yser
1 - year.
3.- 6 years

- 10 year.
Mor than 10 yesre
All my life

dur./Nit

3
4

6

ll or more
Nit s.

3: How many of thoe *Wen era
eobool age, gradoil la?

e,

AM*

ffl -

a

1

4

6

fl or mines

Now let's dlauffee,for a moment your (Officio* on
awn* very Important community lefties.

4. Oenerally spialthig,.whIch do yen favor?

VlirerigebTgl)

6. .In principle, do you think thst it is a
good ides or * bed Ides tor thildren

.4 to go to schools that have ab641 the
came proportion abisake end Maks

Oners4 cutlets In 1.40nissIlle
4ellns5un County?

to

s,

FulCleacira integration
Intelirtitton In sotni erase

of life
Sepkration of the roman
Not aura
NA

Gond idea
Dad ides
Not cure
Nit

6. To whit extent do you lavOr Or upporb
huehs 49 *delays skald thosesiipt Jon
as It hoe boon pkti Into Oltuot Niro in
Louisville tuul Jetteseon Oottnlyt

(1lit1 oMPIN1 ..<11'.00sli1 t

761/1117M1171701ill

f,:nr3r;',TT,t1',11;410311PV

ábrolsgly fisor
tionieVahat hotly
tOtnowitnt uppou

Opptiono

okowto
Amok

.1

4

I.



1.

o 9

1. FIRJEUTWITMVirinitorkli.i osToMEDI
u goons la al

-,or could you formic. A eltuation in
which Amon: iypii uI buelos prostrans
be rocuptlibl fur m.u1svIn racial deeeor-
lotion in Louievillii-JolIer eon County
',schools?

:11

Opposed in iii osaCe
coots foreee,
Not aura
PM
Nit

S. How-woult1 you Juils th praent qiielity
of eilucation uf the Loulevillii-ieffsraon
C i sit Public *boot fiyeleint
Iligiris711.4)(1i411,1411 Vary stioloctory

tlatiutoutory
Onuotioloutory
Vury uuolioloutury
Don't know/Nul our.

9. Since busing to chleve rectoj ilioeure.
sation woe put into affect. In geiterI,
do you leel the gustily a .404,1030n.
relkeived by while ',Word. in Louisville
-lel er eon Couol heel, '
13,31110,1145491111 fI

4,

Now I'd lib. to auk you some questions hoot
your cbout ego iitiildren

DI

e

o A

helpromill
Worsened?
Remained the
Don't kilOwitiok,aits
Na

1111111-111111111 --, MON gnu mom ummi 1.1111111

it

-4-

to. IISPONRCHT IdA
nib: CHILD ASK ow many

o your o Imo ova bieit scheduled
tit he bused aositatIme 4uvIiu their
euli o o I prate,

'IL

PO
as your 43 to

,ioI 'meeti.eomutime durin# hlo/hur

40414 ?

IF ANSWER IS "YES", CODE MI al
ANSW.Cit IS "NO" CODE AS dl

IF RESPONDENT HAS MON MA
ONE CHILD ASI your

n gra tie I - 17 *Demi privete
echoole prior to the kill id 19767

IF ittspOin) ^NT Nevi ONE

Any

ci
priviute IC

your o I ttend
mole prior to Ms Fell of

IAA's talh about your child
the

Yee .

Mt

U Whet I. Die name of your child'.
preeent school/

..1

^

AK,

rade

WIC NAME: OF MIMI.
COMI40 r010t4 l Cone

Nit



.5.

13, whs. yeardlei nits child begin
his present school?

, Refors'Fall '7%
hoot year '75-'76
ho-01 year '76-177

. F*11 '7
NR

13 a. .IIF, FA Eh '77.1(A t whit? echool
was hofihe enrolled in the lall
pi last year ('76)?

RIT
:OD

to,

Don't know/Nol sure
NA
NI1 ,

11:

IF RESPONSE IS A PUBLIC SCHOOL.,
TERMINATE THE INTERVIEW /1T THIS
POINT WITH TI1E "Inv:Ai/MG, "That's
all the questions I have. Thank you
veryrpuch for participating.

13 b. ilas this school desegregated?

1.1

1r ANSWER TO lia WAS'"DON'T
I 0 " 01 "NOT Su " s
Coo d you per spa tech I I to
school WA, dooegregated?

13 c. YFA What do you think was the
perreAlage of black students In ihe
school?

;`.

Vol
No
Don't know/NR .
NA

0 10%

11 10%
21 30% k

31 w 40%
,41 ISOS

gle* 50%
Don't knOW/Not sure
NA
Nit

a

n

sr.

ft`

b. 4.

Not', ,I1 you can think back"wilti me for just a moment.

14. Two year. ago, in ran 1975, what school
4)(1 thie child attend?

14 a. ;What do you think was the percentage of
black students hi

,1
(name of school)

4

11

Com d you per tips
el It

recai 10 perce go of black *Indents
In 111/11. 4)0001?

How, it you coin ',Wok .$114;11 *Yip è bit further..

ott.Ordered disegregstion,
luta you thought ttbout enrolling thiii

In p non-public school?

,

r
11.' Lot'S

411, ,

W

RIT NAME 0 1100140N
CODINO FORM Mk LATEI

on now 101 lure

0 10%
Il 20%
21 30%

4 II 40%
41 50%
,Ovor 50%
Don't know/Nor sure

.

Yee-
No
HR

itiinent, about this ohia.$ impatient,
Wee in the public school sYstem.

0:"

A



111111711, \AMP maw lump

S.

tit

Ilh now would you rale thil
uducktIonel portormenco InUie
uhlkl uols .

451KCIPVI

Ipini OMR 1111111F-IIIIIII OPP

11.. thie ithitil ver beau bused tor
desogregation purposeet

E10,1ii111{4

Good .'
Waif ,

Poor .
nou'l know/Not sure
Nil,

Would this child het?. been hulled
last year It he IshI hed remeined hi

.public school?

.4

<

10. Dose he (slui) tido * hue' lu
*china now?

-# -

VIII 45 MIP

Yes
Nu
Nll

S. -
U your child bait remained In Ma
public school ystesp, lus(oh4would
be ittending chigoes with children
ale difisrent race. Was this *Ruc-
tion tr lact.ir In your decision to en-

s. rdll your ctiliti in 7
(acme ol rion..puhlic echooll

Yds
tb

Don't know/Nut

U. now yould you rale the optIuballots Orovidsd ,

lameul don-puh110 school)
Y cump:red

10 ihst prov ded sy ths public echoole?

4'

Now let's bilk irbOuli your child's experience In
the non-toddle school.

19. What I. the One must Imporlant reason
why you decided * send thla child ttu

1;*1-14 oftion-public I IC IN AGTIJA 1.4 P. ifilv titi
VOR Mic_211/11.11Ajn____:. .

Pusrie
liessgrogatilm oi 'ciaoses

.--.---7-1,

tiuslily di 04111011HW rli-i

Religion .1'1'

So i uru
eil
Aitnttil T

rioction/Dehavior probe,
/War

4,-

Sure

nutter
Somewhat batter
About the some
Somewhat riot s
Worse
Nil

-

3uat a low oriorS questions, and we will be tinlidiad.

,
a3. What is the last grade you complistee7

LIM or less
Incomplete

US, complete
4 Trade, 'Noll. or Quoin***

College, 41000MpISIO.
odimpleto

Some groducte

S.

Nit

i
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21, (cont'd. ) And the tail op. your
husband (wile) mired?

4.

24. Whet le your occupation?

WRITE SPECIFIC OC U A
ON CODING IPORMiCODE

j.ATEJI

#

And the occupation of your
huMbend 0410?

1WikI1E,9PECIIWC OCCUPATION
ON tODINO FORkfitODE
IA Tlia

25. what I. your familly's religion/
1 r

.40

ilth or les.
HS, incomplete
119, complete
Trade, Tech. or Ilueinase
College, incomplete
Collogo, completo
Some graduate
N
N ft

Unekitiod
Skilled
Cleric/al

ployod,
onsowilo

Other
NA
NR

Mqtird

UiiakilIetI
klIIod

.Otericel
Professiofiel
Unetnployed, Ratite, .

Housewife
Other
NA
Nil.

Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Dom

Nit

740

r'is

I . -10-

26, tor statietical purpose. only,
we need to know your 'total family
income Wore taxes for 1976.
fltoii me when !have read the
category that best describes
yoUr total family income.

A

27. RECORD SEX OF,RESPONDENTI
DO HOT AS

28. What le.your age

IF RESPONDENT FUSES TO
ANSWER ASK you ,

p me w en read ths categori
WIWI best describos ybur age." . Under 25

25. 30
31 - 40
41 - 50
Over 50
Nit

4.

^ I .

%der $ 7, 000
000 to $9, 999

$10,000 to $H, 999
05,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $U, 999
05,000 to. $50,000
$50,000 and above
NR

Male
Female

Kie

29, That'e all the question* I have!

Do you have any oanirnente you wish
là make shout anything woove talked

WitITE IN COMP TE BENTENC
ON conovo row,

Thank you.very muclefir partietpiting.
Wo ea ainly appoolato yOur

S.

1 '3



100, =I! Y
,

.0

0
0..41

.1

-\

- IP. \ ,/Alillo, My name' is 4 44..t__...;,
114 fir the Onlversity of

LouiWI tie Hay.1 please spoali"tij.7.11', - , _t__, * 1 I'm part of
II group that is tonductino a survey fir.1"46144.1i4hO have mcireirriom Jeffereon

.,dom1y selected from a list, prOide4 ertidliiiiiiIiiifool Systual, lir
'County to a nearby (linty. ,Yodr chi ,i' 's name walk. )1111.1

.'peoplo who have mtivewithin tha ptit two years. Alf information will be 'held 14 :14
confidence. 'eV you max,iefuso toqiswor any of the questions asked, btil/tindd

,..JInot takelmtire thark.I5 ondias...1f,yoo have a few minetes I'll begin%of 4. 4, '' f,.. ..

:. Let's stai't-wftnt fe4 Ii0114.4.quost 10114tout your-.thang. In reStdence,..,';
1 ,

MAW

.
, 4 .

IS *,.-
, . .4 ,

/4
e

'

1 0'

, . ;
INIALIMIlLatliitiOnnt

I.

41

41

se,

I. How many chanOes

14i

In rettdente halm yeullid to tho last ton OW .Y44ri7

.4, 4

' . .

IF ItEISPOVENy 11AI HOT k4OYLD
1...4

AT 4't ILL, :TElt MIN% 'Fe DY tIA YING;
14hls ent voty t. pAty, cono*41.8
faminee who kayo chappled 11;44
ri414ences ra4e*Ilt,',../144a. IL nii
n90(1.14 01It'y uu 'finfoote,,quepiTtimill.
fliank you:1(1/one will4 Iniinoas 15

....

coo . to " . i

. no you,eWn orVrant your

(;:.
3. Old you4

v 2

`1"

oin or rent you h ome In

I" ,

tilt
Other4

RR 4

Joff4016 County/
I

ih4o Ifl

101

4. polorto court:ordeitd do$11044690o. yOu b so 001109 to *Ovid
e

.

4

9.

,. i." . "

4 0

*

.

6. What 14.th* one aloft irOdtant mson'toily yOu decided to move?.

,^ Ayo1d- Ns log
.A.419 Avoid Dosogrog*Cioo

,.31. roxlmIty to Work/Fewitty
' May of Jefferson Co. Educetion

COMPOlits (cheapor housipg, ditc:1 .

Job-OpportunIties
... Ballot llousleig

Rillov.' r

6. RsIihat would yqu WA% s the pirtlntage of black people it your former ne of-
*: ,borIfood to' boTi ''

1.

. -, ii .

-,
' i sjoI,

44,4 'tit II .7)0%
- AI - 30%

31 - 40%
.. 41

..4. wore 411an SI%
. Nol..4?4,1 ,,. '../ No Roopontie

1. e

44.6
.

A

.t

C

49 Yea
. fib ,

p.

bf
/4

9
4 ,11 o

oo
4

v

14.

,

7. °What wool
- WIT

swots tho porcontop of OW* Oo

10%

20%-
at %Ye

. 40% .

41 7 00% .
more than1.1%
th4 Our*

44. to yosiii4 notohbórhood

^ No Iloalinnad,
HON,'LET'S OlUtO 00IR.A MONINI VONR OPINIONS oN sOlit IMPORTANT COlf4011Y.

. MIES, ,

Ganarally aPakIno, Which 4,1you Wor/

full esait.ilitegrattoo /
lotiOrstlok to sossviress of 114. !

4
A* $449

.t mo 19/

0.: 00 teo thlilk I

t0stAper,t0 a

14114
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)
'e . ;if+. M
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.
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9.th tir.fl o

ri(4
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0
, .1.,
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t Is *load 1
racial proMOO

4h
..`ci

4

'

OA'op
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.pt .

t

Og
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lb

s

10. .lo what extent dO Poo f000r or 00Poto busing ko achleVa racial dosedregatron
- as it has been put into effec t. here in koultville end Jofferson Countyl

ow CATEGORIES '

SKIP 10 quiili00 ll

'1.1.2=infiX11.1.1-

11.

SKIP 10 OUES1104 112

<Strondli.Favor

Somewhet favor

1r soil MIA 0 1 ?NO

e s

acceptsble fir achieving
schools?

Somewhat Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Not Sure

NH

Ara you opposed to bus ind-In all cases.-
on A Which SOPA type of busing prodrom might be

racial dosegradetion in toulsVE3,le-4efferson County

d OpPosad in all Cases
oold foresee
Not 4ure:

Not Applicable
No

NOW, I'D klft 10 ASK V00 saw qms11044 Amur vim cflikumN.

;i. now %spy cN41dyen'do you 410

0

3

.S

6

0 or more
KR

111. Now many Of these children'Are school adee.drones I - 1g7s^

4 12. How would you Judge the present quality ofGhtucetion of the toulseille,Jeffse-
son' County'Public School System?

.
.

LEA)

1,t4t24-tA Very Satisfactory

NA

Satisfactory

OnsalisfectoCY.
Vury untaltfactori
Don't Know/Not Sure

,

3
4

, 6
6
1

0 or moo
Nit

I dues your child , .
. attend?.

,Pbblic
'Religious

Independent Prkpate
"'Athor

NA

A
h

racial titleoragiltion das'pOt 100 offectt in poirel,
of enucakton waived hy white ttudehts In 10U1SVills-

U. Since busing to kills:Ivo

t du you flette quality
Jefferson CouUty.hest

EirEVEal

NA
Don't foowilloi Sure

4

Improved

**tenon ,

Nemilned the SIIMO

I IS

NMI IMO 1111111111. &Mk

I

I

17. Nat this child over been bused for,desegregition purposds1

40. Woullrithis child hallo beiti bused tills

vat
No

a

Lti

Ofr if you hadin't moven.

ma

4

I 4,

.ArAuAem.,

11



I.

e.

"11.4:11"19:1110.

19.

20..

t_

.stt.

Wet he/she ride a bus to Schott) nowl 24.

Vas

No
NR

If your child had remained in the Jeffersori County Public School he/she would
be attending classes with children of- a different race. Ws..thls situation
factor in your decision to leave Jefferson County?

Yes
25.

°

NoNot

Slre

NR

71. Ow' would your.t. the ducation provided by _iggEgfittyliousalt
pared tilt at provided by Jefferson County PUbl c Schooll

Dotter
SOMWAAt Ontier
Aout the Same,
'Sosewhat Nersg
Norse
Unsure

NR

I It.r,M) C TIOXIOIR1140,

COM-

: 22. Nithin Jefferson County there were areas that wore'esempt from busing, flat

,

Is, rhe racial balaecorts such that the children ih that area art not, bused.
Old you live in an Sump% or non-exempt area in the Jefferson County Scheel
Systeml

.

,

w ---,-.

r.

Cxemot
Nun-exempt
Not Sure
NH

Ooring their yeah lw school, how many of yodr children were Scheduled tO be
bused if you had stayed In Jefferson County?

a

se

6

7 or boort

NA

"

Since court ordered desegregation, al) public schools bay, both black ani
white children ettending. To whet xtent did this situation Influence your
decision to move?

laVE.12.11 Strongly Influenced
Somewhat Influencogs
Ho influence
NR

Since court ordered desegregstion, a county,wide busing oleo has been in
effect. To what astent did this situation Ilfluenc, your decision to move?

k

JUST 'EEN HORE QUESTIONS, ANN OE FINISHED!

26. NW is the last gradeVou complet

igt Influence .

-Strongly iniluenced.

Somewhat influenced '

Oth Or loss
0$, Intomplbte
05, complete

irede, TeCh or Business

loliego, Incomplete
College complete
Somm graduate

Not AgplIcable
NA.

4

'And the last.grade your hueband (wife) completed?

21. Whet Is your occupetlo t

ISITE SPCCIPIC OCCUPATION

ON tOOI I

I
III. ,

r

Oth or lest

incomoleto
HS, complete
Trade, Tech or (Wined
10)lege; Incomplete
ollege complete
Some graduate

Not Applicable .

NA 4'

01nOilled
Skilled
flericel,

Professional

1.1004110Yudo Autired. Housewife
Other

Not Applicable 4

NH

,0
,

a-



'MO

An4 INS occup4tioh of your husband (wl(Of

0.

WNW SPECIFIC OCCUPATION Unskilled
ON COOIN4 TORN; COO( I

'V

Housewife

Claritare
PrOlaSsiobel
Unemployed, hand.
Otber

NOt APPlIceille

to7 n

28. Whet Is yo fealty's 4119100t

NAME OF sPECIFIc Protestant'WRITE

NELIOION OH COOING TORO
I

Catholic
Jewish

Other ,

Nona
NA

29. for AbatistIcal purposes only, we me44 to know ydOr iots1 .11011y- 111C0164 before

Is,
weg.w.4917. Stop ma when 1 Neve #110 OM cotO900 tha,60 discribsi
your total (amily Income. .

JO.

Undar lf,(4)0 -."

AOIO to 49 999

11P. 10.
16. tit. It 94..

20.00044 2449,9
26,000 to 14.909

to 60,000

'I. P4,ovN
NH

Male
female. 111

'31$ What is ur tWKtPOftfAiiàillATO
whin 1 reed the to 6461710314"6111-8617A001-7W-1

26 TO

)1 - 40

WI - 60
Over 60

NA

14. What 16 your root7

"Cohld you stop Imo

INHtk al,
m4464.

,
004e

..,
j Bi

. 400
I I

that's ail prequestions t hive.

,

Is there anything V040, UN 0111 to add.about your reasons for moving,

nt.

IMANK IOU VENT MUCH TOR PARTICIPATING. WE CENIAINLV APPOLCIAIL TOUR

ASSISiAgc.

1 '
#

V

i,..,11111111i

4,4

0

1,71

;



1111111 Nap 4111111 IMP 1111111711.1117911111107-1111111.-111111.1711111110-1114111F-01111111'

4
I

cr

r.

SURVEY FOR I -,COONIT.NOVEt

Hello. Hy name is ,. from the IP
liniversity of touisvT111-714-i-111iiiii-ipeelt to

narTori-nrouFihit Is conducifng a survey of
school attendanco.patteros. Your child 's

nom has bon randomly selected from a 110tFpitiMed
by the 3efferson County School SysAom. WIlf.informa-
lion will be hold 10 tonfldence, and you amy refuse
to ansuur any of the questions asked.

It shoOld not tako more than 16 minutes, 'and your
partic:IpatIon is very important.

let's;betiltroith a few generai questions.

, u
111E SIOCK ANSI

TO you, THANK

I EKVlEiER,'RESPiDWI1u.t5E
E9S. IF RESPONDENT REFUSES WALK
MN FOR THEIR tt AND sm GOOD-OS.

3. How long have you lived it your
present address?

Hale

. ,

test than 1 yr.
1 - 2 years
1 - 4 years

years or more
Onsoro/NR

IF LESS 1HAN 4 VEAD$5 PROCEED $11111 INIERVIEW.

IF " 5 TEARS OR HOW SAT:
'"This survey Is ohly concerned with informatiol

about families who have sbangod their rosidenc(
there is no need to ask you any more questions.

thank you very much for your willingness to
cooperate."

, 1,. -, L.

Oa

5

4. Old you ltve in touleville-Jeffesion
County before your move?

Yes

No
NA

TA N R IE

; IF "NO"; ASK tHE IOLA:WING NUEST1ON AND MONO RESPONSE VERDAT1N
WRACK OF DES

4.

"le whet KO, if any, did the dnsegregation-busing ple4 In
louIsville-Jefforson County Influenco your choice of housing

or neighborhood?"

CHEN SAVI "Since this survoy is primarily conceened with infoomation
about families who have moved thIq tOuls011e-3offerson County, thert

is no neud to ask you any more ques ions. Thank you very much for your

willingnoss to cooperate.

S. Oid youi movo' mean a change nf schools'

for your children?

I.

Yes
No

Children not in
'wheel bolero

tiA

If "TE6", PROCEED WITH INTERVIEW.
IF "Or, SAY:
"this surV0Y. IS only coprorned with

(Rallies whose recent Doges have mdnl
chanties in ichoot for iheie .thi ltirOPV
Thank you very,much for your will lout

.2f-t2f-f)22:".","4"::"""`oostom

a. .Now Many changes of residence
have you bad In the last 10 years?

oo y40 root or olio your hoot

fo,

1

2

3

6 or more

NA

1

01111rr



.3-

11. Are you using MOO sort of subsidy
Or rental assistance plant

How many children do you have?

. 10. Now many of these children
a e Cho

Is this child athool age,
grades 1-12?

Iv'

':/k1

21

'1)

1

2

3

4

6

6

0 or more
NR

Now 101 disuse lar a moment our opinfons
oh soma yery *orient community Iowa.

.1.

1 . Generally speaking, which do

youlavOrl

. 1

401

Facial iniegliilun
Integration in ism

4,04s of 114
plorAi1on of rie roes
104 turn

O CAT0414;ii]
1.

I.

,

ft. l'Oo,you think it if 1 -good Idaa
for ,ttlack and white students

to go 61 school together In

racial prOporliqu that repro-
'soots-the community2'

Ak!N

'1

-4-

z' . , ",
I . 4!

,ttn .4'

i'.'

4,''P ..,, I , .; -i.

Yes
, 1 .ik,

. III ..1-' ' ..T%t,,
' No 4 AA

''),,,t..., c

i, ,.4 I.

oUlnii 0.;,:t.v1r.44-"1%!,1) .4,,,r,; r '.
1,-V4 .

rt

''.c.:),.' f.;1`r.4 .. b'' ' A'4.4. ''.. 1 ' I'Y 4. A :1. )rt.''''S'2r '''-

.J. \ V ''''t-

1. '

-
.,:.

.1,

Ahieve ,. ., ,44 - .9.p,,:v i 04" 4 1 r

)11 .1 ,.. (.

Ilwile 41. (66,;,kil: t;.;1'1.,,,: .. ..;:rt-1 ' .5. :::::,' .1 L4::::.; .7f ' .k;ti : ,. , .

. ''' rip. ", 1,;:i.

`.. .4 I ,.
... 1

1
.:ei

..), ,,r,

..V ''."
I,.

I V.*:' i' ',r/ 2- I.
ii6k4404,490,.

-744SCWOWnii01*(Pr
, 0.4

snewwhat..oppoit.
. ,

Wongly'epposa

Yr

11 11113111a01 Fp
ru yq gppos ng

a I car.ev."=110/ mid you (prase* !

Situation 4.;hich :sus* tipe of
busing prugrpii mighb'bo Acoptable
in 0000 .

041) lc schools?'

1.0414. Ond would you Judge thelretint
quality of education of Ifin

tonlavilla.Jotfortou County Public
Schoollytival

Finn 6472421:1
00.6.00var...

, Opposed In all clunk
Could Wesel

. Unsure

NA,,

NA

Vo4 taittafactury
A ihtlifactory

1111$4110414ji y

Very uesoli eclery
mown

00 RAf"
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16. Since Wing 6o achieve reciel.

OS
disegregation4iss put inkg.effect.
In genetal5 do you feelae quality
of education received by while students

4 in Louisville-Jefferson Ciitifiti has: .

ppirCAMMITI improved * r

Worsened

Remained the same.

Unsure-
RR

U. lino busing to achieve r dal .

desegregation was put int effect, ;.. ,

'Wooers!, do you feel t qualityW
;,100.ouisville-:J . arson County hat.s

ieducatIon.reoved by gip' students

improved
.

Worsened
Remained the siM4
Unsure

.
RR

1111.

N

.. /

t ...I I Let's falk about your child
He (Sge) is in the (I glidiOsVet he (she

' pew.
,'-C''

1,..

.,'
itki I..); i,

18, Hai- this child. ever been .bused
t ' .

.

for desegregation purposes?
,

4'.
Yes

19, In penerel, 06010001400411P"
your chlild's,preient school* as'
compere CON5e.o.wh0e (540
Prevlflo itt..014?

%

1

.

lb..
17671

4,

7

4'

r.

em , Vt

20, If you had BO:moved. how '

many years Winild youriahlld.
have been busdef?

21. Auw that you NA moved, how
many yearsmillTiour chlid

. t
be busedi

loper:
solowwit bilAr
About 04 sOmIr
SOmerthat wOrsi
Norte

Unsure e

NO $;,iiWA'

5,

-41rer

ion.
1 - 2 .

3-4
6 - 6

' 7 . 8
9 - 10
Unsure WP
UR

r,

.t,

22. 14100n JeffMrsn County, there'
are ereai,that'are exempt from
busing. That is, the racial
balance la such 0141 the children
in that rea two ndt,bused, bld'
you )ive to on exemg *ea prior
10 your move?

.°' 23. Since your famlly'mode a move-
falely-recently, dld Olt IWO

). 4 ethane of.nelphOorboodsjar,
you?

Yes

, No

Unsure
NR



(
* A- vI

^

. - rIRILI
f_11 Art wtiuld yo0 guess

14-pe amigo of black faellies

10 Your. &OM 061044"hoorgio
bel

.

/ 0

' 014o

Nn:

t4
40ft

,

4

Nas ypur family In ihe
radal minority in yoli 01-evlous

nelOborhootif

0'

26. What would you yuess the'

poi-tentage of black families

in,your presentjeighborhoo4
lo bef .

!

*,

0!

k*.

your (*oily In the rectal

" 01nority In your present
neighborhood

3

4,

,

'0 , 10%

11

31 - 401

41 -4tot
, 6111 and above

Omura
NA
ilk

les

Unsure

.1NA

NR

Itt

.

0 - lOS

31 101

41 01

611 And abOve
+-ilnkure

*0

Vet,

No 4
Onsura

V.

4 0

4.

ik t
20. Prior urt-ordered rogation

had lanninvtm
:14'.5411rev

No .

,

,
0

48

. 4 ihri

Now 1'4 tliti.to.atk 44,HAUest10Notibojd 114
move you oda, .; .

4t

,

A.

Mat siould,you soy Is thy:4one aw44,
Important reds" why you Or4Alt
10 MOM

ASK Ortti-foop
WRlU ANstifk 11111041114.

COO( tAl*

r

AeOldancefof liusflig ' ,

Ibtsbyregaigoljnelrongeta
ProxlmIty to'llofk ...

ottor-logibt7-4
eBotter ioute 040re Apace% apt h40,..ume,etc.

1i

floulting Astis400e
Bettor labbor0004.

.,

Other f'. \A

HA

30. Since.court,ordered desegregation,
all public schools how both black
an/whiSechltdren attending, ,to
whIt extent Old lhlt sltuatio&
Inilnenco yowl decision to weal

01.

SI

eo

e.gs
1." "

p""t *.;

4 N

S'

0 )

". . v o
411

.

0 '

I It

44.

Att

ktijtalted A,

0 '

4

31. Since Oeyrt-ordored desegregetioh,
counly-Witigrboilng-plan has been

00
Tin affect, TO Wig extent did

644 44044100 401100tayour
40t1410 10 move lock .

.v..Acua
MAO

".

; o

To

4 ."

Str(41Olif IntluenCe
'Oomewhet Influence
No loflouoco al all
NO

V.

Strongly influenCo
Aoo4wItat Intlgoned A

Ho Influents al all
OR -

4

le

*. 179

4,1
1

I )11 04110004.411'0441 0 IP J10

0? v

I
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32. 10 whet extent did the availability'
of financial housieg assistance 1111

fluonce your decision to move?

4

Strongly influencod
Somowhat'influonced
No influence at all
NR

Just a (es; more questIons,and we'll be finished.

Nt.

And the occuPatIon of your

(husband)

33. What is the last yrado you completed?

Oth or Iasi

IIS, Intemplete
115. Lymplete

Tradgf tech, or
35:- Whet is yeur family's roll ant

buSlooss
Collogo. Incomplete
folhogo. ctmwle(o ti
Somo guadoace iLl
NA sit
NR

4

WhaLls the last grade

Cs'IN44,

your Iwife). ' completodt
hushind)

34. What Is your uccupoldn1

WIIIE IN OCCUPAIION
CON lARK

1

Oth or loss

OS, incomplete

NS, complete
trade, tech or bus. ,11
211::g4: incompote

complete I.

gme graduate

,00 [11

Un011led
Slqlled

elesOcal

Profosslonal

.:.,Iiii

to

.
.

Une%oye4, retired
hot wlfo 1:51

4
Othot

NU

HA

Tg.

36. for statistical purposes only,
we need to know your total family

income hforo tames for 1911.
Stop mu when I have rpad the
category that best describes your
total family ill60141.

A

p.

Unskilled
Skilled
Clerical

Professional
Uneoployed, retired
Othor
NA me/
NR

Protestant
Catholic
Jewish

Other

None

tIR , ).

Under 17,000

i1,000 to $9,999.

104000 to 114,949
15,000 to $10,999
20,000 to
25,000-to 34,999 .

151000 to 50.000

50.000 and above
NR

11141111UPATLUVrtltr:AMIWK:
ASK ("rainOtrItOrtnerldnOrlm/
A the category Which hest

desCrAns your 40u.

Under 25

40
50

Nor GO 18.1



CT

Se. What Is your recel

all the questions I have.

Other
101

you have any comenti you with to ua
anything we've talked aboutt

About

If SO. WRITE IN CONftlit SINIINCIS 00 ALK Of (00106 #001

0"

thank you very ouch for partIcipsting.
, We certainly appreciate your aksittance.

OOP

V.

4,

.s



I.

,r*

1

IL anal_

C.

TOVC. MOWERS_ ;

1. Who exactly Is doing this sucvoY?

2. Who are you exactly?

or

3. I still need to know more About .

this.

4. How did you get my_ child's nimi0
(Why Am 1 being interviewed?)

6. Ile doesn't have'time to talk.

ON.

.e

6.1110:
...

.. ;5, :At 1 \

This survey 14 Wog done hy.i reffelreh
division of the tblivdrsity qt,foulevIlLrfr.
It is a 3. yr. laderally.funded proje0. ;

_We're tOlog to"get some IdWabont, st44461.
inrolimont patterns im Louisville (00 Jef-
forion County. ,

II'm 4 utudont 4orking as aninorviower
for the U of L.

Iho pooplu in charoe of the survey Oh bo
glad to oxplain it to you. sOr. Bill lioik

at 601-4606 can be çwstactud for.thls pur.
pose.

(havni.seloct90 sy cbance According to a

systoneWorked ouljby the (iniversity. Your
opinions aro vey important. (Interviewing
sogeo)o,61se.wo dn;t bo as good).

, lb. quostions won t take long. I'll )(1st
fun through thom q trkly.

d. If resoondont Wks at Answettng ,We would appreciate our cooporationi your
gpinions are a vo4 luable part of our
Work. Could I possibt call back it a more
convenient time?

/. 1 don't know enoygh to Answer your
questions.. '

It's*not what you know it's what you
WO about cortain things that are impor-

. tent.
.

.
,,

U. What are.You going to do with my lho goneral multi will bq included 4n a
answers? narrativo report,' A lot Of'people are being'

asked these same questions, and gll answers
will be kept striCtly confidential. Wo are
interested'in those quostions only to soe
what a lot of people generally aro ihinking
about

9, 1 Upn't want tO answer tiI

14,

Of cour,se, you tion!t havo to answer any
question If you'd rather not. I'm only try-,

Ing to get mr opigion bocaulqyour study
is moil) accurgto thAt way, . T,re

e&
lr

.1

4:0

I/

/
1TOCti
(cent AWN)

10. What do yog mean 4Y th,t?

.11. Why did you want to talk about my

Li. 9f GrAdqj grado

12. If respondent asks a question
relativo to Judge Gordon's dcrack-
down" on students avoiding busing

Cc

,r4

111

I,

44;

I'm sorry. SIdlIA'aml. I am not allowed

.t,34explain the questions. We're ferest-

1
in your answer to.the question st as

t was read.

Although your hatte s a parent is being
utilized for tho interliew. it came to us4
through the random soleCtIon of your

(LIT qradq). grade child's name.

On October 16. Judge Gordon announced in
the local nowspapars hu-wonld.notAittempt

to punish thoie studonts who left the pub-
lic schools to Avoid being bused,

A

1,84 t
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APPENDTX G

,

, JEFPERSON COUlftlf t:./HITE. STUDENT ENROLL,MtNT
END.. OF 'MST MOTft

AND ,
AGG GATE BIRTHS 4948-78-

WR:ITE AGGREGATE BIRTRS 'FOR
DISIrtag-Jv1latsoN COUNTY

1:941.-A,?).961.7a

r



65-66

66-67 ..

67-6a

68-69

69-40
v.)

70-71

71-72

72-73 .

73-74

74-75

, 75-76

76-77

774.8

7079

+++

HIM, IC

1.

96 ,9.2.4

107,340.,

110,500

113,115

116,404...

116,124

114,800

111;13.1
,

103 ,I)V

920(181

81,249

82,141

i77,502'

"

.1EPPE*RSON..tOUNTY WU In STUDENT ,ENROMME,NT

W1,4,

7 END OF I,' I RST MONTH
GRADES I - 1 Z

: AND ,

d AGCIRV.C.A# .1 RTHS. 1 940- 78
.

. , ..._ TOTAI, II I 'FE
NRI-1)111$ I W..

46,165 141,856
,

N

44,622 144,546

, 39,447 146,787 I

\Ii
:16,195 146 005.

..34 v654 147,769

30,592 146,996

28,933 145,257.

26,857 141,657 C4).

136;849

4'27,915 111,7b2

30329 I :1.22,410

32,944 120,193,c

33,991 116,132

33 '06 110,008

.4 .

Ps ''

MI f'1'4:, '.i.t1c* ' 'I
AGG R i(1`./V1106', j.,) P.' 'Ii.:i ICI'11

,

__11,14 `kilS.. , Y..E.A02

144,330 1948-59
l. h + .

l
0

152,175 1919-164

.0154,353 1950. 61

15,177 195T-6,1

156,584 4 195263

156,730 1953-44
:,tf:

155,340 1954-65 .

152,957 1955-66

150,055 1956-67

146,205 )957-68
.

142,594 1958-69

139,816 1959-70

136,706 1964-71

02;92. 1461-72

.

I

1

10'I'AI. Wil ITE
ENROL,LNENT A,s, ux

01? AGO RE(.:FLE B1 RTI I SI, ,

94.99

.94.99 .

95.10
i

. 93.93 .,

94.*

93.79 ,

1 i

93.51
,

92.61

91.20

90.11

85.84

85.96

84.95

, 83.84
I I

locki

1 ,q

04:.,101) .

,"
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";::

I.

t''

:

WHITE AGGREQ/Ik?-.43T1i§.-F-ORliet

..:T451644 ,'sv ffiVtTE

1943-54 127,205

1944-55 131,404

1945-56 137,039

1946-57 143,368

194))11611111L, 146,960
tor

1948-59 149,330

1949-60 152 1.75

1950-61 154 353

J.951-62 i5fI.177

1952-63 1 6,584

1953-64 156,730

1954-65 155,340

1.955-66
0

195A-67 150,655

1,95748 146,205
/4-

1958-69 1.42,594

'1.959-70 139,816

1960-71 136,706

)19672 1-32172

4

0

A

171

9s

.1A
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'APPENDIX H

t.46
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A 'STATEMENT ON SCHOOL TNTEGRATIOr
FEBRUAR.27, 1974

/"--\

'-

RACIAL JUSTICE, SCHOOL DESEGREGATION,
AND.RECONCILIATION
_FEBRUARY 12, 1975
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February, 27, 1974

AltItIpsnibp_tSchOol-4Inte ration °'
rc s op, omas J. .McDoneugh.

v //
i.

,

.

'On December ,28, 1973, the Sixth U,Iyk. Circuit Court of:
Appals ordered 'a,deSegregatiori, plan'prepared fo the Louisville, .

Jefferson County, and Anchorage School Districts,to go into.effect
at the beginning of the 19144975 scpool, year.

.

.This order presents a sdt of opportunities vid.probleMs
to which all elements of our commUmity are obliged,to respond. I .

offer this statement on behalf of the Archdiocese Of Louisville and .

the C4thol1c.schooll within the:Archdfocese. I do io afteVIcansu1t41
tion with the Archdiocesan.S0oo1 Board, the religious teaching
orders;who staff Many of our Oatholjc 'schools, And. representatives
of various_ Ar4h0ocesan-ag'4ncies and.commisslons concerned with
community issues.

.

As a background for my.statementI ctte the basic prin-
cipre'deftned by the)U.1S.,SupremA Court 20 yeqrs ago in one of the --,
-most moenteus decisions'in ourbational history: "Separate educational
lacilities are inherently unequal,". (Brown v. TOpeka, May 17, 1954.)
It is in the li'ght of this principle thatoone must consider thei.follow-
ing points which are contained inthe text of the December 28 oOnion:
ofthe,Sixth U. Se CirCUitCourt of Appeals:

.

.

1. The Jefferion County School District has 96,4000 students,
approximately four per cekt of whom -are black: Sixty.-

:five per Cent of all students are bused to.schooh..

. ..x.

. 2. Betweep 1956-1957 ond 1972-1973, the.percentage of black
ftugents tn the LbuisvilleSchool District.imcreased from

, 26.4 to,50.4.- Over 80 per cent of the schoOls in the
LouisvilleSchool Dittrict are raciallY,ident1f1ab1 e4 .

. The Supreme-Court/has ruled that a sctiool Aistrict must ,

"eliminate frOm theipubljc schools all vesttges of state-
imposed segregation." A large number of racially iOnti-
fioble oho* in a schoOl district'that,formerly practiced .

li

segreg ion by law gives rtse to a presumptign that Ahis.
.purpos .has,not been fulfi.11ed.

/ A

.11

A sChool:board,is requ1red3to take affirmative qctipn:
to bar future.disdrimination;and to see.that no additional
schools become "racially idetitifiable." I It spa4-be. ,
"neutral". inirespect,to studentassignments.

/^eAt
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2.

5. The Court does not require use of any particular method
nor approve in advance any particular device to elipinate
all vestiges of stateLimposedsegregation in Jefferson County.

As one studies the Court order and notes with misgivings
the Qontroversy which it has sparked, it ig imposSible not to recall
thA'in 1956 our comfriunity basked in'the natilinal limelight for its
leaddrship in efficient and orderly public school desebregation.

Eighteen years later, we must humbly and candidly ask the painfbl'm
question: Whatppas gone wrong?

fhe first thing that must be said in reply is that the
issue whieh confronts us is not simply a "school problem." It is
a community problem. It is a problem for whose creation and,solution
everyone in the community must.,accept a shart of responsibility.

Attempts to fix blame "after the fact" are usually neither
pleasant nor profitable exercises. But in the preTent situation we

,must reflect on the missed/opportunities during the past la.years to
deal constructively as a community with ihe problem which now con-
fronts us. One thinks of the rejection'of promising plans .qf
school merger, of TnvaHable-resistanCe tok.efforts to provide better
distribution for low-cost housing thoughOkthe metropolitan area,

a decAying public transportatiod,systea, of mere lip service
en to-fair emplqment and open-housing laWs.

f

We have.excellent reason to be proud of the progress oue
community has made in many areas in recent,years. We haVe done IN

well in terms of brick and mortar, but have our priorities been at
fault? To borrow a wOrd from the Circuit Court's decision 'have we
been "n.eiitra-1.-P about facing up to our most.pressing human and iocial.

probltms?

The present Court order for tIN desegregation of the'
public schools presents serious questions for our local Catholic
s.choolS, comprising as they do,the largest,private school system
in the aeea. To deal with some of these quesMons in a Cipicrpte
fashion, the Arthdlocesan'School Board has recommendeck anq r haVe
approved, the following statement of principles and applications in
respect to admission practices for our*Catholic schools:

I. Pripciples
0

' 4.

A. The basic purpose of Catholic School's is to assure
that Catholic truths'and values are fully integrate0
with the student's 1\ife and acadvic'prograw. Stydents
should 11ot apply.unless they desire and intOtid 'to 1

participate.fully in the r4ligious program of the s hoot,
, * e

Ape.
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B. Catholic schooli must not become havens for those
trying to ecape integrated public schools.

C. Catholic schools should emphasize the broadening
sand enriching educational opportunities afforde&in
culturally and racially mAxed school situ'ation. '

D.. Catho11 6.. schools shOuld continue and 1nt4nsify their
efforts actively tp recruit teachers awl, enroll stu-,
dents to achieve racial integration.

E. No staff or'prograM expansion, nor the additio
classrooms, will,be permitted without explicit
mission of the School Office.

F. Criteria for available studgnt aid, work programs,
.grants, and scholar5hips shall continue to feature
first consideration to students from low-income
families, (Applicable to'high schools only.)

II. Application of principles

A. Priorities for Elementary chools

In the admission of students to elementary schooJs, the
Order of priority shall be as follows. Within each
claskification, first consideration shall be givpn to
the objecti.ye.of furthering racial integration.

11

1. 4hfldren of active parishibners:
a. children from families with children already etirolied
b. children now reaching school age

.cOldrdri from families newly moved intolkhe parish
ilhose children have been in Catholic schools where
kuch were afapable.

2. Children from nonparish families with students already

.
enrolled in the school.

3. Transfer studenti from other Catholic Tthools:
a. from 'parish schools thpt_OT closing

b. from pariqes not offe-ing full program, 1-8.

4. . Childreq, of other pawistif(iners, may be admitted
. onl 'If on the basis of pcirsonal interview the

es gnated parish authority judIps the intent aryl
motivation to be in accord with the highest ideals
of Catholic edOcafion, and with the explicit per-

\ mission of the SchOol

Q4)
4

116,,



/

,5. Othen students ep/tholics from other areas, non-
6tholic tran t4s) may be admitted only if on th
basis of pey, I interview the designa e paris

authority j ges the intent and motivation to b in

accord lhe highest ideals'of Catholic edu ation,
and wlth4 he explicit permission of the School Office.

(11/.
/accepting transfer students, classes may bp filled
'mOst not exceed State regulations.

Prior for: Hi h Schools

/Admission (A students to,high Schools, the order
iority shall be as follows. Within each classifi-

on,,first cansideration shall be given to the objective
f/furthering racial integration.

Brothers and sisters'of still:lents Already enrolled.

. Transfer students from Flaget Htgh School.

3: Ninth grade student's who are registered and active
members of area parishes (perennial "feeder" schools).

4. Students from Catholic families relocating from other .*

localities, who have been'in (atholic.schools' where Such
were available.

5. Other Catholic students firm area pai'-ishes may be
admitted only if, on the'basis of personal interview,
the principa1 judges the.intgnt and motivatien to tie
in accord-with the highest iaeals of Catholib education.

6. Other students (Catholics from other areas, non
Catholic.transfers) may be admitted only if, on the
basis of perianal interview, the principil judges the
intent and motivation to be in agcord with the .highest

ideals of Otholic education..
.

In announcing these guidelines; I emphasize the°.

philosophy wittiih which they have been formulated. reaffirm thb

basic moral Judgment concerning.racial di5crimination which was
proclaimed by be Catholic 'Bi,shOps of the'United States in 1943,

1958, and 1963:

We insist that the heart of the race question is moral

and religious. It concerns the rights of man and our attitude

toward our fellow Man . Discrimination based on the

accidental fact of race or color, and as such injurious to

h*an rights, regardlesS of personal qualities'or achieve-
ments, cannot be reconcile4 wit the truth that Goa has4

4 created all men with eqdal rights and equal 'dignity.

/93
1.77
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We reaffirm that segregation implies that, people. of
orie race are not fit to associate with another by sole fact
o'f race and regardless of individual qualities . We
.cannot reconcile such a judgment with the/Christian view of

,man's nature and rights.

In view of the gravity of the moral principle at issue,
it will nOt be enough for our Catholic parishes ind schools to decline
to serve as havens for those trying to escape integrated scheols
or simply to refrain from staff or progtam expansdon.

I wholeheartedly approve As official Archdiocesan policy
the School Board's directive that Catholic schools ntively
should recruit teachers and enroll students to achieve racial
integration, and-that .they should emphasize e enriching educa-
tional opportunities afforded in culturally 1çd racially mixed
school situations.

. .
,

Furthermore, I remind the pastors and peopfle of the
Archdiocese that if Catholic school integration is,to be Tre than
mere paternalism or-tokenism, racial integration must odur.. ,

within the larger parish structure. Our-parishes and thAir various
organizations should make pos1tive attempts to bring abolit neighbor-
..hood racial integration through effective Open-housing policies.
We should develop.more effective "outreach" programs to serve
disadvantaged minority groups. , .

.

.
. . f direct the Office of Catholic Schools and the Arch- /

diocesan School Board to.offer their service to all the schools of th.t
chdiocese to assist diem in carrying out the policies stated above.

I request thakby September 1, 1974, these agencies submit to me a
comprehensive report-on the progress which has been made by the schools.

Similarly, I direct the Archdiocesan Commission on
Peace and Jotice io offer its services to our-parishes in working .

towards the broader objectives of parish integrationu I request
a progress repbrt by %ptember 1, 1974.

The:Archdiocese df Loilisville,.its.schools, and its
agencies stand ready'to work.with all other groups in the community -

in finding the best.solutions to the challepge presented to us by
. the recent Sixth U. S. Circuit Coutt decision. By resolutely putting
Aside any temotationg-toan evasive "neutrality" in the face. of
the great social and mo#1 issues of our.time, we will Rreve worthy
of.the heritage of ourJaith and'best serve the interest ofour
total ,community..

ti 1

1 $

A. MA.

.

41

S.



2/12/75

RACIAL JUSTICE, SCHOOL'DESEGREGATION AND
RtCONCILiATION

A Statement by Archbishop Thomas J. McDonough

/7 .,. , )1

. On Febr ary 27, 1974, dn btalf of the Archdiocese oO'of Lsville and its\\
,

\schools, I issued a statement on school desegregation in. Couisville and
Jefferson Coanty... A cOmplex series of legal deve1opmen0 since that date
leaves uncertain the exact nature and OMing of further.actions to remove
from the public schools "all vestiges of state-imposed egregation."

, This tempoeary uncertainty,'however, must not distract us from our continu-
ing grave moral responsibility in respect to racial justice and school deseg- -

regation.
1

I again reafftrm my full support of repeated statements of the Catholic
Bishops of the United States that segregation implies that members of one
race are not fit for free associatioR with othert by the sole fact of race ,,
and regardless of individual qualities. Such a judgment cannot be reconciled
)with the Christian vieii of man's nature, and rights, (Cf. statements of,Cath-
olic 'Bishops of the United States of 1943, 1958, and1963.)

, 4,our schools are now involved in preregistration rid program-planning for
fhe next school year, I reemphasize the basic principles of last year's
statement and reafftrm as Archdiocesan policy the gVidelines for admission
to Catholic schools. A summary of these guidelines/ is being sent to all
pastors and school administrators in the Archdiocese.

.

4,

Because of their importance, I wish to recall here three principles con--
tained in lst year's statement:

1. Ca?lic schools muit not become havenS for t;hose trying to escape
.int grated public schools.

2, Caiholic schools active y sho ld reoruit teachers and students to
achieve racia) .k,ntegrat on.

3. Racial integration shou e promoted not only in.schools, but within
parishes as a whole throu neighborhipod raclal integration, the

, Mevelopment of 'toutreach1 service programs, and all other available
means.

From reports which I have re eived, I judge that most(of our Catholic schools
have 4pp1ied conscien0ousl nd effectively the admissions guidelines estab-
lished last year. I comm d em for their efforts and.ask their continuing
commitment. In a few cas4s th e may Kaye been some confusion and inconsist-
ency in interpreting th guidelines. I expect that every Wort will be
made to eliminate these'problems so that in the coming year our Catholi.c.'
schpolt will offer ari/Uncompromising witness to the standards established \I

4' by tW Archdiocese. /

t--
1/4. )
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I also wish to commend various positive efforts which have been made by -

the schools to promote racial integration aad understanding; for examp,le,
the student exchangd programs and the pilot progr,am.in black studies now
being developed by the Office of Catholic Schools and a grbup of,p8rochial
schools.. Also worthy of citation is the joint.recruitment program under-
taken by the Catholic high schools to ivrease irailrnent Ofblsck studehts,

P
I i-enew myappeal for the pursuit of racial Justice not just in terins of'
school desegregation, but in everY aspect of social and economic Itife.. "This
Holy Year calls us as Catholics to the ministry of reconciliation. In thee'
history of Our country, no group has suffered 6nder such leneral and such
cruel discrimination as our black cilizens. The call to reConciliation,
therefore, compels us to unite in eliminating the many forms of blatint dis-.
crimination against black people which still exist in-housing, employment,
and many areas of economic life. . .

#

In my Holy. Year pastOral letter l'ast December I called upon the parishes in
the Archdiocese to inaugurate programs of prayer, studY, and'action,in respect
to the social teaChing of the Church. To assist the parishes in carrying out
this mandate, the Archdiocesan Commission on Peace And Justice will present
during Lent a series of workshops for parish leaders in various parts of the .

Archdiocese. Major emphasis will be plaCed upon the Church's teaching on
racial justice. I ask'partictpation in,the wqrkshops and application of
their results at the parish level.

4

The courts which must make the decision as to the precise means to be used
to "eliminate from the public schools all vestiges of state-imposed segrega-
tion" have a very difficult task. They.are dealring with the accumulated,
evilg of generations of discrimination and segregation in every area of cbm-
munity life.

Hilstory and common sense tell us there can be ho easy and comfortable solu,
tions to such deep-rooted problems. Our resolve at-this point must be that
when the final court decisions are handed down, we shall, see to it that they
are carried out in an orderly and peaceful fashion without disruption of
community life or'harM to thb schools and their,pupils.

I appeal to all mymbers of the Archdiocese of Louisville and to our fellow
citizens of every religious persuasion to make the cause of racial justice
one.of the highest priorities in the community life we share. In this effort
let us join both in work and in prayer.

(
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APPENDIX I

ENROLLMENT FOlt GRADES 1-12,
'CONTIGUOUS COUNTIES

MAP OF JEFFERSON,COUNTY AND
EIGUT CONTIGUOUS COUNTIES
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Enrol I in t t I t he L:41. o the VI rot Mont_ h Guadeo 1-712

Cun I guous 'Conn I. I en

tENUCKY

Oldham

..

1.1u1 1 I it Ill t din Sho I byi ....pence r
,- --

1970 7,273 11,733 3,196 4,719 4,411P"m1,330

1971 . 7,772 11,970 3,179 4,789 1,330

1972 8,251 : 11,946 3,330 4,749 1,303"

1973 8,642 11,920 3,379 4,668 1,313 ,

1974 9,069 12.,0124 3,609 4,5.42 1,349.
p.

1975 9,725 12,068 4,009 4,586 1,336

1976 10,382 12,195 4,559 4,511 1,309 . .

1977 10,845 12,480 , 5,048 4,647 1,03 .

1978 11,043 12,333 5,464 4,623 , 1,294

k

11 op.1._

12,1391,

14181

12,164

12,175

11,966

11,698

41,694

111,791

11,62Q

INDIANA

Clark Ilar14 son

17,314 5,036

.17,672 5,218 -

17,632 5,368

17,626 5,428

17,808 fr' 5,384

17,958 5,371

18,067 5,553

11,998" 5,533

17,677 5,584
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YEARS 2 AND 3 INTERVIEW RESULTS,
TRANSFER TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS
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1
A Stqlep_ts attending sc'hool in

S:pcing'Df 1976 -"not .enr011-ed
I in'.Fall.,of 1976'

1. How long haevou iLess tha'n
lived at your ' 1 year?
present address?

. ,'1-2 years?

2. How many

children do
you have?

13-5
years?

16-10 years?
1

1More than

10 years?

1

2

...[IA

Cathofle Private Total'

-

\\\)
44'..:1Tf1(3/

f
(:

%
.

10.0

Students requesting ,transfers during
Summer and. Fall of 977

2A

Catholic

4C-

28
Ma fnstream'

Private
t-
, 1

JIP .

f f % % f

\f
3

2 4.0 2 4 . 8 0 / 0.0

4

2 10.0 ' 1 3.3 3 . 6.0' :12' 28,6 1 4.3
.

5 25.0 '6 20.0 14 2.i60 11-1 26:2 4 4

20.0 9 39..0 13 )26.0 6 14.3, 1 9 39.1

7\ 35.0 14 46:7' 21 42.0 11 26.2 9 39.1

1 2 10.0 1 4 13.3 6

16 30.0 , 8 26.7 14 28.0 11 26.2 8 34.8

rr- - 4 -

12.0 3 7.1 2 8.7

y

3' ;8 40.0 ;10. 33.3 1q

4
12. 10.0 5 16.74. 7

5 11' 5.0 3 10.0 A

6 40 0,0 0 0.0 0

0 0.0 0 0.0 0

0 or

More
1 5.0 0 0.0 .1

.4

36.0 12 28.6. 9

14.0 111 26.2

8.0 ' 3 7.1

0.0 1 2.4

0.0 0 0.0

2.4

39.1

4' 17.4

0 0.0

0 0.0

0 0.0,

o 0.0'

2C

riPvte , Total, Private
(Church.-

elated) . Related)
, Returned to

Pub. 1978 !

tt213 10 (

% %

1. 3 4.3.4 de 0:0

10.7 #16 17!2' 0. , 0.0

.1 v3.6 1 1:7.2.- 0' 0.0

9 32.1 24 25.8 30.0

14 50.0 34! 36..6 7 70.0
t

4 )4.3
4

14' 50.0

7 25.0

3 10.7

.?

9 9.7

35.5

128 30.1

18 19.4

0 0.0 3 3.2

0 0.0

.0 0.0

0 0.0

1 10.0

4 40.0,

3. 30:0

,.2 .20,0

O.

; 0 0.0

0...0 04- 0.0 ,

1 11 ' 0' 0.0 .

3,44
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Hdw many of these
childrev.are school
acle, oracles 1-02?

4

10.

20.Q.

50.0

0

5' 25.0.

4. Gener'ally spea-kinq,

whi-ch do you favor?

1'; 4....

fo+.. .

TarinTtihi qapv,)

y nk"

yopd dI
or a 4 .4 idea. for

-ettildren to"go to
schools that have
about the same
propoetion of

04 blacks and Whites
as gdnerally
exists in Louis-
vilie-Jefferson
county?

1

5
, .0

h f I 0
1

Full racial
1

4

1 integration'

ISome into- 11

1 (ration

!Separation ?

!Not sure 3

!Flood idea 9

Bad idea 3.

Not sure I 6

MR 2

7

16.

5.0 2

0.0 0

0.0 0

20.0 10

55.0 15

10,0 4

.15.0 1

45,0 13

15.0 ; 7

30.0 ho

10.0. 0

11 22.0

,./1
,

f.

9"

53:3 76 52.0 18

y16,-7 10 20;0- 8

6.7 3 6.0 6

0.0 0 0.0
4-

0.0 0 0.0 0

13.3 11 '28.0 17

50.0 52.0 21

13.3' ; 6 12.0 '1!

1.3 1 8.0 3

.43.3 2? 444,0 d6

23.3 10 10.0 9

33, 16 32.0 11'5

0.0 .1) 4.0

213
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14..3

2.4,

0.0

5

2

0

0

40.5 17

2.4. 0

7.1 2

40.0 117

22.5 2

'37.5 1'4

431

26,1
1'0

16

8

.**,
I 4or

28.6

,57.1

:21.7 4 14..3

8.7 0

0,0 0 0,0

. 0.0 0 0.0

73.9 6 22.2

17.4 9 '33.1
0

0.0 . F.11 1R.5

8.7 7 75,9

73,9 11 39.3

8.7 32.1

17.4 R 28.6

s.)

27 29.0

40 '43.0

17:,.18J,

8.6

0 d.o

40 43.5

34 37.0

' 6 6.5

12 13.0

144 48..4

20. 22.0

127 29.7

4

2 20.0.

5 501,0

30.0

,

,

mmi.

0 .

0 0.0

3° 30.0

5 50.0

1' 10.0 .

1 10.0

3 30.0

4 40.0

3 30.0



6. To what extent do
you favor or
oppose busing to
achiesie racial ,

desegregation as it
has been put. into

effect here in
Louisville and
Jefferson County?

ongly
'favor

Somewhat
favo)-

'Somewhat

oppose ,

Strongly
oppose

Not sure,

0

9

1

Are you opposed ;Opposed in 5

to busing in all all cases
cases--or could
you forsee.a situ- Could forsee 13
ation in which
some rape of :Not sure 0

busing program
might be accept-,
able for achiev,-z

ing racIal '

desegregation in
Louisville-
Jefferson County
schools?

',' Of;

S.

,

,

18

f

0.0 0

. 5.0 1

43.0 6

45.0 '22

5.0 1

27.8 11

72.2 16

0.0 1

o.o

3.3

20.0

73.3

3.3

39.3'

57.1

3.6

0 0.0

2 4:0

15 30.0

31 62.0

2

/Me

.o.va N.i
f
2A 28 2C

X_ !I f f X

':Ts1, D

.
-...1

i

2E

2 4.9 0 0.0. 0 0.0 2 2.2

3 7.3' 3 13.0 0 0.0 6 6.5

12 29.3 le4 17.4 6 21.4 .22. 23.9

23 56.1 12 52. '22 78.6 157 62.0

,

6 o.o

0 0.0

3 30.0

70:0

0.0

60.0

4 40.0

2.4 4 17.4 i 0 'N0.0 ,5 5.4 0

16 34.8 12 34.3 1 5 31.3 17 60.7 34 43.0

63.0 20. 57 1 110 62.5 10 35.7 40 50.6

. 2.2 3 .6 1 6.3k. 1 3.6 5 6.3 0 O.

4
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8 How would you
judge the present
quality ofoedu- ,

catipn of the .

Jefferson County
Public School
System?

9 Since busing to
achieve racial

qesegregation was
put into effect,
in general, do

you feel the

quality of edu-'
cation received .Don't know/

by white students Not sure
in Fouftvilft-
Jefferson County has'4

' IA

f

['Very satis- 0

factory,

iSatisfactorY

11nsatisfac-

tory
1

'Very Unsat-
l'isfactory.

s,

18

f f

0.0 0 . 0.0' 0 0.0 p 0.0 . o 0.0
. 1

1' -:

. 10.0 4i 13.3 6 17.-.0 .s9 21,4 1 4.3

'1C 21A '28

40.0 ,9 30,0 17 34.0 23 54.8 12 ,52.?'

,

.2C

f

i20 12E

f f

0 0.6 0 0.0 '0 0.0

5 17.9 1.5 16.1 2 200

11 .39.3 146 49.5 6 60.0

,
A

35.0 16 53:3 ?3 :46.0 u10 23.8 10°' 43.5 11 39.3 31 33.3 2 20.0

Don't know/ 3 15-0'
Not sure

..

:Ir-proved

Vorsenkd

;Remained

, the same

10. How,manji of your 0

children have
been scheduled
to be bused
sometime during
their school

year?

3.3 4 8.0 0 0. 0 0.0 1 3.6 1.1 0 0.0

I o 0.0 o o.o o 0.0 o 0.0 0 00 0 0..0 o 0.0

LU 24 90.0 40 80.0 32 76.2 1R 19.3 24 85.7 74 79.6 9 90.0

1 5.0 3 10.0 4 8.0 11 A 2 9.7 2 7.1 9 9.7 1 10.0

1

15.0 3 10.0 6 12.0 5 11.') 3 13.6 7.1 10 10.8 0 ,0.3

3 15.0 '3 23.3 '10 20.0 13 32.5 1 4.3 . 3 10.7 17 18.7 0 6.0
. ,

1
6 30.0 13 43.3 !19 38.0 21 52.5 15 1? 42,9 '48 52.7

2

3

5 +

40,0

1 A

8 40.0' 8 26.7 06 32..0 3 1.7.5, 5 21.7 :11 39.3 ,19 20.9 5 50.0
,

, 2 10.0 1 3:3 ! 3 6.0 5.0 2 8.7 2 7.1 6 66 1 ,100

0 0.,O 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.5 04 0.0 0 0.0 1 4. 1.1 0 0.0

0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
I

1

I

3.3 I 2 ,..4,4, 1
rt vv..... I

NR ; 1 5.0 1

e
v. 4,...:, 4

.:4
..wriUm7 ANWIlk ...A.1000z-mmalork.2MAWk.__IrmirmiLL/AWErWk

%-

4



44, w

11. Did any of your:sk,

.children attend
private schools
prior to the Fall
of 1975?

1. What date did this
chtld begin in his
pi'sent school?

The followinl 26
,questiOns rerer
0- Me scTiol -Trl,

th_e 109.(6..Yar.'

Wa,. thi% school

11, What do you think
c was tjhe percentage

of b ack students,
in the school?

210

Yes

NQ

Before
Fall '75

;'75-'76

:'76-'77

Fall '77

NR

lA

f

8

12

1

4

11

4

N.,

No
1,

Don't know 0

NA'

18 1C '2A

f-, f 74 if
1

A140.0 8 26.7 16 32.0 !20

60.0 22 73.3 14 68.0 21

5.0 0 0.0. 1 2.0 1

20.0 3 10.0 7 14:0 0

55.0 19 61.:3 30 60.0 .7

20.0 8 74.0 29

5

. 2.

11-20.1, 1

041-50%

:lion't know/
Not sure

;NR

-1.-6 4 44,1 / 51.8 20

4
5.0 -:,

.,, 43,1 2: (
-)

0.9 3 1.3. i 1 23.1

1

50.0 2 4 30.8 11

25.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 5

25.0 2 22.2 no.403,1 10

0 0.0 55.6 38.5

,2B :2C 20 2E

% f X f
,

,

47.6 1 4 17.4

50.0 19 82.6
1

--' 1'

2.4 0

0.0 .0

16 7 2

69.0 19

11.9 2

90.3 '21

6.5

0.0 1

0.0

0.0

8:7

82,6

8.7

/
.3.2'. 0.0

193 9 40.9

17.9 0 0,0

7.1 0 0.0

35.7 13 59.1

4 14.3 28 30.1.

24 85.7 64 68.8

0 0.0 1 1.1

2 7.1 3 3.2

3 10.7 3 3.2

4 14.3 13 14.0

12 42.9 60 64:5

7 25.0 14 15.1

5 20.8 54 69.2

19 7971. 23 29,5

.

0 0.0 1 ). 3

20 74.1 40 51.9

0 /0.0 5 6.5
I.

2 0 0.0 2 2.6

7 2549 30 ,39.0

1 10..0 ''

9 90.0
,

0 0.0

4
2 20.0

.3 30.0

0.0 *

p 0.0

5 . 50.0

0, 0.0

10 100.0

0 0.0*

10 100.0

0 0.0

, 0 0.0

0 0.Q

2'11



Ai--
.

a' :18 1C 2A '28

% f rtA in'% 1 % % f %

do you think Yes 1 6 ., 30.0 6 20.0 112 ,24.0 1 9 2-6:5-1 3 13.0
s the percentage

I

f blatk students No
..

3 15.0 , _4

in the school in
which your child '21-30%, 2 10.0 3

was enrolled two
years ago?

15.:. Prior to,coprt-
ordered desegre'-

gation, had.you
thought about
enrolliing this

child in a non-
public school?

16. How would you rate
thisr child's

educational

performance in.
the public school?

,
6

0

4fr.

1

131-40%'
1

I

0 0.0

41-50% ' 0 0.0

Over 50% 1 5.0
4

Don't know/ 8 40.0
Not sure

Yes 10 5010

No 10 50.0

Excellent 5 25.0

Good. 7 35.0

Fair 3 15.0

'Poor 4 20.0 !

'Unsure 1 5.0

2

1

2

12

,17

13
4

10

9

6

4

1

13.3
I 7
r

14.0

10.0 ! 5 10.0

6,7 2 4.0

3.3 1 2.0

6.7 3 6.0

40.0 20 40.0

56:7 27 54.0

'43.3 23 .46.0

33.3. 15 30.0

30.0 16 32.0'

,)

20.6 9 18.0

k

13.3 8 16.0

3.3 2 4.0

5 14.7 5 21.7
/

I 1 2.9 '1 4 4.3

0 0.0 2 , 8,7
,

'5 14.7 0 0.0

1, 2.9 0 0.0

2C.

f % f\

a 29.6. 20

2 7.4 12

5 18.5 , 7

2 7.4 4

0 0.0 5

2 7.4 3

;13 38.2. 12 52.2 8, 29.6 33

27 67.5 13 56.5 8 28.6 '48

,3 32. 5, 10 43.5 20 71.4 43

9 21.4 9 B9.1 7 25.0

17 40.5 4 17.4 '10 35.7

11 26.2 6 26.1 6. 21.4
.$

5' 11,9 4 17.4 4 14.3

: 0' 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.6

12E

f

3

14.3 "0

8.3 3

4.8 0

6.0 0

36 0

39.3 4

52,7 0

47.3 10

30.0

0.0.

30.6:

0.0

0.0

0.0'

.40.0

o,p

25 26.4 3

1 33.3- 4

23 24.7 2

113 14.0 1

1. 1.1 0
I.

2 I.
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17. Has this child ever
been bused foe
desegregation -
purposes?

,

.

.

Yes

..

lib

1A

\f%f%
.k

2

4,

18

w' ....:18

10.0

..,

'90.0

-"T'
tc

,

Z . 56.7

28, 93.3

1C

f'

4

46

5%f'
8.0

92.0

2A

,b

37

%f%f%f%
1

11_9

88:1

2%

3

20

.

-s

13.0

87.0

2C

4

24

114.3

85.7

. ,

2D

12
,

81

2E
,

12.9

87.1

f-

2

8

%

.

.20.b
,

.20.0
. .

18. Would this child
have been bused
last year if he
had remained in a
public school?__

. d.

Yes 01110

No

NR

5

li

3

e.

25.0

66.0

'15.0

12

18

0

40.0

60.0

0.0

17

30

3

34.0
,

60.0

6.0

13

26

03.3

66.7
.

4

19

.

-.7

17.4

82.6

17

11'

60.7

39.3

,

34

56

37.8
.

62.2 4

e

600

40.0

a ,

19. What is the one
--.'most important

reason why you .

Aectnd to tend
this child to a

, non-public /I 1

school?

.

,

,

.

, .

Bus ride
.

Desegrega-'
tion

'
Quality cif

education

.Self-interest

Religion
,

Education
problems

/-'

Other

2

1

1

.

7

4

0

10

5.0

25.0

5.0

35.0

20.0

0.0

5

3

12

3

4

2

L
.

16.7

10.0

40.0

10.0

13.3

6.7

3.3

7

4

17

4

11

6

1

14.0

8.0

34.0
,

8.0

22.0

12.0

2.0

2

o

28

3

8 .

0,

-----4-

4.9

0.0
-,

.

68.3

7.3

19.5

0.0

0

22

1

0

0

_

0.0

0.0

95.7

*

4.3

0.0

0.0

9

4

8

1

3

3

1

32.1

14.3

,

28.6

3.6

10.7

10.7

11

4

58

5

11

3

,

12.0
.

4.3

63.0

5.4

12.0
.

3.3

6
.

0

3

0
0'

0

.

604
.

0.0-

30.0

0.0
.

0.0

.1

10.0

.

?O. Does he ride a bus
to school now? .

2 1
. .s.

,

.

Yes

No

,

7

13
.

35.0

65.0

.

16

14

53.3

46.7

23

27

-46.0

54.0

,

21

,

21

.

50.0

50.0

11

12

.

4748

52.2

1

12

, .

I

57.1

42.9

0

48

45

,

51.6

48.4

.

7

t 5

70.0

30.0
.

,

ickel
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21.. ,If your child had Yes

remained in the.:
ipublic school system po
he/she wOuld be 1.

attending classes Unsure
children of

i°11
ifferent.race. NR

as this situation
a factor in your
dectsion to.enroll .

you child tn2a non-

ic schoolq

'1A

3

')B.

15.0 ' 2 .6.7

17 85.0 2,6 86.7

0 0.0 1 3.3

0- 0.0 : 1 3.3

1C 2A 12B

f % f % f

5 '10.0 1 2.4 0 0.0

43 1.0 41 .97.6 23 100.0

1 ar.q

2.0

*IP- ----;---4-
..

.,

22., How would you rate Rater' 13 65.0 24 804 p 37 274.a 33'
_

f the education pro-
'
vided bx the public Somewhat . ,4 20:0' 4 13.3 8 16.0 5. 11.9 1 .

.%4chbols as compared better

lb that provided /
by the non-public'. Same 1 5.0 2 6.7 3 6.0 4 9.5_ 1.,

school? .

,

Somewhat ° 0 Dj.0 . 0
,

L

Would you rate the worse . ! .

2 non-public schqo1s
. ,-

as being:
,r

Worse v
L. '0:0' il 18.2 1

N,

NW'
.

2 (1.0.0 0.0 4.0
.- .

12C

17..9

23 8?.1

e'

2D I2E

f % .f

6 ',6.5 3 30.0.

87 93.5

78.6 16 72:7 14 .50.0 68 68.5 1 1 .100,

'4.5 5 179 '11 12,0 4 40.0

4.51,5 17.9 10 10.9 4 40.0

0.0 . 3 10.7 3 3.3; 1 10.0,

1.6 5. 5.4

Ii

A

0.-0



24. What is your
occupation?.

(Male)

?4.#'(cont'd) What is
occupation of
yourshusband/
wife?

(Female)

(4 I

lA 18

f % f % f %

Unskilled 5 26.i 4 13.8 9 18.8

Skilled 5 26.3 13 44.8 18 37.5

Clerical

Professional 8 42.1 11. 37.9 19 39.6

Unemployed, 0 0.0 1 3.4 -1 2.1

retired,

housewife

Other 1

MR

Unskilled 3

,Skilled

,Clerical

3

- Professional. 3

Plemployed, ' 6

retired
i housewife

10ther

10

0.0 1 2.1

15.0 3 10.0

15.0 3 10.0

15.0 2 64.7

15.0 3 10.0

30.0 18 60.0

.1.

10.0 , 1 3.3

4.

2A

f %

0 0.0

22 55.0

2 5.0

14 35.0

1 2.5

2C 20

%. f % f

0 0.0

0 0.0

1 4.3

21 91.

1

1 4.3

4

4 14..8 4 .4.4

17 63.0 39 43.3

0 0.0 3 3%3

4 , 14.8 139 43.3,

0 0,0 2 2.2

2E

OS

f

0 0.0 1 0 0.0 2 7.4 2

1'4 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1

- 4

0 0.0

7 70.0

0 0.0

1 MO
0.0

2.2 2 20.0

1.1 0, 0.0

6. 12.0 2 4.9 0 , 0.0 3 10.7' 5 5.4 1 10.0

6 12.0 4 9.8 1 4.3 0 0.0 5 5.5 0 0.0
,7

5 10.0 ; 3 7.3 0 0.0 6 21.4 9 9.8 1 10.0

6 12.0 ! 6 11.6 6 26.1 61 140,3 ,16 17,4 2 20.o,
I N

24 48.0 426 63.4 15 65.2 13 46.4 54 58.7 6 60.0

6.0 0 0.0 I 1.3 2 .7.1 3 3.3 0 . 6.0

219



2,3. What is the last
grade you
completed?

(Male)

23. (cont'd) And the
last grade your
husband/wife
tompleted?

(Female)

f

8th or less 1

NS imcompl 1 1

HS. complete I 5

Trade, Tech
or Busines

College, in-
- complete

'

College: com- 3
plete

5.3

5.3

26.3

0.0

42.1

15.8

ISotme Grad. . 1 5.3

1 8th or less 0

HS imcomp) 3
1

HS complete 9

Trade, Tech
or Business

0.0

15.0

45.0

5.0

' 5 25.0
complete

College, tom- '1

pletb
,

Some Grad. 1 5.0

113

f

2 6.9

6 20.7

5 17.2

3.4

6 20.7

3 10.3

3 6.3

7 14.6

10 20.8

1 2.1

14 .29.2

6 12.5

*213

f %

0 0.0' 0 0.0

3 7.3 0 G.,

13 31.7 0 0.0

1 2.4 0 0.0

1'2c\

26.8

6, 14..6

20.7 7 14.6 7 1.7.1

2 6.7

8 26.7

9 30.0

3.3

13.3

13.3

6.7

'2 4.0

11 L2.0

18 '436.0

2- 4.0

9 18.0

5' 10.0

3 6.0

3 13.0

1*

11 47,8

f' %

1 3 .6

3 10.7

19 67.9

.0 '1

1 3.6

3 10.7

39.1' 3.6

I

0 0.0 0 0.0

,

4 9.8 I Oe 0.0
I

15 36.6 1 4.3

0 0.9 R., 0,0

11 26.8 11 47.8

7 17.1

4 9.8

8 34.8

2

3

15

1

2

3 *132(; 1

7.1 ,

4

2E

-

32 34.8

1 1.1

15 16.3

20 21.7

17 18.5

10.7

53.6 31

3.6 1

14.3 26

7.1 17

3.6 8

2.2

7.6

33.7

1.1

28.3

18.5

8 80.0

0 0.0

*

0 0.0

1 10.0

0 0.0

10.0

2 20.0

4 40.0

' 0

I 2 2 1



9rLa. What is your
family's religion?

v

?6 For statistical
purposes,only,
we need:to know
your total family
'incre before

J,
taxes for 1976.

.1A 1B

f

'Protestant 4 20.0

Catholic 16 80.0

.Jewish

'Other 0 0.0

None

4

Under $7,000 1 . 5.0

,$7,000-9,999 0 0.0

$10,000- 2 10.0

$14,999

$15,000- 5 25.0

$19,999

$20,000- 5 25.0
$24,999

$25,000-, I .0

$34,999

$35,0002 0 0.0.

150,000

$50,000

and above
0 0.0

127

2

0

1

6

5

?

1

?

IC

f

2A

f

-12B

f

90.0 31 62.0 8 19.0 '15

'q.7 18 36.0 31 73.8 2

1 2.4 3

3.3 1 2.0 2 4.8. 1

,0 0.0 oi

0.0 1 2,0 1 2.9 0

3.3 1
,

2.0 1 2.9 1

20.0 8 16.0, 12 35.3- 0

16.7 10 20.0 5 14.7 1

20.0 11 22.0 5 14.7 1

6.7 3 6.0 6 17.6 5

3.3 1 2.0 1 2.9 1

*

6.7 4.0 3 B,R

%

65.2

8.7

13,0

4.3

8.7

0.6

6.3

,OA

6.3

6.3

31,3

6.3

43.8

f

'2

%

25 89.3 48 1.6

2 7.1 35 37..6

0 0.0 4 4.3

0 0.0 3 3.2

1 3.6 3 i.2

0 0.0 1 1.3

2 7.4 4 '5.2

3 11.1 15 19.5

10 37.0 16 20,R

8 29.6 14 18.2

1 3.7 12 15.6,

1 3.7 3 3.9

? 7.4 12 15.6

2E

f %

9 90.0

0 0.0

0 0.0

0 0.0

0 0.0

0 0.6

20.0.

5 .50.0

0 0,0

1 10.0



27. Sex of respondent.. .Male 2

28. Age of revondent.

?4

Female 18

25 - 30 3

31-- 40, 13

41 - 50 1

Over 50 .7

NR 1

'1C

10.0 2 6.7 4 '8.0

90'.0 28 93.3 46 92.0

.15.0 2 6.7 5 10.0

65.0 19. 63.3 32 .64.0

5.0* 6 20.0 .7 14.0

10.0 3 104,0 5 10.0.

5.4 0 0.0 1 2.0

I

2A

4 9.5

'38 90.5

N, .7.1

29 69.0

4 9.5

6 14.3

2B /2C :2D.

f %

'1 13.0 6 23.1 13 14.3 i 11.1

20 87.0 20 76.9. 7.,8 85.7 8 88.9
N,

0 0.13 4 14.3 7e4 75 2 20.0

6 39.1 17
6

60.7 .55. .59.1 4 40,0

13 56.5 4 14.3 121' 22,6 3 .30.0

1 4.1 3 10.7 10 10,8 1 10.0

I.

4.,

ot"


