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ABSTRACT

Incrementalism, Majoritarianism, and the Failures of School Desegregation

Jennifer L. Hochschild
Princeton University
.October 1982

Conventional wisdom, policy analysis, and democratic theory all argue
that incremental changes through democratic procedures are the best way to
achieve complex and controversial policy changes. In the case of school
desegregation, however, evidence shows that the opposite is true: parti-
cipatory and partial efforts yield less desirable outcomes for both
minorities and whites than either authoritative and sweeping changes or no
mandatory desegregation at all. ~—

I support this contention by 1) identifying ten desegregation goals,
2) examining temporal, spatial, organizational, and analytic incremental
rules and their effects on desegregation goals, and 3) examining rules for
citizen participation and democratic control and their effects on desegrega-
tion goals. The evidence shows that for each rule, minorities (and sometimes
Anglos) are at least relatively and sometimes absolutely worse off than if
either a total effort or no effort at all had been made to impose racial
balance.

Finally, I examine three policy options: to continuc muddling along,
to stop imposing desegregation against majority desires, and to proceed full
speed ahead to full and complete desegregation. I conclude that if we lack
the political and moral will to do it right, we are better off to seek
alternative solutions for granting minority rights and satisfying citizen
preferences. -




I. GOOD PROCEDURES VERSUS GOOD OUTCOMES* A

The hoary old debates over majoritarian versus elitist methods of policy‘making
and incremental versus synoptic policies take odd twists when one considers school
deéegregation in the United States. To be aphoristic, cautious and participatory
desegregation efforts yield less desirable outcomes for both minorities and Anglos
than either sweeping, authoritative desegregation policies or no imposed effort at
all.

This assertion contradicts conventional wisdom several ways. Leftists and demo-
cratic theorists see citizen participation as necessary for good policy-making.
Policy analysts often see small careful step as essential to effective programs. And
“ it seems self-evident that partial success is preferable to none. But in this case,
pa?ticipation and caution often fail, whereas autocracy and leaps of faith sometimes
succeed; if we cannot have the latter, we may be better off without the former.

Let us examine each piece of this conundrum. First, consider the érgument for
taking political action in incremental steps, with everyone affected influencing the
process. Incrementalists argue that although any new policy risks failure and
displeases some people, incremental moves avoid disasters and gross offenses. Taking
small steps also permits experimentation, feedback, and adjustﬁent == all without
policy-makers having to agree on exactly where they want to go (Braybrooke and
Liﬁdblom, 19633Lindblom, 1959). Policy analysts argue that programs are enacted only
if everyone concerned helps to define them and reaps some reward; enacted programé
are carried out properly only if implementors share program goals and helped to shape
program means (e.g., Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 111=114).

* I would like to thank Robert Bradley, David Braybrooke, C. Anthony Broh, Daniel
Monti, Richard Nathan, Paul Peterson, Christine Rossell, Clarence Stone and Stephen

Wasby for their extremely helpful comments, all of which I considered carefully even
if I eventually ignored them. Suzanne Cox was, as always, invaluable.
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Philosophers agree with strategists. Whatever else it entails, democracy surely
calls for citizens to design and control che institutions by which they live. Thus
citizens, especially those most affected by an issue, should join in formuiating the
problem, choosing among alternatives, implementing, and policing the new program.
Democracies set up lovingly detailed procedures to promote and channel citizen
participation; some theorists even define democracy as extensive pluralism and fair
procedures (e.g., Dahl, 1977: 10-13). Since citizens can control the directionrand
magnitude of small steps better than large 1ea§s, the former accord more with proce-:
dural democracy ﬁhan the latter.

ﬁowever, elitist and synoptic arguments algo have adherents: policy efforts
succeed only if they entail substantial, even sweeping initiatives designed and
executed by experts or ztrong leaders. Significantly to affect a serious problem, a
polity must attack root as well as branch, and (to continue the metaphpr) dig a large
enough hole to encircle and hack out related problems (Moynihan, 1972). For such
attacks to be possible and well-directed, we need charismatic leaders or experts --
or both -- to lead them.

Here too, philosophers concur with strategists. Whatever else it entails, a
liberal democracy (as ours purports to be) must ensure citizens' freedom and
equality. Ignoring the libraries devoted to defining those terms, I shall merely
point out here that, however defined, these values require laws and institutions to
create structures and opportunities for exercising one[é freedom and equality. 1In
classic liberal theory, people join a polity because it ﬁromises them more equality
and freedom of ac;ion than théy would have without it. Thus a liberal democracy must
make good on a set of substantive promises to its citizens. Because the promises are
large and fér-reaching, the laws and institutions needed to fulfill them must also be

large and far-reaching -- i.e., synoptic -- and may require expertise, s.rong leader-
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;hip, OoTr even co2rcion in order to work properly.

Thus we have two loosely bound sets of arguments about policy- making and magni-
tude. Theoretically, majority rule and incrementalism need not always conflict with
absolutism and synoptic. policies, but often they do -- as in school desegregation.
If most citizens use legitimate participatory procedures to endorse only small
changes, and thereby constrain the substantive rights of others (as the latter but
not the former define these rights), then liberal democracy faces a big dilemma.
Most whites and many blacks believe that desegregation poiicies should destroy overt
barriers to minorities' freedom of choice and equality of opportunity, but should go
no further. Through various democratic procedures =-- Congresgsional legislation,
state referenda, school board and mayoral elections, public opinion,;
demonstrations, withdrawal of children from public schools =- whites and some blacks
nave shown the limits of the changes in race policy that they endorse. But some
citizens, ranging from Supreme Court justices to local judges, civil rights acti-
vists, and pareats, define racial freedom and equality more broadly, and insist that
schools must actually =~ not merely potentially -- be desegregated for democracy to
fulfill its promises. They seek major change, imposed from above if necessary.

Thus school desegregation presents a conflict between procedural democracy, which
in this case endorses a few small moves, and substantive rights, which in this case
requires autocratic imposition. In policy terms, popular support for iacremental
improvements in race relations confronts elitist methods for synoptic racial rastruc-
turing; Democratic procedures conflict with liberal outcomes -- truly an American
dilemma.

But even this dilemma does not reach the heart of the matter. Proponents of
sweeping change generally concede that a little movement is better than ncme, if

those are the only choices. But a review of'fhirty years of desegregation suggests

1 see Appendix A
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that this bit of common sznse i~ mistaken -- that incremental changes through demo-
cratic processes ar2 worse than no changes at ail. A little bit of.désegregation
leads to less freedom and equality for minorities than none. Conversely, opponents
of sweeping change generally claim that a little movement is better than a lot, if

those are the only choices. But a review of thirty years of desegregation suggests

M

that this bit of common sense 1is also mistaken -- that sweeping changes through auto-
cratic processes are better than slight, participatory moves. A lot of desegregation
- leads to less pain and disruption for resistant Anglos than a little bit.,

Thus I make three assertions for the case of school 'esegregation: good demo-
cratic procedures lead to undesirable substantive outcomes; slight changes are worse
than no change for minorities; and slight changes are worse than great change for
resistant whites. If these assertions are true, and if we lack the political and
moral will to fulfill liberalism's promises through school desegregatién, e may be
better off to abandon the effort and to seek some other means for granting racial
freedom and equality. In conventional wisdom, half a loaf is better ghan none; in
school desegregation, that appears to be unsound advice.2

Sections II and III show the grounds for these claims. Section II examines incre-
mental policies to desegregate and their consequences; Section III does the same with

democratic processes. Section IV addresses the implications of these findings.

II. INCREMENTAL POLICIES AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES

After defining "good outcomes" for school desegregation, Section II gives incre-
mental rules for achieving those outcomes. It examines the results of following each
rule, and conclqdes that -- in general and wit@ all the proper caveats —— the more
drastic the éction, the better the outcomes. In some cases, furthermore, no action

is preferable to a little.

2 . . . . .

< I am not now prepared to argue that this claim is true for all policy issues. Tt
appears to be the case for tax policy (Witte, 1982; Hansen, 1983). It may not be
true for welfare policy (Nathan, 1977).
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Goals of Desegregation

|
Desegregation goals abound, from the minimalist -- "end de jure segregation" -- to
|
the maximalist -- '""equalize race, class, and power relations in the United States." ‘
But a reasonable middle ground is Broh and Hawlef?s (n.d.: 2,4) seven reasons to
support desegregation:
l. To end racial isolation within districts, schools, classrooms, and work

- groups;

2. To provide equal access to educational resources, positive teacher and admin-
istrative behavior, and due process;

-

3. To enhance minority self-esteem and self-confidence;
4. To improve academic achievement;

5. To improve race relations at the student-student, ... educator-student, and
parent-parent levels; )

5. To enhance the opportunities of students from low income backgrounds for
improved economic and social status; and

7. To develop a society which provides an atmosphere of positive human relations
and peaceful social change.
They also suggest three '"negative goals'" to indicate that on some dimensions even
maintaining the status quo is praiseworthy, since many people expect some facets of a
school system to deteriorate as a consequence of desegregation:

8. To ... maintain citizen and parent support for desegregation ...;
9. To avoid white flight to private schools or less desegregated schools; and

10. To minimize disorder in schools and the community.
These ten goals comprise a laundry list, not a coherent theory; they are intended,

and I will use them, simply as benchmarks for deciding whether desegregation "works"
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Temporal Incrementalism

The first two rules for incremental policies are temporal. First, such a drastic
step as desegregation should be taken slowly, in several stages, with long lead
times. This rule is justified by arguments ranging from the time schools need to buy
buses (Hughes et al., 1980: 112) to the time parents need to absorb such new norms
for their children's education. Wilkinson (1979: 75), for example, argues that the
ambiguities of Brown II (1955) were necessary

to outwit subtly the black belt and its allies. '"All deliberate speed" in
the hands of southern federal judges meant that tokenism, in one form or
another, would provide the alternative to massive resistance for a few
years to come. That, the [Supreme] Court sensed, was the safest way to
breach the principle. Over time it turned the diehard into an .empty and
ludicrous posturer, not just in the eyes of his less crazed fellow
Southerner but in the eyes of the nation on whom the Court would have to
depend for southern compliance.
Northern cases involve perhaps fewer diehard crazies, but just as many opponents of
mandatory student movement. Therefore both organizational constraints and political
calculation argue for moving slowly and one step at a time.

However, research shows that such caution is unnecessary and possibly counterpro-
ductive. On the one hand, when forced, school districts can change with astounding
speed and success. Kansas City, Missouri schools began to prepare for desegregating
54,000 students in 88 schools only two months before school opened. With a faw
exceptions, the district closed four schools, changed grade levels in thirty, and
reassigned several thousand students "remarkably well" -- perhaps '"better than
anywhere else in the nation" according to Gordon Foster (Hirsch, 1982: 77) The
Milwaukee school system restructured its educational offerings and desegregated 67

schools (one-third of its system, and 126% of its court-ordered requirement) in two

summer months (Bennett, 1979). Apparently, once desegregation appears inevitable,

oo

3 Since researchers focus on, and desegregatioa strategies are aimed at, particular
goals, I cannot systematically examine the effects on ach goal of each incremen-
talist or democratic rule. ‘

-
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"actions [to desegregate] which would have been rejected as too Lanovative or too
radical become simply nece#sary solutions to a problem which muét be solved" (Kirby,
et al, 1973: 136).

On the other hand, long lead times and phasing in desegregation over several years
increases white flight (Rossell, 1978a; Armor, 1980: 195; Morgan and England, 1982:
15) since "phasedsén>§iéns usually publicize the ... next stages, alerting parents to
their child's impending reassignment. Parents thus have more time to locate alterna-
tive schooling, housing, or jobs outside of the desegregating'school district"
(Rossell, 1982a: 35). Simila;ly, slow change permits white opposition to organize
and solidify into'protests (Clark, 1969: xxxi,xxxiii), electoral rejection of pro-
desegregation school boards (Rubip, 1972), or simply diffuse media- enhanced anxiety
and defensiveness (Stinchcombe and Ga:r:h, 1980: 181). Furthermore, attitudes toward
busing are partly contextual; that is, "interaction over this highly politicized
issue induces some movement +++ toward the position shared by the bulk of the people
in a person's social enviromment.'" Thus the longer people remain among neighbors
and opinion-leaders denouncing busing, the more they will agree; those who seek to
"maximiz{e] compliance will do well t: ... inhibit the appearance of seemingly"
unified ... opposition"4 (Weatherford, 1980: 758, 764). Resistance is not only
inherently important, but it also increases white flight (Rossell, 1978a; Morgan and
Engl;nd, 1982), thus defeating several desegregation goals at once.

Finally there is the moral argument against delay: "It should go without saying

that the vitality of these constitutional principles c¢xzaiiot be allowed to yield

simply because of disagreement with them," wrote Chief Justice Warren in Brown II

(1955: 300). If desegregation is just, why postpone it and deny still more children

its benefits and their rights? Theoretically, slow change could benefit all, but for

/ .
* The converse, of course, would hold for busing support; the longer pro-busers have

to organize and influence their neighbors, the greater the community support for
mandatory desegregation. But rabid proponents of busing are few and far between in
white neighborhoods. - .

i .1€]
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once evidence supports ethics; absent peculiar circumsgances, a desegregation plan
should neither be phased in nor have a long lead time.

The second temporal incremental argument addresses the age of children and the
number of school grades affected, not the timing of implementation. Few plans affect
all grades; most exempt kinderg;rten and many exempt primary schools from mandatory
transfers. For example, following the Supreme Court's finding in Swann (1973: 30)
that "it hardly needs stating that the limits on time of travel will vary with many

' the court in

factors, but probably with none more than the age of the students,'
Dallas, Texas exempted kindergarten through Ehird grade from its desegregation order.
It ruled "sound in terms of age,.health, and safety of children in grades K-3" the

school superintendent's contention that '"the children had not matured sufficiently to

cope with the problems of safety and.fatigue associated with significant transporta=

tion" (Tasby v. Estes, 1976). Furthermore, courts occasionally (as in Los Angeles

and Dayton, Ohio) exempt high schools at least temporarily, on the grounds that it is
educationally and psychologically disruptive to insist upon change among students so
near the end of their public schooling.

However, here too slight movements cause problems that greater change could avoid.
If studenté are transferred for only a few years, it is relatively easy for them to
avoid desegfegation By attending a ﬁrivate school during those years. In Louisville,
for example, white enrollment appears to decline for those few years in which whites
are reassigined and then to return almost to previous levels for years when whites are
not reassigned. If, however, white student movement is mandated for many years,
transfers to private schools or moves out of the city require a much larger iavest-
ment of money and effort, and therefore fewer whites avoid the public gchools.
Furthermore, students who are transferred for only a few years have no incentive to
develop loyalty to their new and temporary school, and parents-and teachers similarly

have less incentive for new commitments. If, however, a child's entire school career
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will be in a desagregated setting, everyone's motivation to make it work is likely to
be much greater.

This argument can be carried one step further to address the more clearly temporal
issue of how aong children should wait before being desegregated. '"If there is one
thing about desegregation that can be said with certainty, it is that the younger the
student is when first desegregated, the better the outcome” (Hawley, 198L: 299). In
terms of race relations, '"the earlier a child is brought into contact with children
of other races, the better" (McConahay, 19¢l: 43 and cites therein). In terms of
academic achievement, 'the positive effects of desegregatio= are almost completely
restricted to the early primary grades -T desegregation is successful as an early
childhood intervention" (Crain and Mahard, 1981: 76; see also St. John, 1981: 87).
Conversely, "it is reasonable [and supported by case study and white flight evideace]
to expect desegregation to pose greatest problems at the junior high level" (Hawley,
1981: 299) -- precisely when Tasby among many other plans mandated student movement.
If only a few grades are affected, they are almost always in the middle and high
school years -- the time that all the evidence agrees is the worst possibie. More
change is better than less, both absolutely and because of the grade levels that are
likely to be excluded when only incremental changes are imposed.

The problem with .desegregating the youngest students is that it violates another
goal -— minimizing white avoidance. "Greater white flight [is] produced by .clemen-
tary than by secondary school desegregation reassignments" (Rossell and Hawley, 1981:
170 and cites therein; Morgan and England, 1982: 14). Thus the grade.level of
desegregation illustrates on a rather mundane level the conflict between democratic
procedures and incremental change on the one hand, and synoptic substantive outcomes
on the other. The less drastic moves that white parents prerfer (i.e., oppose least)
are precisely those that are least successful and even counterproductive substan-

tively. The bold §tep of moving all students, especially the youngest, has better

-
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consequences for minoriti2s and sometimes whitess than the cautious step of moving

only a few, generally during junior high school years. Brief, temporary {(more

.popular) changes cause harm that long-term, permanant (less popular) changes can

avoid.

Spatial Incrementalism

5

)

The next seﬁAbf incremental rules for good policy are spatial. The first calls
for reassigning students in only part of a school district and/or in geographically
contiguouslareas.5 As one handbouk for desegregation avers, ''The most desirable
assignment patterns ... kXeep distances that must be traveled to and from school to a
miaimum; the least desirable require extensive travel in either time or distance"
(Hughes et al, 19é2: 53).% The tactical reason for this rule is that the fewer
changes the school district must make, the more it can concentrate on them and the
fewer resources it must draw from other ("truly educational") purposes. Politically,
the fewer people disrupted and the less they are disrupted, the greater the community

acceptance. The district can even approximate, if not fully realize, neighborhood

Constitutionally, of course, if a plaintiff can prove that part of a school system
is segregated, the burdan of proof is on school officials to show that the whole
system should not be desegregated ( Keyes, 1973; Dayton, 1979; Columbus, 1979).
Thus the issue of only part of a district being desegregated is relevant only in
plans that are not court-ordered, or in which a court permits partial remediation.

One might say that the most desirable assignment pattern is the most incremental --
a voluntary plan in which only those who want to desegregate do so (perhaps with
school system incentives). But voluntary plans have two problems. Firts, they do
not work: they reduce racial isolation minimally if at all in districts with 30%
or more minorities (Rossell, 1979). ‘Second, to the degree that they do work, they
are inequitable and possibly harmful to minorities. They place the full burden of
movement on blacks, and they generate a small number of "outsiders' who "invade" a
neighborhood school that was content with the status quo ahte and that is dominated
by white staff and students. That is hardly a formula for good race relations or
high minority self-esteem. They also can be very expensive, s Los Angeles' Permit
with Transportation (PWT) program shows. :

Finally, either through self-selection or receiving school selection, voluntary
plans cream the best and most motivated minority students, which may benefit those
students but hurts the already fragile community of the inner city schools left

behind. Voluntarism has obvious attractions, but only for whites and a very few
minorities.

(U 13
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;chools by busing students short distances to a contigqous school with students of a
diffurent race.

ﬁowever, as early as 1966, Stout and Inger found that northern desegregation went
better when all schools, rather than only a few, in a community were involved. The
scénty research since then indirectly suggests that what was true for mostly- whi:e
suburbs also holds for mostly-black cities. There are several arguments. First, one
of the best ways to improve students' achievement is to mix them with higher status
(and generally higher-achieving) peers (Coleman et al., 1966; Bridge et al., 1979).7
However, contiguous neighborhoods often have residents of similar socloeconomic
status, so minimizing distances for student movement is likely to mingle poor (and
less successful) blacks and whites in some schools, and wealthier (and higher
achieving) blacks and whites in others. Similarly, schools in poor neighbbrhoods are
likely tb have fewer resources and newer teachers; combining or trading among two
such schools does little to improve educational facilities. Thus improved educa-
tional quality and student achievement -- deeply important goals to parents of deseg-
regated children -— more likely will occur if low status students are mingled with
high status students, who usually live farther away than the next block (Taylor,
1981: 26; Orfield, 1978: 143- 148).8

One can argue that minimizing busing distances is actually harmful, not only not
helpful. Chances ar; that contiguous low status schools with different races are
rivalrous to the point of hostility. Students in these schools may find it hard to

drop their defenses and embracgﬂthéir erstwhile enemies. In a classic of understate-

ment, Ray Rist (1980:. 127) points out that '"the Boston desegregation effort should

7 This finding has its skeptics, however; see Wolf, 1976: 107 and cites therein.

8 This discussion assumes that partial desegregation affects poor rather than wealthy
students. Conceivably, only middle and upper class schools would:.be desegregated,
thus avoiding the problems of mixing low SES students in poorly-equipped schools.
Surely, however, if only some students are affected they will not be the children
of the rich.




be iastructive in this regard." (See also Rossell, 1977: 267, aote 5).

Furthermore, parents now perceive that their children have no better facilities, are
not leérning more, are now classmates of their economic and social rivals, and (for
whicas) are in a school that is now "blacker' and therefore losing status. One
response, given the economic means;'is to move or to find a private school —-- thus
destgbilizing the neighborhood and the school. Everyome agrees that stability of
desegregated schools and neighborhoods is immensely desirable, but desegregating
contiguous neighborhoods or only some schools is deeply destabilizing (Rist, 1980:
127)-9 1f, however, all schools were racially and economically similar, parents who
remain in the public system could not gravitate toward the whitest (and presumably
best) school ("School Segregation,' 1980: 236). Indeed, "if a plan reaches all
groups in the community, ... the success of the local school system requires the
success of desegregation -- and all groups will have an interest in that outcome"
(orfield, 1981: 32).

Some research directly supports this line of reasoning. Parents do indeed see
higher SES schools‘as better (Giles et al., 1975) and do expect,'correctly, that
black schools will be ailowed to deteriorate (Campbell and Meranto, 1975). Excluding
only a few schools in Charlotte-Mecklenberg (Lord, 1975, 1977), and "uneven desegre-

gation" within Georgia districts (Clotfelter 198l: 8) produced residential insta-

“

bility, whereas equalizing school racial compositions across the district aided

Pl

enrollment stability in Florida (Giles et al, 1976). Thus the slight direct evidence

9 This line of reasoning can go one step further. Poor contiguous neighborhoods, one
with a predominantly black school and the other a mainly white school, are probably
on the boundary of an expanding ghetto. The white neighborhood is thus already
seriously unstable, in the sense that at some point whites will try to move before
their property values evaporate. (Whether or not such diminished valuation
"really" occurs is beside the point, since enough people assuming that it will
occur and therefore selling their home in a panic make it happen.) Potential
buyers judge a neighborhood partly by its schools. If the school is "more black"
than the neighborhood, whites will not move in and blacks will. Thus contiguous
pairing of schools speeds up the ghettoization of transitional neighborhoods (See
e.g., Orfield, 198la: 202-208; Theodorson, 1982: Section IIA).
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supports the rich indiract evidence that épatial incremental wisdom has deleterious
effects for both blacks and thtes.

Finally, equity requires including all students. Much white resistance derives
from the (accurate) perception that the wealthy and powerful -- who often design'and
implement a desegregation plan -- are untouched by it:

The ... problem ... is not that Whites are forced to ... integrate their
schools but that certain White people have to pay the costs of abolishing
the ghetto, by having their children mixed into the ghetto. To minimize
costs of transportation ... the people who are supposed to pay this cost
are those who live near the ghetto ... White[s perceive] ... that they ...
pay a new cost of increased risks of crime and lowered educational quality
in order to solve a social problem that is not their fault ... GEven if it
is in the public interest, the costs of doing something about the ghetto
fall very unevenly among White people (Stinchcombe and Taylor, 1980: 175.
Italics in original).

The charge of unfairness is not only politically potent but ethically unanswerable
(so long as we compare among whites only). Why exempt the powerful rich from a
burden (as whites perceive it) that they impose on the éowerless poor? This is not
to say that whites need not desegregate with blacks; it is to say that if the
worst-off should do so, all the more reason for the best-off to do likewise.

This whole discussion o spatial incrementalism within a district has been shad-
owed by the more profound issue of metropolitan desegregation -- reassigniqg students
across school district boundaries so as to incorporate suburbs and city in one educa-
tional arena. All of the arguments for and against full within-district reassignment

10

recur, mutatis mutandis, for metropolitan plans. The logistical problems of deseg-

regating a large area -- with perhaps several dozen school districts and as many
standard operating procedures -- are formidable. So are the political problems,

given suburban outrage, Congressional fulminations, and resistance from now-redundant

4

10 rhis discussion ignores the constitutional barriers to metropolitan desegregation.

Milliken I (1974) made it legally difficult to impose a cross-district .plan, but
not impossible; courts in Indianapolis, Indiana and Wilmington, Delaware have
found grounds for doing so. My analysis suggests that it is worth strenuous
efforts to win metropolitan-wide court orders in other SMSAs. Furthermore, as
Pettigrew (1978, 1981) points out, states and localities can themselves create a
wide variety of metropolitan plans.
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school administrators and boards. Métropolitan desegregation adds a new p;oblem:
the daunting prospect of '"one mammoth school aistrict covering the entire 3MSA amd
more," with attendant "massive ... busing" and "unsurp[ation] of all local educa-
tional authority" (Pettigrew, 1981l: 174).

But the arguments for metropolitan desegregation are even more powerful. Primary
is Judge Roth's question during Detroit's trial: '"How do you desegregate a black
city, or a black school system?" (Miliken I, 1974: 728, n. 8). We increasingly
facé minoritf centfal cities surrounded by Anglo suburbsll we must also face the fact
that simple arithmatic requires us to involve metropolitan regions if we wish to end
racial isolation.

Consider also other desegregation goals. First, achievement: if low status chil-
dren achieve more when mixed with high status children (and the latter do not achieve
less; see section IV), then mingling inner city and surburban students should, in
general, improve the performance of the.former without harming the latter.

Similarly, giving poor minorities access to the better facilities and stronger staffs
of wealthier surburban séhools should enhance the quality of their education.
Metropolitan plans do in fact "show the strongest [achievement] effect of any type
of desegregation," followed by countywide school systems (a form of metropolitan
desegregation), central city plans, and finally suburb-only plans (Crain and Mahard,
1981: 72-74; see also Pettigrew, 198l: 170; Green, 1982).

Second, residential and enrollment stability: the arguments for intra-district
desegregation apply here also. Furthermore, to the'degree that "implementation ...
in a central city ith a high minority enrollment and surrounding white suburbs not
included in the plan produces an accelerated white withdrawal from public schools"

(orfield, 198la: 213; emphasis added), the solution is more change, not less.

' "County-wide school districts have half the white enrollment decline of city school

11 Just one datum: only five of our twenty largest cities have public schools with

an Anglo majority (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1979: 15).
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districts" (Rossell, 198lb: 170; Farley et al., 1979; Armor, 1980; Raffel, 1980:
175-188). The least avoidance occurs in "urban school districts with full metropol-
itan desegregation plans, plans which put all children in predominantly whitz schools
and leave no readily accessible all-white school districts to which to flee"
(Orfield, 198la: 213). 1In Florida, in fact, with full countywide desegregation,
white enrollment in public schools is increasing (Armor, 1980: 20l; see aléd'Morgan
and England, 1982: 20; Orfield, 1978: 411-413). |

There are several reasons why more change avoids problems created by less. Fifst,
"the larger the percent minority in the school district, the_éreater the white
enrollment decline"v(Morgan and England, 1982: 20; Arﬁor, 1980: 199-201; Rossell,
198la: 32-34 and cites therein) but metropolitan plans can disperse minority (and
poor) students below the "ﬁipping point."12 Second, white flight seems to be unre-
lated to busing distances in countywide plans, even though it is related for central

city-only plans13 (Rossell, 1981b: 173 and cites therein; Giles and Gatlin, 1980:

743). Metropolitan plans, but not city-only plans, apparently can keep the propor=--

tion of black students low enough and the quality of education high enough to
outweigh whites' dislike of long bus rides.14
Third, the very enormity of a metropolitan plan may promote stability. A partial

or temporary change will not evoke commitment from reluctant participants. But a

metropolitan plan is such a massive undertaking that it is bound to seem permanent,

12 If it exists; see, for example, Rosgsell, 198la: 32-34,.

13 This finding may either decrease the force of the argument for widespread desegre-
gation within a district, or increase the force of the argument for desegregation
across districts. Which way one goes depends on whether one weights the prefer-

ences of whites or the outcomes for blacks more heavily.

L4 Perhaps some of these "self-interested" motives do not explain opposition to
tusing (as distinguished from behavioral avoidance); general conservatism and
racism may explain white disapproval more than the direct effect of desegregation
on participants. (See Sears et al., 1980: Sears et al., 1979; McConahay, 1982;
Gatlin et al., 1978). But whatever the reason, whites flee metropolitan plaas
less than intra-district ones.
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and thersfore may induce parents to dig in and try to make it work for their children
rather than to resist or undermine it. More mundanely, the costs of moviag far from
job and friends increase as desegregation reaches further. At some point, the costs
of exit exceed those of voice (Hirschman, 1970; Peterson, n.d.).

Finally, some evidence suggests that metropolitan plans enhance housing integra-
tion =-- surely the best way to desegregate schools. 'By the late 1970's, the cities

that had experienced metropolitan school desegregation were showing much more rapid

desegregation of housing than their counterpart cities that had not experienced

_metropolitan school desegregation' (Pearce, 1980: 26). There are two explanations

for this finding.  First, where schools are segregated, real estate agents steer
clients correspondingly, and buyers respond; where all schools are desegregated in a
region, there is less racial steering. Second, a metropolitan plan in thch inte-
grated néghborhoods are exempteq from busing sets ué a new incentive system: 'By ...
encouraging housing integration, the white families in such neighborhoods ... reac-
quire a neighborhood school. For blacks, ... a move out of the ghetto ... both
exempts minority children from busing, and by contributing to racial balance in théir
newvneighborhood (which will eventually exempt the white children living theres) makes
them welcome t:here"15 (Pearce 1980: 42; see also Orfield, 1981b; Rossell, 198la:
62-64).

Finally, there is equity. White city residents alrsady feel unfairly burdened:
"Now add the degree of percéived unfairness prévided when the suburban residents near
Boston and Los Angeles are 2xempt. Who caused the segregation? The suburbanites who

fled the city, whose legislators refused state funds to the city, whose zoning poii-

15 In Charlotte, NC, city and school authorities cooperate in locating scattered site

public housing in white neighborhoods (Pearce, 1980: 43; Orfield, 198lc: 34).

In Louisville, the Kentucky Human Rights Commission pub11c1zed school attendance
zones that families could move into to avoid busing, and white neighborhoods began
recruiting black families (Kentucky Human Rights Commission, 1977). Note,
hcwever, that we have much more evidence on the interaction between school and
housing segregation than school and housing desegregation (See Taeuber, 1982 and
cites therein). :

L1
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cies kept blacks out of their towns, who consume the city's jobs and culture and
widgets but not its public schools" (Liebman, 198l1: 257). A constant and potent
political attack against Edward Kennedy and Judge Garrity, among others, is that
their children are exempt from the plans they generate or support. Again, to inner
city blacks, who can charge whites as a whole with injustice, this lesser unfairness
is irrelevant. But it is unanswerable to whites who '"perceive school desegregation
as another example of exploitation of the poor and the powerless by wealthy liberal
suburbanites" (Rossell, 1977: 250; Cottle, 1976: 42-60).

Metropolitan desegregatidn even has surprising virtues that city-only plans may
lack. It may actuélly red;ce busing distances and costs, or at least make bus use
more efficient (Pettigrew, 1978: 109-137; Orfield, 1978: 128-150). It eould
increase parental choice among educational options (Pettigrew, 198l: 172; 1978:
72-75, 103-109). It could decrease the size of the school district (Pettigrew, 1978:
77).16 But let us stop here; my purpose is theoretical, not programmatic. This anal~-
ysis shows that policies with the furthest reach and greatest white opposition are
precisely those wth the best results for minorities and least disruptive consequences
for Anglos. That is, spatial incrementalism —-- desegregating only part of a
district, miniﬁizing busing distances, and halting at district boundaries -- gener-
ates the least initial resistance but the most neighborhood and school instability,
the greatest racial hostility, and the fewest achievement gains for minorities,
Incremental policies responding to majority preferences have at best mixed effects;

sweeping changes which ignore procedural democracy have good ones.

Organizational Incrementalism

- - o

16 por other discussions of metropolitan plans, see Orfield, 1978: 391-420; U.S.
Department of HEW, 1977; Glazer, 1975: 77-129; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
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Consider now organizational incrementalism: school systems should makes only a few

.

changes at a time, and see the effect of those before charging ahead with new ones.
It stretches 'resources, tempers, and abilities too far to disrupt all standard oper-
ating procedures at once; after all, the logistics and politics merely of reassigning
students are awesome. As one of the fathers of incrementalism puts it, "Informed and
thoughtful leaders and citizens ... believe that of any large sample of :ctempts at
social problem solving, a large number will always turn oﬁt to have missed the mark
or to have worsened the situation. They will prefer to see the political system act
on the elements one at a time. Not that errors will be avoided, but each element
will consequently receive greater attention and will be more carefully watched for
feedback and correction'" (Lindblom, 1979: 521).17

But. once again, a few small steps achieve fewer desegregation goals than many
larger ones, and generate problems of their own. At the systemwide level, specialty
schools improve educational quality and community acceptance (if the improvements are
actual and not merely rhetorical). Parental choice among types of schools diminishes

white flight, and parental choice combined with a mandatory back-up decreases racial

isolation (Rossell, 1979; Levine and Havighurst, 1977; Morgan and England, 1981).
But magnets have drawbacks. They siphon resources and commitment away from the rest
of the system and they skim the minority population -- thus leaving other schools
absolutely as well as relatively worse off. They also can be a political tool to
demonstrate to citizens, the court, and the federal govermment that the school system
is working hard to desegregate even if few real changes'are taking place (Metz, 1981;
Dorgan, 1980; Powers, 1979; Los Angeles School Mcnitoring Committee, 1979; Foster,

1973).

17 The guidelines for the Los Angeles school board in preparing for desegregation
" included the following observation: 'The success of the program ... will
contribute to the acceptance of the desegregation plan ... Plans should, there-
fore, be implemented initially on a small enough scale so that available resources
can be concentrated and observable benefits will occur" (Miller, 1977). ‘
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To obtain the virtues and avoid the drawbacks of magnet schools, more -— anot less
-= change is necessary. TIf the whole system is educationally reorganized, then
distinctiveness, choice, and improved quality can characterize all schools for all
students. Such was Milwaukee's strategy -- to embed desegregation in a radical revi-

sion of its entire educational offering (Barndt, et al., 198l; Bennett, 1979;

Thompson, 1979). Although blacks still bear exessive burdens, community support is

18

high and achievement scores are improving.
Courts in Boston, Detroit, and Los Angeles, among others, have ordered educational
improvements along with physical desegregatin, sometimes with mandatory state
financing and sometimes at the instigation of the school system itself. These
changes, whén implemented} have been welcomed and apparently effective. (See, e.g.,
Vergon, 198l1: 20-27). Thus partial reorganization both enhances and hinders deseg-
regation goals; drastic change sélves many of the problems and retains the virtues of
partial change. And for once, procedural democracy need not clash with desirable

outcomes. Everyone supports improving the‘qﬁality and variety of school offerings;

18 Although testimonials from school personnel should be taken with a grain of salt,

those that combine specificity with enthusiasm are encouraging. After showing
that both black and white students' achievement scores have risen, for example,
the assistant school superintendent of Hillsborough County, Florida, explained
that:

the implementation of our desegregation plan provided an opportunity to do
a number of things that we either did not have the courage to do

beforehand , or did not sufficiently feel a need of doing, or did not feel
it feasible to do. Some of these opportunities were:

1) Study and re-evaluate curriculum,

2) Re-study organizational patterns,

3) Institute special teacher training programs,

4) Implement- training programs for administrators and support personnel,
5) Re-study our assessment instruments, and

6) Study our total educational delivery system.

The opportunity to do the aforementioned things contributed to the academic
progress of our students in an integrated setting (U.S. Department of HEW,
1977: 124) ‘
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and whites ars more willing to accept the costs of desegregation19 if they can
perceive immediate educational ﬁenefits.zo

Within schools, the 1es§on is the same: more change is better than less. The
following organizational changes, especially in combination, enhance student race
relations and/or academic achievement:

1) generally equalizing power and status among minority and Anglo staff, and having
particular examples of minority superiors and Anglo subordinates (Cohen, 1980;
Mercer et al., 1980);

2) fully incorporating multiethnic programs into the curriculum, with explicit treat-
ment of facial issﬁés (Orfield, 1975: 328-332; Chesler et al., 1981; Forehand et
al., 1978: 89; Forehand and Ragosta, 1976: 38-42, 94-98);

3) fairly designing, clearly articulating, and consistently applying discipline codes
(Forehand et al., 1976: 200; Forehand and Ragosta, 1976: 53, 72);

4) providing extensive extracur;icular activities that draw equally on the talents

and interests of both races (Forehand and Ragosta, 1976: 29, 101-108; Schofield,

1981: 132-135; Crain, 1981);

equal footing (Forehand & Ragosta, 1976: ‘104; Mercer et al., 1980: 303);

19 The only big fly in the ointment here is financing; really effective large-scale

restructuring is expensive. But this problem simply illustrates the main point of

this paper -- only if we have the political will to do it right can desegregation

be truly successful.
20 It may be that organizational change must go even further, that desegregation will
never succeed without radically restructuring the educational system to disrupt
existing hierarchies of authority and socioceconomic class within the schools. 1In
this view, any change that focuses only on improving individuals or marginally
changing current school practices is doomed to fail (Monti, 1982). The argument
is intriguing and theoretically powerful, but we have no evidence to support it
other than evidence that many partial reforms have not succeeded -- findings which

|
|
|
5) changing symbols and customs of the school to put "new" and "old" students on an
|
|
\
\
|
|
can be explained by less drastic theories.
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6) reorganizing .classroom aétivities to maximize cooperation and equal status rela-
tions ;cross races and achievement levels (Forehand and hagosta, 1976: 36-42;
McConahay, 1981; Cohen, 1986; Epps, 1981: 99-10337 Slavin, 1981; Schofield, 1981:
124-132); and
7) avoiding as much as possible tracking_within schools and classrooms (Crain 1973;
Orfield, 1975: 324-328; Simmons and Brady, 1981; Schofield, 1981: 118- 122).
This list is not merely yet another call for better education; its purpose is more
precise. Each item,.When properly implemented, improves race relations and/or
academic achievement even in 'ordinary" schools. Absent each item, physicdl desegre-
gation has had fewer good and more b;d effects. Thus to make a few changes and wait
for them to produce good results befagé”ﬁhdertaking others is exactly the wrong
strategy. All of these organizatioﬁal changes should be made at o'nce in order to
benefit as much as possible from any. Obviously, schools should avoid unnecessary
confusion, but the disruption attendant upon changing as many facets of interracial
behavior as possible is worthwhile, and may even be essential for the initial disrup-

21

tion of student reassignment to achieve any of its goals. Here too, procedural

democracy and desirable outcomes car. work hand-in-hand. The more parents perceive
improvements in their children's education or race'relations, the more willing they
will be to stay in the system even if they have the economic means to leave. Thus
the more upper-status students there will be, and the more educational achievment for

all will improve. Cycles need not be vicious.

21 Only two studies have systematically compared the effect on race relations of
schools which maximize appropriate organizational changes and schools which do
not. Lachat (1972) found white students almost twice as likely to hold positive
attitudes toward blacks in a fully integrated school as in a desegregated one (717%
to 372). (The integrated school met all three conditions which Gordon Allport
deemed necessary for racial contact to diminish racial prejudice: equal status,
cooperation, and support from authorities for positive intergroup relations. The
desegregated school did not meet these conditions.) In another school, informal
racial mixing increased over time in the seventh grade, with heterogeneous and
cooperative classrooms, and decreased over time in the eighth grade, with racially

" homogeneous and competitive classes (Schofield and Sagar, 1977).
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Goal Clarification

One argument for proceeding incrementally is that policy actors need never

specify, and thus can avoid -futile disputes over, values and priorities:

The idea that values should be clarified, and in advance of the examinzation
of alternative policies, is appealing. But what happens when we attempt it
for complex social problems? ... Citizens disagree, congressmen disagree,
and public administrators disagree. ... Agreement on policy thus becomes
the only practicable test of the policy's correctness. And for one admin-
istrator to seek to win the other over to agreement on ends as well would
accomplish nothing and create quite unnecessary controversy (Lindblom,

1959: 81, 84).

Once again, however, experience shows that for school desegregation, at least,

incremental wisdom leads to policy failure. As early as 1954 (Williams and Ryan),

districts fated with a clear statement of the law by authorities were more willing to
comply with new mandates than districts with less clear ins;ructions, and history
continues to teach thét lesson. The South desegregated once legal requirements
become '"unambiguous -- immediate and complete merger of the separate black and white
schools,' whereas the North has done less partly because "there has neQer been a
clear and unambiguous set of principles of northern desegregation law" (Orfield,
1981c: 29-37). The literature on legal compliance consistently finds '"the clarity
and content of the law mandating the change'" essential for policy implementation
(Rodgers and Bullock, 19723 Wirt, 1970; Dolbeare and Hammond, 1971; Coombs, 1980:
887; Sabétier ;nd Mazmanian, 1979: 487). 1In short, "hierarchically imposed rules
can work ... [From] 1964 [to] 1974, the country did move closer to desegregation.

The amassing of federal resources and the clarification of goals and Stpatggies did
have an enormous impact' (Yudof, 1981: 253).22

Within schools, recognizing conflict works better than repressing it. '"Schools

with good race-relations ... [are] very open to the subject of race;" and "encour-

aging class discussions on race ... 1is by far the largest determinant of white

22 yyudof argues, however, that imposing a clear requirement works less well once the
goals move beyond ending racial isolation. He calls at that point for strategies
that look more participatory -- the subject of Section III of this paper.
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[tenth grade] students' racial attitudes" (Forehand et. al., 1976: 93, 193).
Schools which systematically diagnose problems, discuss goals and evaluate progfass
toward them, and encourage conflicts to surface have much better @orale and less
racial tension than schools which ignore conflict (Forehand and Ragosta, 1976:
60-68, 83-93, 108-115). Discussions of race-related issues appear to affect whitas'
attitudes and behaviors more than blacks' (Slavin and Madden, 1979), but here at
least some movement seems better than none. Thus specifying precise mandates and
explicitly tréating conflict improve desegregaticn progpects. Once again, bold and
controversial action works better than caution and apparent consensus.

I shall defer the implications of these findings till the conclusion; here T
merely reiterate that temporally, spatially, organizationally, or analytically incre-
mental’policies all work less well or even cause more harm than less popular - synoptic
policies. Too often incremental "recommendations lead to unanticipated and undesi-

rable consequences because they are often necessary, but not sufficient, conditions

for desired changes' (Cohen, 1980: 252).

e

III. MAJORITARIAN PROCESSES AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES

Philosophers and policy-makers alike endorse majoritarian democracy. Citizen
participation, flexible responses to local conditions,. democratic control -- all seem
the essence of political wisdom as well as liberal democratic virtue. And yet,

following these tenets does little to promote desegregation goals and sometimes

impedes them. Authoritative imposition, in the long run, works better.

Citizen Participation in Planning Desegregation

Consider first citizen involvement in designing the plan. Scholars and activists

concur: '"Decentralized Decision-Making That Inciudes the Community Will Enhance

Acceptance of the Plan'" is one heading in a set of desegregation principles written




for the Los Angelas school board (Miller, 1977; See also Broh and Trent, 1981). I
will not review the overwhelming literature on the virtues of citizen participation
in policy-making, especially education. Suffice it to say that no one who believes
in apple pie and motherhood decries, in theory at least, parents' involvemént in
shaping children's education. 23

With some exceptions, however, community involvement does 1itt1e“to enhance either
the substance of a plan or community support for it. Citizen groups, even when spon-~
sored by the schools, are generally ignored. In Chicago, for example, the report of
the Coordinating Courcil of Community Organizations im 1963, the Hauser Report in
1964, the Havigﬁurst ﬁeport in 1964, Chicago Urban League reports in 1964, 1977, and
1979, the Redmond Report of 1965, a student-school board forum in 1969, the City-Wide
Advisory Committee reports of 1978, citizen and community group advisory committees
of 1981 -- all have had'no impact on what continues to be America's most segregated
city. Chicago is typical; in all cities I have studied, the school board pays
precisely as much attention to citizen reports as it wishes to, while giving elabo-
rately supportive lip service. The consequences of this charade are usually "the
opposite of what the board hoped to achieve. The board was hoping for a feeling of
participation on the part of the community; in fact, it alienated a segment of the
community because its citizens' efforts were not recognized. They were simply a sham

committee put together to delude the community with-a false notion of involvement"

(Hughes et al., 1980: 16).

23

One bibliography of "citizen participation in education,” now a decade old, lists

400 items which "represent only a small percentage of the material that might have
been included-even after the topic was narrowed and many potentially relevant
areas excluded" (Davies, 1973: x). ' The author notes that "most of the references
included are favorable ... to the concept of an increased role for parents and
other citizens in educational decision making" even though he sought out "a diver-
sity of viewpoints" (Ibid., xii, xiii). : '

vt 27
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As the quotation suggests, citizen planning groups may not merely waste time, but
may inadvertently cause harm. First, they help schools to stall and thereby defuse
desegregation demands. The board-created Community Task Force in Kansas City,
Missouri, took over a year to propose a plan which was essentially formulated for it
by the district's desegregation advisor at its inception; meanwhile, the district
"decided to forego" even the partial desegregation and educational improvement plan
it had already designed. '"Creating the Task Force was a means of sidestepping the
issue and postponing a decision by the Board" (Hirsch, 1982: 22).

Second, they may unwittingly be a political tool for desegregation opponents. In
Kansas City, 'the Task ‘Force also gave ... anti-desegregation [Board] members time to

lobby their colleagues and to work through political channels against desegregation"

(Ibid.; see also Rubin, 1972). A citizen group "looks - -wsmocratic and representa-

tive, «.. thereby taking the heat off the board." It is'especially valuable if it

c;n be induced to put forth a plan which, even if initially formulated by the
~schools, then becomes the responsibility of the group rather than of the seemingly

responsive and responsible school system (Rothenberg and Chesler, 1980). Public

forums for "citizen input" may simply provide a chance for opponents to express and
'9()
heighten their convictions. In Boston, for example:

Parents who had come eager to speak about specific problems in the District
IX schools tried to come forward to testify. Time and again their attempts
to speak were interrupted by jeers and yells from the group of ROAR

Restore Our Alienated Rights supporters. The Chairman asked for order
several times and once adjourned briefly. When the meeting resumed, the
antics of some members of the crowd became more outlandish. Printed
material that had been distributed was shredded with Afro combs and thrown
around the auditorium. Signs protesting "Communist busing" were paraded in
front of the ever-present TV cameras (van Arsdell, 1976).

Third, citizen groups may reinforce existing inequalities between lower status --
often minority -- members and the inevitable blue ribbon participants. In Boston,
for example, minority parents faced problems of mistrust from educators, stylistic

differences, day care and transportation logistics, less prior information, and
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language barriers (Craig, 1976). Everywhere, whites uncoqsciously equate problems Bf
desegregation with problems of blacks. Thus, in a depressing and ironic twist, the
very effort to make citizen groups widely representative can exacerbate the problems
they are intended to aﬁeliorate.

Finally and most importantly, even when citizen groups do influence the plan and
do generate support for it, minorities may have little to thank them for. The much-

24

praised Dallas Alliance Plan,“" which was received enthusiastically by the judge and

‘peacefully by the citizenry, left out eight of thirteen grade levels and 20% of the

school ‘system, all minority. Forty-one percent of the blacks in Dallas were to
remain in segregated schools, and 68 schools remained one-race. Dissidents from this
"prime example" (U.S. Commision on Civil Rights, 1976) of desegregation success

conclude that "the Anglo majority whose representatives dominated the planning had

to deal .with both a minority school system and with their own ... conservative, busi-

ness-oriented views ... They made a few changes that would eliminate the more
obvious problems but ... maintain the present power structure' (Beck and Linden, e
1979: 381): Similarly, the Kansas City Task force's structure and membership
"confined black members to a negative, passive role as far as boundaries were
concerned: they could not make proposals for their sub-districts but could only
argue for or against proposals by the white representatives. The person who proposes

a solution always has the advantage over the person who just says no: 1in this case,

that advantage completely favored the white representatives" (Hirsch, 1982: 45).

'The Task Force finally split along‘racial lines over two plans, one leaving -an all-

black corridor through the city, and the other equafT?mHesegregating all schools.
The former plan (which had been proposed by the district's desegregation advisor) was

the basis for the final designj the latter disappeared without a trace as soon as it

24 The Education Task Force of the Dallas Alliance was an élite group of seven
Anglos, six blacks, seven Chicanos, and one Native American, who spent four months
and 1500 hours designing the plan which Judge Taylor accepted almost intact.
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was presanted to the Board.

The only clearly relevant aggregate data on the effects of citizen participation
support the case study avidence thaf such activity is irrelevgnt to desegregation
goals. Morgan and England (1982: 19, Table 5) find, in a multivariate analysis that
includes demographic variables, school district characteristics, political process
variables, and amount of desegregation, that citizen participation has no effect on
white flight (b ='—.‘07)25

This conclusion == that citizen plans are useless at best and harmful at worst --
has two important caveats which pull in opposite direcﬁions;26 First, community
support for desegregation can be enhanced through carefully structured citizen
participation. Dallas is one clear example; the citizen group which designed a plan
that left out so many blacks also convinced hostile residents to accept busing of

17,000'students, one-third of them Anglos. That is no mean feat. Another is

Milwaukee: the judge, special master, and school superintendent invited parents to

25 Two earlier aggregate studies support the stronger claim that citizen involvement

is sometimes detrimental, not merely irrelevant, to desegregation goals.
Controlling for demographic and political variables, Kirby et al.(1973: 67-77,
125-128) find that both civil rights activity and general white support have
little positive effect on schools' general responsiveness to black demands (b =
0.10 for civil rights; b = 0.11 for general support). Civil rights actions have
no impact (b = 0.02) on school system actions to desegregate. Inger and Stout
(1968) find that "the less the public is asked for its opinion during the period
of policy formation, the greater the likelihood that the public will accept the
integration plan.'" However, we should be cautious in using these studies as
evidence for my theory. Both deal with partial, even token desegregation plans,
in largely white districts and/or in the South -- not with massive mandatory
student reassignment in largely-black Northern cities, which is the type of deseg-
regation discussed in this paper. Such quantitative differences are probably not
so qualitatively great as to make these studies useless for my purposes, so it is
worth pointing out that they support my thesis. But I cannot lean heavily on
them.

And possibly a third: citizens who feel that they helped to shape the plan may
support it more. On a general level, white respondents who feel efficacious --
who believe that "people like you'" have "influence ... over school integration in
this county" are significantly less likely to flee desegregated schools (Giles and
Gatlin, 1980). Both whites and blacks who feel efficacious approve of the way
desegregation was implemented (Gatlin, et al., 1978). On a more specific level,
my own research shows that parents who work on planning and monitoring desegrega-
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exchange views and information in special forums, to submit plans for implementing
the court order, and to shape the details of desegregation in their subdistricts..
The result was a large number of people participating to an impressive extent and
peaceful acceptance of -- if not great enthusiasm for -- desegregation. Because
reassignment was voluntary, however , the result also was not much student movement,
all of it from blacks (Brandt et al., 1981). 1In short, if citizens become involved
early enough, if leaders ensure that ;héir work is relevant, and if everyone is
convinced that their work is actually influencing the process, they may improve the
plan and enhance community support. But -- a big constraint -=- such involvement and
support usually comes at the relative expense of minorities. Blacks probably do not
end up worse off than they started when citizens design plans, but they always come

out with more of the burdeﬁ.27

The second caveat to the general finding that citizen planniﬁgmis irrelevant or
detrimental works directly against the first. We could improve outcomes for minori-
ties through democracy, but at the cost of decreasing white support. That is, a
truly egalitarian and majoritarian participatory structure could produce results that
please previously powerless but nﬁmerous-citizens (i.e., minorities), since blacks
and Hispanics equal or outnumber Anglos in many cities. Such a structure might,’ for
example, generate a plan to equalize the burden of busing, bring parents into school
decision-making processes, and restructure the form and content of teaching =~ all of

which would lead local elites, white parents, and school personnel to resist.

tion often become Jtrbng supporters, even if they have little impact on it. The
best analysis of the "small effects" of school system participation on citizen
participants is Salisbury, 1980.
27 Furthermore, they probably bear more of a burden in citizen—influenced plans than
in court- or federally-designed ones, although that is a hypothesis rather than a
finding at this point.
‘ ;! y -
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These contentions are conditional because no such participatory structure 2xists
-= it is too radical a vision of democracy for American education politics. The
closest approximations to it that I know of are experimgnts n cémmunity control
{which do little to end racial isolationj, Racial-Ethnic Parent Councils in Boston
(which are considered below), the Concerned Citizens for Omaha (a "mass outpouring of
community concern and civic spirit" which is credited with peaceful implementation of
Omaha's plan, but which did nptﬁing to mitigate its greater disruption for blacks
[Mihelich.and Welch, 198l], and frequent assertions that an effectively desegregated
school will "involve parents at the classroom level in actual instructional and/or

* .

learning activities" (e.g., Hawley, 1981: 301). Although many writers on desegrega-
tion call for revamping community power structures to generate real, effective
citizen participation (e.g., Crowfoot and Chesler, 1981: 280-285; Leiner, 1975) none
give us evidence that such profound democratizing has occurred.28

In general, then, citizen participation does little to enhance and sometimes hurts
desegregation goals. What about the reverse side of the coin, leadership. If democ-
racy does not work, does authority? The answer, unfortunately, is maybe. Few
observers disagree with the oft-quoted dictum of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
(1976: 39):

Perhaps the most {mportant ingredient in successful school desegregation is
leadership, both at the community level and in the schools ... The record

shows that where ... leadership exists, desegregation is more likely to be
achieved with minimal difficulty. "Where it is lacking, on the other hand,

segregation may be accompanied by confusion, anxiety, and ... disruption.
The analytic problem, however, is that whereas case study and qualitative evidence

lend unanimous support to this pronouncement, some aggregate and survey data do not.

There are good reasons for rejecting, or accepting, either type of evidence; I come

28 Some writers also argue that students should be fully involved in designing and

implementing the rules by which they must live (Noblit and Collins, 1978; Forehand
and Ragosta, 19763 74-87; Chesler et al., 198l: 123-134). Monitoring bodies in
Boston, Cleveland and Los Angeles have included students; their impact has been
slight. Theoretically, however, the argument is unexceptionable.

(W “y -
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down firmly in the middle and remain agnostic.

Let us examine the evidence, first that leade:sﬁip can promote desegregation
goals. I have already made the case for one form of leadership -- clear, explicit
statements by the court or other authority of exactly what is required of a school
system. Not surprisingly, backing up these requirements with threats of coercipn,
whether in the form of withdrawing federal funds, handing out contempt-of-court cita-
tions, putting the school system under the direct rule of the court, or something
else, have the greatest effect (e.g., Bullock, 1976). We must to remember that many
school systems have Qesegregated, almost none through grass-roots initiative. Thus
at the most basic level, it is almost trivial to assert that authoritative leadership
reduces racial isolation, given that nothing else does and that some desegregation
has taken place.

But‘an analysis of the role of leaders must go deeper. Federal bureaucrats and

judges generally determine whether and how a school system will desegregate; local

leaders can affect how well it does so.. I have no room here to cite examples;
suffice it to say that case studies unanimously assert that "actions by public offi~
cials in support of law and order may prevent racial violence" (Greemblatt and

Willie, 1981: 324; see also U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1976) and otherwise

shape citizens' attitudes and b,ehaviors.29

29 srudies of desegregation before 1970 must be suspect here, as noted in footnote .
However, it is still worth noting that, for districts not under-court or federal
orders, the mayor's activity strongly affects both the school system's general
response to black demands (b = 0.27) and its specific actions to desegregate (b =
0.25). Conversely, the more inactive and conservative the mayor is, the more
white opposition there is. Civic elites' support for desegregation has a moderate
effect on school system response to black demands (b = 0.16) and a strong effect
on schools' action to desegregate (b = 0.27). The more active the civic elite 1is,
the more it affects action to desegregate (b = 0.20), although elite activity has
a weak negative relationship to schools' general responsiveness to black demands.
Community support for desegregation is greater and opposition is less when elites
support the civil rights movement and when elites are active in the community
(Rirby et al., 1973: 110-123, 128-132).
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Some evi@ence shows that the actions of school personnel also affect community
vasponse to.é plan. Simply providing egtensive and accurate information to the media
substantially increases community acceptance (Memphis City School System, 1978;
Murphy, 1980; Meyer, 1980). In Georgia, white school officials' support for desegre-
gation decreased the amount of coercion needed to desegregate their schools (Rodgers
and Bullock, 1976: 59-65). In Florida, whita parents' percgptions of school offi-
cials' attitudes toward desegregation were weakly but signifiéégtly related to their
evaluation of "the way desegregation has been handled around here." For black
parents, perceptions of school officials' views produce the strongesat effect of any
variable measured on approval of desegregation implementation (Gatlin et al.,

1978) .30 |

Educators' leadership also affects the accomplishment of within-school desegrega-
tion goals. '"Relatively more influence in the [desegregated] elementary school of
the school board and/or the superintendent of schools is associatéd with [black and
white] student achievement" (Forehand et al., 1976: 90— 95).31 In addition, "All
students of desegregation agree that principals play a key role in the effectiveness
of desegregated schools;" and "what teachers do in classrooms is the single most
important determinant of.effective education" (Hawley, 1981: 30l; see also Berman
and McLaughlin, 1980; St. John, 1981: 94-96; Chesler et al., 1978; Schofield, 1981:
136~143; Broh and Trent, 198l: Orfield, 1975: 317-322). To save space, I report
here only one more aggregate result and no case mate:ial: "the one single variable

which seems to have the largest impact on students' racial attitudes is teachers'

30 Nevertheless Gatlin et al. (1978) conclude that "our analyses lend only tenuous
confirmation to the elitist assumption that public officials shape the target
group's reactions to desegregation." A better illustration of the difficulty in
interpreting leaders' roles would be hard to find.

31

But administrator control is also associated negatively with whita students'
perceptions of the school's racial attitudes -- perhaps because it upsets the

"'status quo' position favored by those with traditional views of schooling"
(Forehand et al., 1976: 90-96).




racial attitudes," which are in turn related to the principal's racial attitudes.
Other manipulable variables such as teaching methods and treatment of parents also
affect both student race relations and achievement (Forehand et al, 1976).32
Why should we expect local leaders to affect citizens' response to a desegregation

mandate? Of the many reasons, I shall suggest only two. The first is affective:

The civic elite has power simply because it is an elite; it has the respect

of large segments of the community and the ability to influence them. They

are living examples of the local community's value system ... Almost by

definition you [sic] are above partisanship. This position prevents elites

from advancing extremist views. Therefore, when they endorse school inte-

gration it becomes accepted as a non-extremist program; it is legitimate

(Kirby et al., 1973% 118).
The second is cognitive: citizens not moved by deference and emulation may be
affacted by rational calculation. '"The violence occurring with desegregaion so far
has been surprisingly rational. That is, violence has generally resulted in locali-
ties where at least some of the authorities give hints beforehand that they would
gladly return to segregation if disturbances occurred;j peaceful integration has
generally followed from firm and forceful leadership" (Pettigrew, 1971: 130).
Furthermore, if citizens are led to believe, as they apparently were in Boston, that
court orders can be overturned by political action, then it makes perfect sense for
them to resist. After all, we are all taught that public opinion does and should

shape our lawsj it takes careful education to teach the citizenry that the unfamiliar

form of a court ovder is not subject to the same rules as an unpopular law.

32 With the same cautions of footnotes and , note that the earliest comparative

study (Williams and Ryan, 1954) of desegregation success found school board and
administrators' actions and attitudes crucial. Kirby et al. (1973: 89-103, 129)
find the superintendent's leadership unrelated to schools' general responsiveness
to black demands (b = =0.02) but strongly associated with specific actions to
desegregate (b = 0.29). Superintendents are more:active, in turn, when school
boards are cohesive. Opposition increases with superintendent activity and with
conflict within the school board. Conversely, opposition declines, and white
support increases, with liberal school boards. All of these results indicate that
school personnel can both promote and hinder desegregation goals -- in short, that
leadership matters. '
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Both data and 2xplanations seem clear, until we examine nther avidence suggesting
that local leaders have little effect-on how citizens respond to a desegfegation
order. (Nots again, however, that no one shggests that the basic mandate to desegre-
gate comes from anywhere except authoritative leadership.) School board, superinten-—
dent, and local elite support for desegregation in the South, and Floridian parents'
perceptions of elite support are all virtually unrelated to white flight (Morgan and
England, 1982, Table 5; Giles and Gatlin, 1980: 738). Community elites' preferences
are unrelated to the amount of coercion needed to desegregate Georgia school |
districts (Rodgers and Bullock, 1976: 59-64). Iﬁ ten northern districts, local
elite pronouncements on desegregatioﬁ in the year before court-ordered implementation
had little effect on community protest. In fact, citizen protest seems to have
generated leaders' statements (usually oppo ing mandatorv desegregation) more than
leaders influenced supposed followers (Rossell, 1978b).

There are three possible explanations for the findings that local leadership is
irrelevant to or even caused by citizen attitudes. Two directly oppose my thesis.
First, peoples' perception of their local neighborhood environment may affect their
attitudes more than local, never mind national, elites dc (Rossell, 1978b;
Weatherford, 1980; Hayes, 1977; Taylor and Stinchcombe, 1977). 1If this is the case,
citizen participation doe; affect desegregation success -— albeit usually
negatively.33

Secoﬁd, the less white reassignmentvto black schools, the more positive were the
statements of (mostly white) leaders. Thus "studies that find leadership support of
school desegregation to facilitate peaceful implementation may'be confusing the

effect of leadership support with the effect of a token plan'" (Rossell, 198la: 10). _

33 Note, however, that nowhere has citizen protest by itself caused a plan to be

rescinded or even significantly modified. That too, has occurred only as a conse-
quence of judicial decisions (as in Los Angeles) or federal action (as in elimina-
tion of Emergency School Aid Act [ESSA] funds). - .
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The third possibla explanation {s lass telling analytically; local leadersip may
have little effect beéause "there were few leadership statements one way or the
other. Most leaders avoided the issue, and the only positive statements about social
[3ic] desegregation made by city leaders were in response to negative statements by
otﬁer leaders" (Rossell, 198la: 9).

What are we to make of these contradictory findings? Case studies can pick up
subtleties of infiuence and control that aggregate and survey data miss, and their
unanimity on the importance of leadership is impressive.' But surveys and aggregate
data are less subject to 6bservérs' politics and preconceptions, and their mixed
verdict on tﬁe importance of leadership is cautionary. Surely local leaders are less
authoritative than they could be, but surely it is also true that, at a minimum,
"community leaders and elites .. have more impact on the school desegregation deci-
sion than do the masses" (Kirby et al., 1973: 16). My judgement, based on this
information, is that leaders can promote a variety of desegregation goals, even
though they obviously do not always do so.3a The findings on citizen participation
violate many of our most cherished beliefs. But thirty/years and hundreds of studies

show that, in general, democrati. procedures do not lead to good substantive

outcomes, whereas elitist ones sometimes do.

34

In sum, the issue of leadership is probably the most substantial gap in our
understanding of desegregation. I found little systematic analysis of when
leaders speak out, what they say, and what effect they have. Are local leaders
influenced by their official position, the nature of tue plan, the demography of
their city, their place in the local power hierarchy, to name only a few vari-
ables? Is their influence on citizens affected by the same variables, or others?
We have data in the form of cases, surveys, and aggregate statistics but scant
theory to explain their mixed results. Let me emphasize once more the importance
of this issue; the policy implications of finding that neither leadership aor
citizen participation affects desegregation success differ profoundly from the
implications of finding that leadership works. even when participation does not.

7, 37




Citizen Participation in Implementing and Monitoring Desegregation

If democracy does not work early, perhaps it does late, when the wheels have !

set in motion and steering is more important than raw power. Calls for citizen

involvement in implementation (e.g., Hawley, 1981: 30l; Chesler et al., 1981l:

95-143; Hughes et al., 1980: l34-i36; Forehand and Ragosta, 1976: 45-53) and moni-
toring are loud and compelling. In the careful language of social scientists: "If
quality integrated education with a high degree of citizen involvement.is ... desired
+ses then ... a broadly representative citizens moniﬁorng group ... .should be at the
heart of the activitiés eee. Citizen monitoring can ... help shift the focus of
control ;f school systems ... baék toward the local community" (Laue and Monti, n.d.:

49-52). In the rhetoric of political activists:

Monitoring commissions' wmissions go well beyond the charges of the
presiding judges, even beyond the desegregation plans themselves.
Monitoring commissions are helping to fulfill the nation's basic, constitu-
tional obligations ... There is not a more noble contribution for citizens
‘to-make to their communities. The trial and error experiences with moni-
toring commissions are the beginnings of a knowledge base and a culture
which can advance the citizen's capacity to find effective ways to cope
with major social issues (in Carol, 1977: 15; see also Eisenberg, 1981).

However, Cassandra once again speaks; citizen participation in implementation and
monitor rarely has any impact on school desegregation. Racial advisory committees
have virtually no effect on students' racial attitudes and achievements, except for
an occasional negative effect (Forehand‘et al., 1976: Appendix C). Case studies
abound of citizen groups with excellent intentions and deep commitment, but littie
consequence (Gittell, 1980).3% 1 my own study of fifteen court-ordered citizen moni-
toring groups, I concluded (in genéral, see Hochschild and Hadrick, 1981 and citas

therein):

33 Perhaps the problem here, as with citizen participation in plan deSLgn, 1s too

little democracy rather than too much. We can speculate that citizens have had so
little impact on implementation because they have had so little real involvement.
Advisory groups can be hand-picked, placated, and ignored. 1f parents really had
power to shape implementation they would, by definition, affect its course.
However, that situation is not only conceptually tautologous, but also empirically
nonexistent, to my knowledge. .

L
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1) These groups reinforce inaqualities both within the group, and between it and
the general public. Most members are white, middle or upper-middle class, profes-
sional, male, well-educated, suburbanites or without children in the public schools,
and alresady leaders of civic organizations (Hochschild, 1982a). Minorities and
lower-status participants sometimes feel at a disadvantage (as in Los Angeles) and
the group itself may seem a bastion of upper class or professional domination {as in
Boston and Cleveland respectively). Thus these groups grant more knowledge and power
to elites —-— perhaps an effective'strategy, but hardly a democratic one.

2) Being politically (as distinguished £rom socially or economically) representa-

‘tive makes the body ineffectual. For example, Boston's Citywide Coordinating

Council's (CCC) orginal 42 members represented all viewpoints oﬁ desegregation, and
as a result spent virtually their entire year of service '"retrying the case."

3) Assuming their mandate suits their means, monitoring groups of local elites (as
in Dayton) or social scientists and lawyérs (as in Cleveland) have the greatest
success in reassuring the.community, informing the judge, and improving schools'
vacial practices. These groups define other citizens' role as receiving information
or at most identifying problems, not as shaping the nature or direction of their
city's desegregation. .

4) No matter how prestigious or professional, monitors are impotent without strong
and consistent backing from the judge. They need court backing to extracé informa-
tion from recalcitrant or inept schools, court insistence on latitude for in-school
monitors, and knowledge that their findings significantly contribute to ti.e court's
oversight activities. If the court will not imbose its authority when needed (as in
Dallas), the monitors simply cannot do their job and become a detriment to everyone,
not least themselves.

However, "even Cassandra occasionally nods" (Taylor, n.d.). Citizen monitoring

can inform the court and public, satisfy some grievances, increase the court's range’
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Bf remediess and penal:ies, be an emotional and cognitive sounding board for judge,
parants, and school personnel, and publicize school sﬁccesses and failings., It
provides an eﬁtree for civic leaders into the schools; it can make schools physically
and informationally more open to parents; it can explicate and justify often-mysta-
rious court orders; it can take political heat off of the court and draw resisters
into solving -- not merely castigating -- desegregation problems (Hochschild, 1982a,
1?82b). Thus citizen participation in monitoring need not be a waste of time, espe-
ci;ily when the group has elite members and authoritative backing. The more partici-
patory and democratic the group is, however, the less effective it is.36
The only case of trying fully to institutionalize democratic participation in an
authoritative structure is Boston's uniquely ambitious monitoring system. Judge
Garrity set up four tiers, with a racially and ethnically balanced parent council in
each school, nine subdistrict groups, and two district-wide bodies. The system is
generally seen as a failure. Battles over boundaries and power among the groups too
often eclipse any focus on the schools or the desegregation Qlan, and most parents
and school personnel ignore when they do not berate the monitors. However, the
picture is not entirely gloomy; some school- and subdistrict-level groups have had
notable success in involving parents and promoting changes in their schools. Given
the Boston example, it is not utopian to seek widespread pgrticipation among previ-
ously powerless citizens of ali races. But this example also suggests how extraordi-

narily difficult it is for such participants to accomplish anything worthwhile.

36 One feature of citizen monitoring -- the role of in-school monitors -- is valuable

for democracy, albeit not for legal compliance or policy implementation. 1In
Cleveland and Denver, for example, several hurdred residents have been trained and
deployed by the monitorin body to go into the schools and report back in system-
atic, verifiable form. Tﬁe monitoring bodies, not to speak of the court and local
elites, §o§etimes do not take this grass-roots action very seriously, but schools
and participants do. Anecdotes and the scanty data available indicate that parent

monitors often become deeply inyolved in school affairs and that their presence
makes schools more aware of citizen concerns.
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In short, Robert Wood {1982: 457), the former chair of Boston's CCC and former.
school superintendent in Boston, accurately sums up citizen participation in imple-

menting and monitoring desegregation: ''Some specific projects proved successful ...

- Still it is fair to say that the role of comprehensive oversight eluded us ... Good

intentions abounded; and, as predicted, so did randomized behavior. Procedural

democracy of this type does not fulfill liberalism's promises.

Decision-Making by Local Officials

Procedural democracy may call, not for direct citizen participation, but for indi-
rect democratic control over decision-makers. In this view, policy-making should be
decentralized because states -— and better yet, localities ==- are more respc-sive to
citizens, more attuned ‘to local problems and idiosyncracies, and more flexible in new

circumstances than the federal govermment can possibly be:

There exists no single formula, legal or otherwise, for successfully
linking integration to the overall educational enterprise. If integration
is to be something other than Justice White's "system of pains and penali-
ties,”" it will necessarily depend upon the educational dynamics of the
particular community ... Distribute money and establish minimum standards
«es [-—bleyond that, Washington can only encourage state and local educa-
tors, working within their own political frameworks, to resolv[e] questions
of race and schooling, ... adopting a course ... Drecisely tailored to
local needs. These alternatives are sufficiently different to warrant
leaving the specific choices in the hands of state and local institutions,
whose grasp of nuance is necessarily better than Washington's (Kirp, 1977:
119, 126; see also Glazer, 1978).

The only probiem with this argument is that it does not work. Again with a faw
exceptions, states and communities simply do not initiate desegregation, if (and it
is a big if) one defines desegregation as positive action to rectify‘previous govern-
ment-supported discrimination and not only as passive withdrawal of that support.
School desegregation in the South proceeded with the speed of a meandering snail
until the federal govermment buckled down in 1969; after that, the South desegregated
with astonishing rapidity,'so that its schools are now much more racially mixed than

those of any other region (Orfield, 1982). Northern big cities have a more confused
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Qistory. But egcept for liberal university towns {(Berkeley and Princeton) and a few
others (Seattle), northern cities and states can‘hardly be described as the vanguard
of desegregation activity (Orfield, 198lc: 30-38). (Neither, of course, can the
federal govermment any longer, but that only means that very little new desegregation
is taking place at all).

Systematic cross-sectional evidence confirms this reading of history. '"Seven of
the nine state governments represented here [ in one set of case studies] played
either a negative role in the implementation of desegregation or a negligible role"
(Greenblatt and Willie, 1981: 337. See also Edelgtein, 1977). '"Federal penetra-
tion" explains desegregation change in the north between 1968 and 1972 better than
any socioeconomic variable, district characteristic, or local political variables.
Federsi activity was also a strong, although not the strongest, actor in southern
desegregation during that period (Fitzgerald and Morgan, 1977; see also Morgan and
Fitzgerald, 1980). Even when local govermments do impose desegregation, their plans
reduce segregation only half as much as plans ordered by HEW or the courts ia the
same period (Rossell, 198la: 3).

Philosophically as well as prudentially, federal intervention makes sense.
Education is not an explicit constitutiomal right, but one can argue that since ésggg
it has taken on such a weight. After all, not only desegregation but also aid for:
handicapped, bilingual, poor, and college students are increasingly national issues.
More imp;;tantly, quality education and equality of its provisiggvare pﬁbiic goods,
"inherently communal," and of "fundamental significance for mobility, opportunity,

socialization, and acculturation." Thus policy trends for the past two decades as.

well as "our best and deepest ... constitutional commitments .. perhaps imply that

we do now have something very close to a national right to education, enforceable by -

a deprived citizen against the local school authority, based on federal statute"

(Liebman, 198l: 261-265; Kirp, 1982:  e.g., 280-283). Finally, if anything can
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eliminate the arbitrary unfairness of some cities and some whites being forced to
desegragate and others not, it is fe&eral laws universally enforced. The problems
caused by the occasional poor fit of a universal staandard to a particuiar,circum-
stance are surely preferable, politically and ethically, to the problems of a contro-=

versial standard applied at random or with a class bias.

Decision-Making by Elected Officials

Democratic control over decision-making also calls for electorally accountable
legislatures and executives, not insulated bureaucrats and courts, to shape policy.
Procedural democrats argue that by 1970, bureaucrats in the Departments of Justice
and HEW illegitimately reinterpreted the 1964 Civil Rights Act to require specific
racial outcomes, not merely color-blind laws and policies. In doing so, they moved

far beyond what Congress, most citizens, and even the Supreme Court wanted (Kirp,

1977: 107-116).,7 itself, and therefore district and circuit courts, have

illegitimately ré jed gzégg_to blow it far from its original and constituticnally
justified moorings (Gr;glia, 19763 Glézer, 1975: 77-129). Thus unaccountable poli-
cy-makers have so exaggerated their mandate that they have destroyed the consensus on
civil rights that méde the mid-1960's so impressive (Kirp, 1977: 123-133; Coleman,
1981; White, 1982), and have threatened the very nature of the judiciary (Jenkens,
1980: 214-240). Finally, critics argue, courts lack the capacity as well as the
right to désign and oversee sweeping social policies. The strictures of the adver-
sarial process, legal training and constitutional tradition, the scant institution;l
support fér a court, fragmentation across districts and between cases, judges'v
inaﬁiligﬁ to interpret social science data —— these features and more make the judi-
ciary peculiarly unsuited for policy-making (Horowitz, 1977; Wolf, 1976; Kalodner and
Fishman, .1978; Fuller, 1978).

What we have here, to simplify a bit, are more‘unimpeachable arguments for demo-

cratic procedures running headlong into incontrovertable evidence about liberal
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Jutcomes. f by desegregation we seek active remediation and not only a passive end

to wrong-doing,37

we need courts and bureaucrats. Elected officials by definition
raspond to constituents; when they stop being responsive, they stop being elected
officials. Regardless of their own beliefs, representatives of mainly whita constit-~
uencies cannot afford to be in the vanguard of desegregation (Miller and Stokeé,
1963). This claim i§ too strong, of course. Senators do occasionally defy public
sentiments (deell Weicker's 1981 filibuster against anti-busing and court-limiting
bills); state legislatures do sometimes pursue school desegregation (Massachusetts'
1965 Racial Imbalance Act [Levy, 1971]). But in general, elected school superinten-
dents desegregate less often than appointed ones (Rodgers and Bullock, 1976: 59,
64); mayors and city councils avoid the issue (Royko, 1971: 133-158; Petarson,
1976), or even lead the resistance (Greenblatt and Willie, 1981: 323-328); Congress
regularly proposes and sometimes passes legislation to deny federal funds or

.employees to aid mandatory desegregation (Orfield, 1978: 233-278). 1In short,

despite courts' reluctance to intervene,38 court-(or federal agency-)ordered coercion

37 This is a big "if," of course, and deserves more than passing references. But

this paper takes as its starting point the fact that desegregation policy has for
over a decade aimed at active remediation; I am focusing on how to do it well, not
whether to do it at all. I return to this problem of whether actively to desegre-

gate in the conclusion.
38 Judges cannot be accused of eagerly rushing in where angels fear to tread. They
are reluctant to take on desegregation cases —— one has publicly asserted that he
would rather take on any other sort of case, and "dictators" such as Arthur v
Garrity often refuse to hand down orders for actions the school board or mayor
should take responsibility for. The California Supreme Court's unanimous opinion
in the Los Angeles case is quite clear:

In light of the realities of the remedial problem, ... once ... a
school board has implemented a program which promises to achieve meaningful
progress toward eliminating ... segregation, ... the court should defer to
the school board's program ... [and] stay its hand even if it believes
that alternative techniques might lead to more rapid desegregation of the
schools ... In the absence of an easy, uniform solution to the desegrega-
tion problem, plans developed and implemented by local school boards,
working with community leaders and affected citizens, hold the most prom-
ising hope for the attainment of integrated public schools ...
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is”géherally necessary for school system compliance (Monti, 1980). If desegregated
schools are to be an instrument for granting liberal rights, we must accept "intru-
sive" bureaucrats and "activist" courts (Dworkin, 1977: 131-149; Chayes, 1976).
The literature on courts' capacity, as distinguished from their right, to impose
school desegregation is growing fast. It may se summarized by saying that, although
courts are obviously not ideally suited to implementing and overseeing complex poli-
cies, they are rapidly becoming much better at it. They are learning to evaluate and
use social science data (Levin and Hawley, 1975; 1978); they are appointing speéiai
masters, monitoring bodies, desegregation administrators, aﬂd court experts to help

them design and enforce a plan (Aronow, 1980; Columbia Law Review, 1968; Alabama Law

Review, 1981; Note, 1980); and perhaps tﬁey are doing nothing so new after all
.(Eisenberg and Yeazell, 1980; Cavanagh and Sarat, 1980. See also Brubaker, 1981;
Wasby, 1981; Rabinovitz, 1982). In $sum, the procedural democratic,argument that only
elected officials should. and can desegregate schools has empirical as well as philo-
sophical flaws. Minorities turn to courts because elected officials are, by the
nature of majoritarian democracy, unresponsivé to their demands. And no matter how
imperfectly they respond, courts and bureaucracies are more successful than any other -
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govermmental body in actually using desegregation to grant liberalism's promises.’

In those instances, however, in which ... a local school board has not
embarked upon a course of action designed to eliminate segregation ..., a

- court has no alternative but to intervene ( Crawford, 1976: 286).

39 Case study evidence suggests that synoptic court-ordered plans are better in many -
ways than those which evolve organically or emerge from political bargaining. A
court-ordered plan may be more efficient than a board-designed one (as in Los
Angeles); a court can order a state to finance educational -improvements that the
district cannot afford (as in Detroit and Los Angeles); a court can give school
officials the power to do what they have wanted to all along, but.could not. for
political or bureaucratic reasons. A court-ordered plan may (Armor, 1980) or may
not (Rossell, 198la: 36) increase white flight (depending partly on whether it
includes mandatory white reassignments.) )




[a conclusion, majoritarian policy-making fares no better than incremental poli-

cies for the case of desegregation. Citizen participation and control aré funda-
mental and unassalilable values, but they are not desegregating our schools. With
rare 2xeptions, ci;izen participation in designing and implementing plans has no
effect on ending racial isolation and generating community support and/or has detri-
mental effects on minorities. Only when a powerful and charismatic leader (as in
Milwaukee) or local elites backed by a court (as in Dallas before implementation and
Cleveland afterward) shape citizen input, do people without official roles have much

effect. 1In contrast, people with official roles can, if they choose, have an impact.

The question here is authorities' volitions; the issue is whether we choose to solve .

the racial problem, not whether it has a solution. Generally, however, agencies most
accountable to the public succeed n¢ more than the public itself. Again with rare
exceptions, the federal govermment (not states and localities) and courts and bureau-
crats (not executives or legislators) initiate desegregation. If desegregation
requires remediation of past wrongs, history shows that we simply cannotvleave it up

to the people to desegregate our schools.

IV, TIMPLICATIONS AND CHOICES

Three possible prescriptions emerge from this analysis: continue muddling along,
stop trying to impose desegregation on unwilling whites and ambivalent minorities, or
learn from the evidence and fully -=- in several senses of that word -- desegregate.
Let us examine each possibility.

Muddling along is deécriptively the most ‘likely, but prescriptively the least
desirable, future. We will probably continue to desegregate some students and
schools. in some places, with a few educational changes, and some flight, through a

mix of federal and local elective and nonelective leadership for the same reasous
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that we have done so up to now., *0 Our‘policy;making process is fundamentally majorit-
arian and our policies are fundamentally incremental. By this I mean several things.
First, our political procésses are designed to.give most interested actors éome say
in what will and -- more importantly =~ will not happen: 'the dispersion of veto
powers throughout the political system ... make[s] even incremental moves difficulr
and insufficiently frequent. The same structure, moreover, makes drastic, less
incremental moves even more difficult =-- ordinarily éimply impossible" (Lindblom,
1?79: 520). Thus resisting white parents, teacher's unions, business and civic
leaders, the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, the school board all win some changes and
prevent others. Mandatory transportation is ordered but some parfs of town or some
children are exempted; faculty are desegregated but seniority rules remain intact;
resources shift among schools and from the city to the schools, but hierarchies are
undisturbed, and Qo on. Democratic politics lead to, at most, incremental changes.

Second, even this description of political process is naive in its assumption that
all interested parties have roughly equal influence. '"Participants do not in fact
represent the variety of interests and values of the population. Instead they share
dominant interests and values, and their relations with. each othér give the lie to
those who claim to find in pluralism a healthy competition of ideas. In the extreme
forﬁ, critics allege that policy is set by a ruling class with trappings of pluralist
diversity" (Lindblom, 1979: 523). I, with Lindblom, "find it hard to deny a large
core of truth in that criticism." I have bypassed the argument that the problems of
school desegregation are merely a manifestation of all our racial antagonism, class
conflict, power inequity, and social snobbery because those topics are too big to

address here. But they underlie this entire analysis. Fully to desegregate would

require elites to change their values and give up their political, social, and

JA . . .
20 1n fact, with the current mood of the electorate and the Reagan administration,
even this prediction may overestimate future action.
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aconomic dominance -- and "a once despised and still subordinatsd racial minority is

not likaly to succeed with that argument (Bell, 1981: 200). Thus the unevenness of
our.democratic political structu;e reinforées the incremental nature of our palicies.
(See Monti, 1982 for the fullest expression of this argument.)

However, even setting aside the issue of who really rules, the citizenry in
general does not envision the changes necessary fully to desegregate. Our "high
degree of homogeneity of timid political opinions" (Lindblom, 1979: 521) keeps most
people from imagining the range of possible forms of desegregation, never mind the
ties between "school change [and] municipal finance, jqbs, housing, social services,
transportation, human rights, and all the other factors which determine the quality
of life in local communities" (Chesler et al., 198l1: 22). Our current mood of
political ;etgenchment on top of ou? deepseated "ideological indoctrination," as
Lindblom puts it, makes us very unlikely to tackle all of these problems simultang—
ously and in a coordinated fashion.ar

Fourth, our structure for eﬁacting policies is so fragmented that it would be
extremel& hard for even a visionary and self-sacrificing elite -- or a participatory
democracy -- to change simultaneously many facets of '"the quality of life in local
communities." Boundaries in several dimensions impede. Substantively, the Senate
committee that writes court-stripping legislation (Judiciary) lacks jurisdiction over
aid to public education (Labor and Human Resources) and neither can deal with urban
blight (Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs). Politically, city governments often
have no jurisdiction over how school systems raise and spend money, hi;e and direct

employees, and design and implement policies. Geographically, federal courts control

4l At the time OCR found the Chicago school system ineligible for ESAA funds because
of its continued segregation, David Tatel, OCR's director proposed a task force to
coordinate the flow of federal funds to.Chicago. He hoped to use this mechanism
to get varioug federal programs such as HUD housing subsidies, Community
Development Block Grants, and Department of Labor vocational education aid to
reinforce desegregation efforts. He was heeded neither in Chicago nor Washington.
For similar recommendations, similarly ignored, see Education Commission of the

States (1980).
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only specific areas and, absent a suit in a community, no judicial action will take

place there. And of course, there is the all-important boundary between city and

suburbah school districts, which constitutionally can be breached only under specific
and unusual circumstances. : -

Einally, consider the particular nature of school systems. They are loosely
coupled (Weick, 1974), which means that administrators cannot give a directive and
expect it to be identically carried out in all classrooms. They are full of street-
level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 1980), which means that their captive clients are
profoundly affected by employees making highly discretionary decisions under severe
resource constraints and conflicting mandates. They provide a public good, which
means that everyone must pay for them and everyone is affected by their actions
whether they wish it so or not. And of course, they educate our children -- and few
tésks can be more important and emotion-laden than that one. Thus many people will
care strongly what happens in schools and no-one can really determine what happens in
more than one classroom. This is a recipe for small and cautious changes influenced
by large numbers ofw?articipants.

Since these fivé features are deeply embedded in our political system, the best
predictor of the future is the past. We know roughly the consequences -- slight
decreases in racial isolation, slight improvements in minority achievement, both
improvement and worsening of race relations, continued white and black middle class
movement to the suburbs, and little real change in our deeply conflicted race, class,

and power relations. Whether this outcome is intolerable depends partly on its

alternatives.

One of the two alternatives is to listen to majority public opinion and stop
. 1
trying to impose desegregation where it is not wanted. Quantitative and qualitative
evidence clearly shows that Anglos deeply and increasingly endorse racial equality

and abjure racial discrimination (Greeley, 1980), but also overwhelmingly reject

L4y
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"forced busing" (Miller et al, 1980: 176, 221).42 For a pure procedural democracy, ‘
. . i
|
|

these facts suffice:’ if most people consistently and vehemently express a clear,
achievable ﬁnd morally acceptable policy preference, tﬁey ought to have their way.
That, after all, is what majoriﬁy rule means.

Even more significant in this view is that blacks themselves are torn. They do
not unanimously support desegregation in general (see Appendix A; Bogue, 1967a); and
their support for mandatory bﬁsing in particular is mixed and declining (éreeley,
1980: 138; Watts and Free, 1974: 109-I11; Rist, 1980: 127; Bogue, 1967b: |
167-169). Some blacks endorse instead community control of schools or an "Atlanta
compromise" (Jackson, 198l). Others join middle class whites in fleeiné to suburbs
or private schools (Herbers, 1981; Grubb, 1980). We know less about Hispanics' pref-k,

erences, but they apparently support busing less than do blacks (36% support in 1977, .

‘compared to 53% black support and about 12% Anglo support [ Greeley, 1980: 137]). *

2

"In fact, in many Hispanic communities desegregation is seen as an impediment to
2qual educational opportunity rather than an aid" (Roos, 1978: 1ll; see also
Lempert, 1982; Orfield, 1978: 198-229; Hanten, 1981; Fernandez and Guskin, 1981).
These data carry more weight both politically and morally than those showiﬁg whita
opposition to mandatory desegregation. Politically, as they see ﬁinority demands
weaken, ''many white people have grown hesitant to pursue des;gregation efforts.
Their rationale is clear: if the victims no longer believe remedies are feasible
and, indeed, their victimization can be turned to their own benefit through the
control of segregated institutions, then why seek desegrggation?" (Rist, 1980:
127). Morally, in a liberal soeiety, people denied their promised rights should
count for more than the deniérs. If large numbers of both have the same policy pref-~
erence, then liberalism and procedural democracy unite in a call to satisfy that

preference.

) .
42 See also Orfield, 1978: 102-118; Wilkinson, 1979: 131-249; cCottle, 1976; Mills,
1973, 1979; Bogue, 1979b: 167-169, 177-181.
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Anothar reason to stop imposing desegFegation on a reluctant populace is the harm
it causes. First, despite all the ruckus about degrees of and reasons for white

flight, "the fact that white loss is associated with desegregation in some instances

is not in dispute." Furthermore 'the effect appears strongest ... [when there is a]
substantial proportion of ... minority students, ... [3] central-city district
surrounded by accessible white suburbs ... [and] a significant shift in the racial

balance of schools" (Armor, 1980: 196) =- exactly the condition of the large
northern cities where most desegregation will come in the future. Those who flee,
those left behind, and society in general all s;ffer from this phenomenon. Family
plans are disrupted; cities lose middle class taxpayers; schools lose supporters;
feelings of community, efficacy, and trust are all eroded.

Mandatory desegregation can also harm race relations. Anecdotes abound of
étudents and parents becoming more racist after hostile and inegalitarian classroom
encounters; some systematic data (e.g., Schweitzer and Griffore, 1981) and psycholog-
ical theory (e.g., Gerken, 1978) reinforce the horror stories. Voluntary plans do as
much for achievement (Crain and Mahard, 1981: 69) and possibly black self-esteem
(Epps, 1981) (of students who participate) as mandétory ones. Furthermore, harm
occurs -when schools‘must spend scarce resources on new buses, drivers, gasoline,
security guards, and other "non-educational" functions. Even though these added
expenses are generally much lower than school boards estimate them, and even though
voluntary plans somietimes cost just as much as an extensive mandatory plan would, any
néw cost for increasingly unpopular schools in increasingly poor cities is a bad
idea. And if whites blame,higher taxes or larger classes on black demands, race

‘relations suffer.

The gfeatest damage from desegregation, however, probably falls on minoritieé

themselves -- thus violating the special consideration that a liberal democracy owes

them. Black teachers and staff are disproportionately fired when schools are closed

. 5i




or reorganizad (Jones, 1978: 11; U.S. Department of HEW, 1972, 1977: 12-14; Arnez,

s

1978: 39-42; Haney, 1978). Black students are disproportionately disciplined or
pushed out of school (Arnez, 1978: 30-37; Eyler et al., 1981: 292-309; Roagers and
Bullock, 1976: 113; Yudof, 1975; U.S. Department of HEW, 1977: 12-18). Minorities
are disproportionately placed in lower acadeﬁic tracks or special education classes
(Arnez, 1978: 37-39; Eyler et al., 198l: 214-292; Rodgers and Bullock, 1976: 112; 1
U.S. Department of .HEW, 1977: 13-23). Minority studentsare removed from their home |
~schools and bused long distances into settings where they are an'intrusive minority.
Small wonder, then, that black observers increasingly argue that "to accept this
principle [of 'desegregation based on racial balance'] is to accept‘an approach which
might prove disastrous for Black children and their communitieg" (Sampson and
Williams, 1978: 74). |

One can deem these digmal findings irrelevantj school desegregation as uactive
remediation of past segregation is an incontrovertable mandate. We inhabit, not a
ma joritarian democracy, but a liberal democracy -- which means that majority rule or
u&éesirable consequences cannot override certain rights. "Constitutional issues are,
under our form of government, not resolved by public opinion polls or plebescites,"
and '"segregation is itself the deepest educational harm because it is the result of
institutional racism and a condidtion of state-iﬁposed racial caste".(Jones, 1976).
Calls for alternatives to desegregation merely 'trade off constitutional rights for
other, unspecified gains" (Taylor, 1978: 613). But one ;an make a respectable case
for the claim that the Fourteenth Amendment, Brown, and the 1964 Civil Rights Act
require only the end of de jure segregation, not official restitution that causes new
harm. (See, é.gl; Bell, 19763 Graglia, 19763 Kirp and Yudof; 1974: 281-489; Glazer,
1975: 77-129). The Supreme Court itself hedges its demand for desegregation "root
and branch" with concerns over health and safety of bused students, de facto rather

than de jure isolation, and -- above all -- historical boundaries between school

o
o




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

50

discricts. Thus arguments from constitutionality may be at a stand-off, and may

seldom require mandatory desegregation in the north.

In light of all this, I see two powerful reasons for not imposing mandatory deseg- :

regation. The first is minority preference. What if blacks and Hispanics insist
that equal educational opportunity means improved educational quality -- with or

without Anglos in the same classroom? What if what matters most to minorities is a

setting in which to run their lives free from Anglo interference? What if desegrega-~

tion itself seems a statement of black or Hispanic inferiority, a statement that
students cannot. learn unless seated beside an Anglo? Surely the many rich, sophisti-
cated and considered arguments of this nature ought to matter. After all, democracy
cn be people creating and controlling their own institutions and rules; it is not
necessarily majorities creating and controlling a community in which all must live.
The second powerful reason for not imposing desegregation addresses the interac-.
tion of race and class. Wealthy whites (and blacks) generally exempt themselves from
burden; poor minorities and whites must redeem our unkept promises. But why should
the poor =-- or‘the-doubly-disadvantaged minority poor -— suffer so that those who
profit from their poverty can continue to do so? Even if mandatory desegregation
benefits its participants in the long rut, it causes problems and pain in the short
run; if it did not, it would not have to be mandatory. Until the best-off must live
under the policies they make,. it is hard to see why the worst-off must do so.
Finally, consider the third alternative -- deségregate full-speed ahead. ‘The
constitutional arguments for remedyiﬁg past wrongs are, I'think, more profound than
those that simply require us to stop the wrong-doing. As Lyndon Johnson said, merely

43

removing the shackles from one runner leaves the race still unfair. But more to the

point here is evidence about the benefits of desegregation. When fully and carefully

carried out, desegregation does reduce racial isolation, increase minority achieve-

/, .
*3 For a discussion of the meaning of equality of opportunity -- and by extension,
the possibilities for remediation of unjust inequality -- see Rae et al. (1981).

Py
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-
ment, ilmprove race relations, 2nhance educational quality, open new opportunities,

and maintain citizen support. When .fully and carefully carried out, mandatory deseg-

regation does not harm (and may improve) white achievement (St. John, 1975: 34-36;
Stephan, 1978: 228-232; Crain and Mahard, 1978: 18; Orfield, 1978: 121-126; Coleman
et al., 1966; Green et al., 1982). It need not in;rease (and may decrease) violence
in schools or the community (Orfield 1978: 126-128; U.S. Department of Justice,
19765 U.S. Department of HEW, 1978). It seldom significantly increases (and may
decrease) the cost or distance of bus rides (Orfield, 1978: 128-150; U.S. Commission
on Civil Rights, 1976: 109-111). When properly implemented, busing itself causes no
educational; physical, or psychological harm (Davis, 1973; Natkin, 1980; Xoloth,
1976). The more extensive the mandatary plan, the greater the interracial exposure,
even when white flight is at its greatest (Rossell, 1982). Even the new forms of
damage to minorities -- lay-offs, resegregation, aqd push-outs -- do not occur when

the school district fully and carefully desegregates. Thus none of the prudential

44

arguments against desegregation need be definitive. Note once more that I am not

~
talking here about a Potemkin village. The evidence shows good results in districts
varying in size, wealth, urbanization, region, proportion minority, and racial
history. "Ordinary" school systems can desegregate fully and carefully, and can
thereby achieve desegregation goals.

Consider two last empirical arguments for full and complete desegregation. First,
long~term consequences for minorities: The evidence is thin, but suggests that even
when not ideally implemented, desegregation improves educational and occupational

opportunities for blacks. Controlling f~r SES, blacks who attended desegregated

schools during the 1950's are more likely to attend college, to attend desegregated

Some philosophical arguments against desegregation do hold up, no matter how the
plan is designed and implemented. Black or Hispanic cultural and political.sepa-
ration are, by definition, harmed by mandatory desegregation. So is Anglo
"freedom of choice" (which does not exist anyway in segregated public school

systems.)
94
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collages, to be in desegregated work groups, and to hold nontraditional jobs than

- blacks from segregated schools. Adults of both races who attended desegregated

schoéls before 1960 more frequently live in desegregated neighborhoods, have children
in desegregated schools, and have close interracial friendships than adults from
segregated schools (McPartland and Braddock, 1981: 146-151; Braddock and McPaftland,
n.d.; see also St. John, 1981: 89; McPartland, 1978). Thus, as far as researchers
can tell, even poorly implemented desegregation achieves at least one goal.

~Finally, whites often 'support desegrega£i0n45 more after implementation than
before. P;ychologists debate whether behaviorial changes induced by laws can change
attitudes (e.g., Deutsch and Collins, 1958; Muir, 1967). The history of school
desegregation suggests that they can.

' Short-term pane’ studies of public opinion show mixed results. Wilmington
parents' attitudes and perceptions of school quality declined significantly after one
year of desegregation but attitudes toward desegregation improved (Schweitzer and
Griffore, 1981).46 Fewer black, but more white, Georgian students found desegregation
"serving a useful purpose’ than suppé;tad it before it occurred (Bullock and Braxton,
1973: 137). Whit Louisville parents opposed desegregation more after one rather )
violent year of it than beforehand. But even among opponents, more agreed in the
second year that "busing is the law and should be followed,'" and more were willing to
"accept" it. Busing became less salient as a community problem after two years.
Whites with children in public schools supported desegregation more after one year

than white parents of pré-school children (McConahay and Hawley, 1978; see also Ross

(1973) for the same conclusion about Boston). Similarly, Abney (1976) found white

*5 1n the interests of (already lost) brevity, I will not discuss blacks' perceptions
of the consequences of desegregation. In general, a majority of blacks, although
not all, are pleased with its consequences. See, for example, Sobol and Beck,
1978; McConahay and Hawley, 1978. '

46 Students' racial attitudes and valuation of education and their school declined;
they were not asked their-attitude toward desegregation (Ibid).
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parents of (unwillingly) deségregated children to support integration more after one
year of implementation than beforehand, while whites who withdrew thgir childgen from
public schools were less supportive (See also Serow and Solomon, 1979). Thus even
over a very short and often violent period, in districts with controversial and often .
coerced desegregation, parents' attitudes in some ways change to match compliant
behavior (See, in general, Rossell, 198la: 48-59).

Students and school administrators demonstrate the same partial shift toward
better race ¥elations even in less-than-ideal desegregatién circumstances. Forehand.
et al. (1976: 164-179, 207-240) find that 1) the longer the school is integrated,
the better are parents, teachers, and principals at dealing with racial issues, and
therefore the better are students' racial attitudes; and 2) length of integration has
a greater effect (b = 0.34) on white students' racial attitudes than any other vari-
able measured. Compéring.Qhe same desegregated schools in 1972 and 1974, they found
students' racial aﬁgitudes improved, although white achievement had declined (perhaps
due to white flight ).47 Furthermore, in 1974 high.school students' racial attitudes
were associated with several 1972 characteristics -- suggesting long-term benefits of
desegregation that do not appear immediately. The only study of desegregation's

effects on students over five years finds race relations almost unchanged (Gerard and

-Miller, 1975), although a reanalysis of their data "show[s] that the likelihood of an

Anglo choosing minority students as friends and schoolwork partners increased some-
what" (McConahay, 1978: 93). Most black and some white Southern school officials
who were coerced into desegregation felt five years later that it had improved race

relations and student achievement (Rodgers and Bullock, 1976: 107).

; . ’

47 Note, however, that these are not comparisons of the same students and that there
is no control group of segregated schools, so these results do not measure indi-
vidual changes, and they cannot necessarily be attributed to the experience of

desegregation.
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National surveys show clearer post-hoc support for desegregation. It is ''strange

"

but true" that '"the most dramatic increase in support for integrated education has
come from the public of the very region (i.e., the South) that fought it most
fiercely. Perhapsﬂghig happened because it is the only region that has had much
experience with integrated schools in recent years" (Orfield, 198lc: 40). More
precisely, "In the south, the greaﬁest reduction in racial intolerance occurred
between 1970 and 1972 shortly after the greatest reduction in school segregation
(between 1969 and 1971) ... 'Moreover, the smaller reduction in school segregation in
the North and West is parall@led by a similarly small decrease in racial tolerance"
(Rossell, 198la: 49, ciFing Taylor et al., 1978).

Finally, case studies show that parents, students, and staff alike are pleasantly
surpr ‘sed by some of desegregation's consequences. Principals in Wahsington,'D.Q.
report that "our kids have actually started to understand and relate to each other on
the human level -- insteadiof on the color level" (Middletom, 1977: Al). Students
in Tampa, Florida report that 'when I was young tﬁe blacks tended to be looked down
upon ... In a newly desegregated high school, ... theré seems to be more cohesive-
ness” (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1976: 35).4 Parents in Charlotte, North
Carolina report that "it hasn't upset my child like I expected. And though I'm
surprised to hear myself saying this, I think in years to come, we'll see that it's
something that had to be done'" (Barrows, i972).

These data, testimonials, and moral arguments imply a third conclusion: school
desegregation can and does work. It can fulfill the prom;ses of liberalism and it
can eQen generate, after the facé, the support vslled for by majoritarianism. How,
then, should we choose among l) continuing to take incremental steps through demo-
cratic procedures, 2) responding to majority preferences by halting the imposition of

racial balance, or 3) responding to substantive values and the hint of eventual

majority support by imposing full desegregation?
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. Desegregation seems to me a case of half a loaf being worse than no loaf at all.

The most likely future -- continuing to muddle along -- is the least desirable. It

‘helps some but hurts more (at least as participants see it) and strains the tenuous

ties of community in our greatest but most needy cities. If we cannot muster the -
political will, therefore, to desegregate fully and properly, minorities as well as
Anglos may be better off if we stop trying to do it at all through mandated public

policy -- so long as we do something else insteadéﬁ

I am bolstered in this conclusion by the fact that whites with many different
political views and the greatest of black American thinkers, W.E.B. DuBois, concur.

David Kirp (1977: 118) argues that

Questions of race touch upon almost all other issues of educational policy
<+« —— most importantly, the sensitivity of the institution to radically
altered circumstances ... Whether racial balance (or some other formula)
is achieved matters far less than the subtler and more far-reaching changes
in the very nature of the education that the society makes available to its
children and the civic order that makes possible this education.

Elizabeth Cohen (1975: 299) wishes that

decision makers would come to realize that trying to change the status
order of an entire society by superficial change in the racial composition
of an organization which traditionally has reflected faithfully the power
and status order in society at large is not an easy thing to do either
politically or practically.

And DuBois (1935: 335) said it first and best:

[T]he Negro needs neither segregated schools nor mixed schools. What he
needs is Education. What he must remember is that there is no magic,

either in mixed schools or in segregated schools. A mixed school with poor
and unsympathetic teachers, with hostile public opinion, and no teaching of
truth concerning black folk, is bad. A segregated school with ignorant

placeholders, inadequate equipment, poor salaries, and wretched housing, 1is

equally bad. Other things being equal, the mixed school is the broader,
more natural basis for the education of all youth. It gives wider

, . .
48 What to do instead deserves at least another paper. One possiblity is metropol-

itan desegregation imposed by courts where it is constitutionally permissible, or
chosen by suburbs and states where it can be made politically feasible. Other
possibilities are community control, "Atlanta plans," channeling resources into
inner city schools, jobs programs, or new housing policies and practices. My
point is that we ought to devote our limited resources to generating new ways to
fulfill liberalism's promises rather than to futile efforts to desegregate using
Detroit's 10% or Cleveland's 202 Anglo school children.




contacts; it inspires greater self-confidence; and suppresses the infari-
ority complex. But other things seldom are ‘equal, and in that case,
Sympathy, Knowledge, and the Truth, outweigh all that the mixed school can

One danger of such an "all-or-nothing" argument is that we will literally choose

nothing" == perpetuating our dismal pattern of race and class exploitation by

telling ourselves either that reform is hopeless or that blacks and the poor don't

want it anyway. ‘Such a choice is morally unacceptable. The other danger is the

demand for "all" -- retreating into a ‘romantic but irresponsible struggle for a total

transformation of society. Such a choice 1is poliﬁically impossible. What an all-or-

nothing argument can do is specify the changes that must take place =-- that have

taken place in a variety of communities -- in order for us to use desegregation to

fulfill our constitutional commitment to liberty and justice for all. Effective

school desegregation is a question of moral and political will, not of either revolu-

tionary apocolypse or better policy analysis. If we lack the backbone to do it

right, we are better off seeking new ways to grant minority rights and satisfy

citizen preferences.



. Appendix A

(a) "In general, are you in favor of desegregatiom, strict segregation, or
something in between?" -

Race of Respondent

1964 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978

Whites Only 27.2% 32.7%2 37.6% 38.4%2 36.6% 35.6% 33.9% Desegregation
47.7 50.2 45.5 47.4 53.2 53.9 60.7 Something in between

23:0 17.1 16.8 1l4.2 1l0.2 10.5 S.4 Strict segregatiom E
(4086) (2638) (791) (2316) (2641) (2381) (1869) Weighted N :

3lacks Only 77.8 77.9 76.1 - 68.1 62«4 73.4 55.4 Desegregation
) 16.6 18.8 19.9 : 30.0 31.7 25.1 38.0 Something in between|
5.6 3.3 4.0 1.9 5.9 1.5 6.6 Strict segregation

(410) (271) _ (83) (263)° (290) (271) (213; Weighted N

RN

(b)'"'Some people sayv :ha: the government in Washington should see to it
that White and Negro/Colored/Black children are allowed to go to the
same schools. Others claim that this is not the (federal) govermment's
business. Have you been concerned about -this question to favor one -
side or the other? .(IF YES) Do you think that the govermment in
Washington should: see to it that White and Negro/Colored/Black
children go to the same schools or stay ou: of this area (as it is

none of its business)?

Race of Respondent

1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1978 1976 1978
Uhices Only 17.8% 642.7% 33.1% 4l1.5% 32.5% .29.2% 27.0%2 19.7% 23.52 Government ensure Lncegraction
7.7 7.8  7.1°7 10.64 6.9 12.5 149 8.5  ** Depends
4l.9  37.3  48.5 8.1  48.5 64.3 4l.6  42.7 46.2 Governmant scay oucC
9.8 9.6 9.9 11.5 10.8 2.5 16.7 27.6 17.9 No incerest
2.9 2.7 1.3 1.5 l.4" l.4 halad 1.5 12.6 Don“c know .
(6179) (1130) (2756) (B821) (2392) (2536) (1617) (2483) (1928) Veighced N

Blacks Only 74.5 74.8 83.1 83.2 764.2 T4.1 79.5 61.8 60.) Government ensure inCegracinn
4e§ 4.4 3.9 1.4 hob 4.8 4.5 9.1 #*  Depends
7.2 8.9 6.3 7.1 1.2 13.0 4.6 10.3 1.4 Government scay out
9.5 1l.1 4.2 6.8 7.5 6.1 1.3 16.6 21.5 No Linteresc
4.3 0.7 2.5 1.4 Q.7 2.0 “ 2.} 5.8 Don’t know
(619) (135) (284) (84) (267) (293) (19%8) (287) (219) Weighced N

** Code diseinction noc made.

Nore declining black support for desegregation, majority white support
for something less than full desegregation, minority white support

for governmental assurance of desegregation,and declining support in
both races for govermmental assurance of desegregacioﬁ. The data

are from various ISR/CPS polls (Converse et al., 1980: 61, 90, 91).




(¥4]

s e = ™ -y e
A3LZ JF JASE

srown v. 3oard of Zducatiom, 347 U.S. 483 (1954); 349 U.S. 294 (1953).

Coisabus Zoard of Education v. Penick, 443 U.S. 449 (1979).

crawrord v. 3oard of Education of Los Angeles, (1976) 17 C. 3d 280; 130 cCal.
ptr. 724, 351 P.2d 28.

Davcon Board of Education v, Brinkmann, 443 U.S. 526 (1979).

-Xeves v. School District No. 1 of Denver, Colorado, 413 U.S. 189 (1973).

Milliken v. Bradlev, 418 U.S. 717 (1974).

Swann v. Charlocre/Mecklenberg Board of Education, 402 U.S. (197.).

Iasbv v. Estes, 412 F. Supp. 1192° (N.D. Tex., 1976).




, 4. (1978) "legislating Morality: Attitude Change and Desegregation in
Mississippi," Urban Education, ll: 333-338.
- s-3i23ma Law Review (1981) Symposium on '"Judicially Managed Institutional

arorm," 32.

Armor, Javid (1980) '"White Flight and the Future of School Desegregation,"
‘0 walter G. Stephan and Joe R. Feagin (eds.) School Desegregation: Past,

“resent, and Future (NY: Plenum Press): 187-226.
-rnez, Yancy L. (1978) "Implementation of Desegregation as a Discriminatory
srocess)' Journal of Negro Education, 47 (Winter): 28-45.

~ronow, Seotffrey (1980) "The Special Master in School Desegregation Cases,"
H3s5t-ngs Constitutional Law Quarterly, 7 (Spring): 739-77S.

3arndt, “ichael, Rick Janka, and Harold Rose (1981) ""The West and Midwest:
- Milvaukee, Wisconsin: Mobilization. for School and Commumnity Cooperation,"
in Ciurles V. Willie and Susan L. Greenblatt (eds.) Community Politics and -~

ziucational’ Change: Ten School Systams Under Court Order (NY: Longman) : 237 -.
233, I -

X (1972) "School Busing: Charlotte N.C.'" The Atlantic, November.

liam W. and Glenn M. Linden (1979) "Anglo and Minority Perceptions
cass in Dallas School Desegregation,’ Phi Delta Kappan, 60
rv)

378-382.

vrick A. (1976) '""Serving Two Masters: Integration Ideals and Client
ests in School Desegregation Litigation," Yale Law Journal, 85: 470-316.

.-- ) (1981) "Civil Rights Commitment and the Challenge of Changing

“vm . owd

lindicions in Urban School Cases,' in Adam Yarmolinsky, Larnice Liebman,

:nd Isrinne S. Schelling (eds.) Race and Schooling in the City (Cambridge,
YAt zmarvard University Press): 194-203.

sennett, 2avid A. [1979) "The Impact of Court-Ordered Desegregation: A
-efencant’s View," in Schools and the Courts: Volume [, Desegregation -

, oregon: ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management, University
sgon): ~T-120.

Serman, ?aul and Myra. McLaughlin (1980) "Factors Affecting the Process of

Ciange,” in M. Milstein (ed.) Schools, Conflict, and Change (NY: Teachers
College Press).

3ogue, Zonald J. (1976a) '"Black Opinion about Race Relations in Chicago,"
1 S2orge Surgeon, Judith Mayo, and Oonald J. Bogue, Race Relations in.
hizzgo: Second Survey: 1975 (Chicago:Community and Family Study Center,
“niversity of Chicago): 108-155. - -




»~

--- (19760) "Opinions of Blacks and Whites about Race Relations in Chicago's
Schools,” in George Surgeon, Judith Mayo, and Donald J. Bogue,
Race Relations in Chicago: Second Survey: 1975 (Chicago: Community

and Family Study Center, University of Chicago) :156-182.

3onacich, Edna and Robert F. Goodman (1972) Deadlock in School Desegre-
gation: A Case Study of Inglewood, CA (NY: Praeger).

Braddock, Jomills H. and James M. McPartland (n.d.) '""The Effects of Elementary
Secondary School Desegregation on Black Student Attendance and
Persistence at Traditionally White Four-Year Colleges ' (Baltimore, MD:
Center for Social Organization of Schools, The Johns Hopkins University,

mimeogra:gh (c. 1980)).
Braybrooke, David and C.E. Lindblom (1963) A Strat2gy ‘of Decision (NY: Free Press).

Bridge, G., C. Judd and P. Moock (1979) The Determinants of Educational
Qutcomes: The Effects of Families, Peers, Teachers and Schools (NY:

_ Teachers CElIege Press).

|
|
|
Broh, C. Anthony and Willis D. Hawley (n.d.) Clarification of the Goals

of Desegregation --A Report to the Office of the Assistant Secretary °
for Planning and Bud et, U.S. Department of Education ,iDm:ham, NT:

Institute of Policy Sciences, Duke University, (c.

980]).

-——— and William T.Tremt (1981) "Qualitative Literature and -
Expert Opinion on School Desegregatiom,' Volume VI in Willis D. Hawley
(gen. ed.) Assessment of Current Knowledge  about the Effectiveness of

School Dese ation Strate ies. iﬁasﬁnllev. TN: Institute for Public
Policy :’FE:E es, Vanderbilt Uni versity, April).

Brubaker, Stanley C. (1981) "PFrom Incompetent Imperialism to Principled
Prudence: The Role of the Courts in Restoring 'The State'" DpPaper
presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science
Association, New York, September 3-6. : '

Bullock, Charles S. (1976) "Compliance with School Desegregation Laws: Financial
Inducements -and Policy Performance," Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Chicago, September.

--- and Mary V. Braxton (1973) "The Coming of School Desegregation: A Before and

After Study of Black and White Student Perceptions," Social Science Quarterly,
34 (June): 132-138. :

Campbell A.K., and P. Meranto (1975) "The Metropolitan Educational Dilemma,'!
in S. Gale and E.G. Moore (eds.) The Manipulated City (Chicago: Maaroufa):
305-318. .

Feres s
~

Carol, Lila N. (1977) Viewpoints and Guidelines on Court Appointed Citizens
Momitoring Commissions in School Desegregation. = Report frgm a Sympgszum
in Columbus, Ghio: College of Education, Ghio State University, day 31-June 1 .

Cavanagn, Ralph and Austin Sarat (1980) "Thinking about Courts: Toward and
Q

eyond a Jurisprudence® of Judicial Competences,' Law § Society Review,
4 JWinter): 371-419 ' - !




he Judge in Public Law Lictization,! |
P |

Jhaves, 5TImi L3730 The Rele 27 ot
o HaFrzzd Law laviaw, 39: 1281-1316.
4 i
=w#s.i2T, Mazk A, 3dvan . 3rvane, and James £.Crowfoor (1981) Making
-2s2greziticn Jork: A Jwofessional's Guide to Zffecting Change (3everly
=i..3: 3age)
--- 2373] "laszitutional Cranges to Support School Desegregation Altarnative

q\
“ocels Underlving Research and I[mplementation,'law and Contemporary
gisms, <3  Autumn): 173-213.

ik, Kennech [1369) The :oczal Scientists, the 3rown Decision,and
em;or:u-:f Canfusion,” in L. Friedman (ed.) A ent: The Qral Argument
Supreme Court in 3rown v. 3card of Sducation of loveka,

", 24 ~

(¥
W

LYR)
n
[V |
g
2] (B
ot
oF
(]

)
8

:
[]
[

[V Y I o ]

C: Lz e,
k3
(1]

T, iarles {1981) Statement to the Subcommittee on Sevaraxlon of
3enate Judiciary Committee (Durham, N.C.: Institute of Policy
, Juke University, September 30).

. 9

(X
w
te]
1]
» -~
n

ccnen, Zlizabeth G. (197S) "The Effects of Desegregation on Race Relations,”
3w ind Contamporary Problems, 39 (Soring): 271-299.

) "Jesign and Redesign of the Desegregated School: Problems of Status,
, 3nd Conflice,” in Walter G. Stephan and Joe R. Feagin (eds.)
. Jesegregation: Past, Present and Future (NY: Plenum: 251-280.

--.-man cames R. (1981l) "The Role of Incentives inm School Desegregation,”
i1 i¢am Yarmolinsky, Lance Liebman, and Corinne S. Schelling (eds.),
Jaca ind Schooling in the City (Cambrldge, MA: Harvard University Press):

F
.u-".guo

- - £.Q. Campbell, C.J. Hobson, J. McPartland, A.M. Mood, F.D. Weinfeld,
fng R:L. vork 5196§) :cualigy 3f Sducztional Opporw—unisy /Washingrton
J.3.:3overnnent Printing Ofiica).

-Siumbia Law Reviaw (1968) Soec al [ssue on ""The Remedial Process in the
institutional Reform Litigation," -S.

Z:nyerse, hilip 2., Jean D. Docson Nendy J. Hoag, and W¥illiam H. McGee I[IT,
_L:SO\ smertcan Jocial Attitudes Data Sourcebook, 1947-1973 (Cambridge,
MA: Harrara University oress).

-sombs, Frad [1580) '"The Bases of Noncompliance with a Policy

- ‘e Policv
St.diss Journal, 3 (Summer): 385-892. >

lotzls, Thomas J. (1976) 3using (Boston: Beacon Press).

-Taigz, .M. (1976) "Parent Involvement in Boston: A Perpetuation of Institutionalizes
Racism, "’ Daner presented at the annual meeting of the Massachusetts Sociologizal
Assoclation, November 5. :




r

IZzin. Rsmaere L. e =730 Soushern Schoois: in Svaluation of che ISTic-3 °
S the IneTganss Iohocl  Assisctance T3gTam and of 3CQ001 JesegTagit.un
—i1:330: hdt-ona. -pinisn Research Canter, Universicy of Ciicago) .

s=- 13317 "Making lesegrsgation Work: Extracurricular Aczivities,' Urban
leview, _3I-.Summer): i21-127.

.- and i:a Mahard (1978) '"Desegregation and Black Achievement:

4 Xaviaw Oof the Research," Law and Contemporary Problems, 42 (Summer) :
JT-38.

--=.2381} 'Minority Achievement: Policy Implications of Research,” in Willis

2. Hawley (ed.) Effective School Desegregation: Sguity, Quality and
Feasibility (3everly Hills: Sage): 33-34, '

<TJWToot, James S. and Mark A. Chesler (1981) "Implementing 'At:ractive
:deas': Problems and Prospects,” in Willis D. Hawley (ed.) Effeczive
School Jesegregation: Eguity, Quality, and Feasibility (Beverly Hills:
Sage;: 285-29S.

-anl, Robert A. (19°7)"On Removing Certain Impediments to Democracy in the
Jnitad Statas,' Political Science-Quarterly,_gg (Soring): 1-20.

cavias, Don 1973) "Citizem Participation in Education: Annotated
3i>liograpny," (New Haven, CT: Institution for Social and Political
Stidies, Yale University).

Javis, J. (1973) '"Busing” in Robert L. Crain (ed.) Southern Schools:
in _Svaluation of the Effects of the Emergency School Assistance Program
anc of Schooi Desegregation (Chicago: Vatianal Opinion Research Center,
Jniversity °f Qh.:ago).

Jeutsch, Morton, and Mary Evans Collins (1958) '"The Effects of Public Policy
in Housing Projeces upon. [nterracial Attitudes, " in Eleanor Maccoby
et. al. (eds.), Readings in Social Psychology (NY: Holt): 612-623.

Jolbeare,Xenneth énd‘Phillip Hammond (1971) The School Prayer Decisions:
From Court Policy to Local Practice (Chicago: University or Chicago Press).

Jdorzan, Mary (1980) ”Ihtegration-Through.Magnet Schools: Goals and Limications, "
-ntegratad. Sducation. : 59-63.

JuBois, W.2.3. (1933) '"Does the Negro Need Separate Schools?" Journal of
Jegro Sducation. 4: 328- ‘

dworkin, Ronald (1977) Taking Rights Seriously (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
nmiversi:y Press). '

Zdelstein, Frederick S. (1977) "Federal and State Roles in School Desegregation,"
Sducation and Urban Society, 9 (May): 303-326.

Zlucation Commission of the States, National Project and Task Force on
Jesegregation Strategies (1980) ''State Leadership Toward Desegregating

Zducation: A Yo9sitive Future ' (Denver, Colorado: Author, November)

IToxt Provided by ERI




. Eisenberg.'?§blo (1981) "Citizen Monitoring: The Block Grant Experience,
Journal of Community Action (September/October): 4-11.

Iisenberg, Theodore and Stephen C. Yea;ell.(1980) "The'Ordinary and the
Extraordinary in Institutional Litigation," Harvard Law Review, 93
(January): 465-517. . —

Eops, Edgar G. (1981) "Minority Children: Desegregation, Self-Evaluation,
and Achievement Orientation,'" in Willis D. Hawley (ed.) Effective

School Desegregation: Equity, Quality and Feasibility (Beverly Hills:
Sage): 85-106.

Erler, Janet, Valerie Cook, Rachel Tompkins, William Trent,and Leslie Ward,
"'Resegregation: Segregatiom Within Desegregated Schools,”" in .
Willis D. Hawley (gen. ed.) Assessment of Current Knowledge about the

Effectiveness of School Deseg!ggation Strategies: Volume V: A Review of

the Empirical Research on Desegregation: Community Res onse, Race
Relations, Academic Achievement and Resegregation (NasEVTTTe, TN:

- Institute for Public Policy Studies, VanderBilt University, April):210-329.

Farley, R., C. Wurdock, and T. Richards (1979) School Desegregation and
White Flight: A Resolution of Conflicting Results (Ann Arbor, MI: Center
for Population Studles, University of Mi igan).

Fernandez, Ricardo R. and Judith T. Guskin (1981) "Hispanic Students and
School Desegregation,” inm Willis D. Hawley, (ed.), Effective School Desegregation:

Equity, Quality, and Feasibility (Beverly Hills, Sage): 107-140.
Fitzgerald, Michael and David R. Morgan (1977) "Changing Patterns of Urban

School Desegregation,' American Politics Quarterly, S (October): 437-463.

Forehand, Garlie A. and Marjorie Ragosta (1976) A Handbook for Integrated
Schooling (Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Servica).

Forghand, Garlie A., Marjorie Ragosta and Donald A. Rock (1976) Final
Report: Conditions and Processes of Effective School Desegregation

em——

(Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Servica).

Foster, Gordon (1973) ""Desegregating Urban Schools: A Review of Techniques, "
Harvard Educational Review ,43 (February): 5-36.

Fuller, (1978) '"The Forms and Limits of Adjudication,"” Harvard Law Review, 32:

Gatlin, Douglas S., Michael W. Giles, and Everett F. Caéaldo (1978) "Policy Support
within a Target Group: The Case of School Desegregation," American Political
Science Review, 72 (Summer): 985-995.

Gerard, B. Harold and Norman Miller C1975) School De§ggggggtion: A Long Term
Studv (NY: Plenum).

Gerkin, Kathryn C. (1978) '"What Have We Been Doing? (Black School Psychologists
and the Desegregation Issue),”" Journal of Negro Education, 47 (Winter):
81-87.

6o



Giles, Michael W., Everett F. Cataldo, and Douglas S. Gatlin (1275) -

"Desegregation and the Private School Alternative," in Gary Orfield (ed.)

'(S);mnosim on _School Desegregation (Washington D.C.: Government Printing
fice), '

---(19{'6) Determinants of Resegregation: Compliance/Rejection Behavior and
Policy Alternatives (Washington D.C.: National Science Foundation, 1976).

Giles, Michael W. ‘and Douglas S. Gatlin (1980) "Mass-Level Compliance with
- Public Policy: The Case of School Desegregation,'"Journal of Politics,
32 (August): 722-746.

Gitrell, .f&arilyn (1980) Limits to Citizen Participation: The Decline of
Community Organizations (Beverly Hills: Sage)

Glazer, Nathan (1973) Affirmative Discrimination (NY: Basic Books).

---39;3) "Should Judges Administer Social Services?" The Public Interest, 50:

Graglia, Lino (1976) Disaster Decree: The Supreme Court Decisions 'on Race
and the Schools (Ithaca, NY; Cornell University Press)..

Greeley, Andrew M., (1980) "School Desegregation and Ethnicity," in Walter

G, .Stephan and Joe R. Feagin (eds,) School Desegregation: Past, Present,
and Future (NY: Plenum): 133-155. '

Green, Robert et al. (1982) Metropolitan School Desegrngation in New Castle County,
Delaware (East Lansing, MI: College of Urbamn Affairs, Michigan State University,
July). . .

Greenblatt, Susanm L. and Charles V. Willie (1981) "School Desegregation and
the Management of Social Change,'" im Willie and Greemblatt (eds.) ’

Comum% Politics. and Educational Change: Ten School Systems under
Court er (NY: Longman): 319-341. :

Grubb, W. Norton (1980) "The Flight to the Suburbs of Population and Employment,
1960-1970" (Austin, TX: L.B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, University of
Texas at Austin).

Haney, James E. (1978) '"The Effects of the Brown Decision on Black Educators,"
Journal of  Negro Education, 47 (Winter): 88-9S.

Hansen, Susan (1983) The Politics of Taxation (NY: Praeger [ forthcoming]).

Hanten, Linda (1981) "Silinyual Education and School Desegregation,' in
Adam Yarmolinsky, Lance Liebman, and Corinne S. Schelling (eds.)
Race and Schooling in the City (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press) : -232.

Hawley, Willis D. (1981) "Equi“y and Quality in Education: Characteristics
of Effective Desegregated Schools," in Willis D. Hawley (ed.)

Effective School Des ation: Equity, Quality, and Feasibility

(Beverly Hills: Sage): 297-397~. g7

[ﬂil()ves, J.G. (1977) ''Anti-Busing Protest,'" Paper presented to the annual meeting of
armmrm the North Carolina Educational Research Association, Charlotte, November.




. derSers, John (1981) '""Census Finds More Blacks Living in Suburbs of Nat:ion's.,;{,arge
Cities,'" New York Times, May 31l: L, 48. :

firsch, David W. (1982) "We're on the bus...'" Senior Thesis presented to.
- Princeton University, Princeton, NJ (April)

Airschiman, Albert Q. (1970) Exit, Voice, and Loyalty'(Cambridge MA: Harvard
University Press).

Hochschild, Jemuifer L. (1982%) '"local Control of School Desegregation
Through Citizen Monitoring," in Daniel J. Monti(ed.) New Directions for
Testing and Measurement: Impact of Desegregation (San Francisco:
Jossey-8ass): 67-82.

--- . (198d) "Can Citizen Monitoring Groups Help Judges
[mplement Desegregation? It Depends.' Integrated Education, forthcoming.

--- . and Valerie Hadrick (1981) The Character and Effectiveness _
of Citizen Monitoring G S in Implementing Civil Rights in Public :
. and Pub ,

Schools : Instituts of Policy Sciencss 1ic Affairs,
Duke University, January).

Horowitz, Donmald L. (1977) The Courts and Social Policy (Washington, D.C:
8rookings). :

Hughes, Larry W., William M. Gordon, and Larry W. Hillman (1980) Desegre-
gating America's Schools (NY: Longman) . :

Inger, Morton and Robert Stout (1968) "School Desegregation -- The Need to
Govern," Urban Review, 3 (November): 35-38.

Jackson, Barbara L. (1981) "Urban School Desegregation from a Black
Perspective," in Adam Yarmolingky, Lance Liebman, and Corinne S.

Schelling (eds.) Race and Schooling in the City (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press): 204-216 -

Jenkins, Iredell(1980) Social Order and the Limits of Law (Princeton:
Princeton Umiversity Press).

Jones, Faustine C. (1978) "Ironies of School Desegregation," Journal of
~egro Education, 47 (Winter): 2-27.

Jones, Nathaniel R. (1976) Letter to the Editors of the Yale Law Journal
(December 3).

Kalodner, Howard I.and James J. Fishman (eds.) (1978) The Limits of Justice:
The Courts' Role in School Desegregation (Cambridge, MA: Ballinger).

Kentucky Human Rights Commission (1977) Housing_pesegregation Increases as

Schools Desegregata  in Jefferson County (Louisville: Author)

' LerT, Norman (1963) '"The School Board as an Agency of Legitimation," in
Alan Rosenthal (ed.) Governing Education (NY: Doubleday): 137-172.

- 65




Lio9v, Javid J., T. Robere Harns, Robert L. Crain, and Ciristine H.
Rossell (1973) Political Strategies in Northern School Desegregation
(LexingTon,MA: Lexington 3o0ks, 0.GC. Heath).

Lrp, David L. (1977) '"School Desegregation and the Limits of Legalism’
The Public Iptarest, 47: 101-128.

--- (1982) Just Schools: The Idea of Racial Equality in American Education
(3erkeliey: University of Califormia Press).

- and Mark G. Yudof (1374) Educational Policy and the Law:
Cases and Materials (Berkeley:McCutchan).

Lachat, M. (1972) A Description and Comparison of the Atrtitudes of White Hizh
School Seniors ctoward Black Americans in Three Suburhan High Schools:
An All Whice, a Desagregated and an Incagraced School. Unpublished doczoral
dissartation, Teachers College, Columbia University. _

Laua, James and Daniel Monti (a.d.) "Incarvening in School Dasagragation
Conflices: The Rola of the Momitor " (St. Louis: Cantar for Mecropolitsn
Studias, University of Missouri - St. Louis).

Lainar, Marvin (aed.] (1975) Childrem of the Cities: Educacion of the Powerless
"'N¥: Plume, New Amarican Library).

Lampert, Tad (1982) "Hispanics and School Desegregation in Chicago " (Princerton
N J : Woodrow Wilscm School, Princston University, mimeograph, Janua:y) .

Lavin, 3ecsy and Willis D. Hawlay [(eds.] (1975). Symposium om "The Courts, Social
Scianca, and School Desegragation; Part I: The Lagal Backdrop,”" Law anc

Concemporary Problems, 39 (Winter).
-— (1978) . Symposium on "School Desagregation: Lessomns of the Firsc Twenty-five

Years; Pavt II: Social Scienca Research and the Law," Law and Contemporary
Sroblems, 42 (Autumm). '

Lavine, Danisl U. and Robert J. Havighurst (1977) The Future of Big Cicy Schools:
Desegregation Policies and Magnecr Altermatives (Berkeley, CA: MeCutchan) .

Lavy, F. (1971) Northern Schools and Civil Righes: The Racial Imbalance Act
of Massachugsects (Chicago: Markham).

fiabman, Lance (1981) "Constitutional Valuas and Public Education,” in Adam
ffa‘molinsky, Lanca Liebman, and Corinne S. Schelling (eds.) Racs and
Schooling in the City (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Universicy Press): 253-269.

Lindblom, Charles E. (1959) "The Science of 'Muddling Through'," Public
sdminiscracion Review, 19 (Spr:.‘.ng) 79-38.

- (1979) "Still Muddling, Not Yet Through," Public idministratiom Review, 26
(Mlovember/Deceambar): 517-328.

v By




2issky, ickael (1380) Streec-lavel 3ursauczacy: Dilammas of the ILndividual
i3 22blic Sarvicas (‘!’2' lussall Sage ~oundaciom).

%
word, J.3. (1975) "School 3using and White Abandonment of Public Schools "
Sgutheastarn Gacgauher, 13: 8l-92.

- (1977) '"School Doangraga:ian Policy and Incra=-School Discrict Migracion,'
Social Sciance Quarterly, 37: 784~796 :

Los iAngelas School Monicoring Commizzee (1979) Sixth Report: Magnet Proyrams:

Survey and dpwvlicacion Procadures — .nrollmz, Racial and Ethmic Cmnnos:.:iou ;
(Los Angelas: Supericr Court of the Sc:aca of Califormias for the County ' ‘

Los Angelaes, March 13).

“eConahay, Jomm 8. (1978) 'The Effacts of School Desegregation upon Students'
Racial Actitudes and Behavior:. A Critical Reviaw of the Litaratura and a -

?rolegomencn to Futurs Research," Law aad Contsmporary Problems, 42 (Summer):
77-107.

—— (1981) 'Raducing Racial Prejudics in Desegragacsd Schools," in Willis D.

:zauluy (ad.) Effective School Desegragacion: Eguigz, Qualicy, and E’easib:.lit:v

(3everly 2ills: Sage): 35-53.

~-- (1982) "S.J..‘.-‘I;‘u:ms: versus Racial Atzitudes as Correlacas
of inti-3using Actitudes in Louisvilla: I3 it che Buses or the Blacks?'
Journal of Policics, 44 (August): 692-720.

S and Willis D. Hawlay (1978) '"Reactiouns to Busing in Louisville:
Sumry of Adulr Opinions ig 1976 and 1977" (Durham, NC: Iasticucte of
20licy Sciancas,Dukae Universicy).

Yelareland, Jamas M. (1978) '"Desegragation and Equicy in Higher Educacion and
Izployment: I3 Prograss Relatad to the Desegregacion of Elemencary and

" 3acondary Schools?” Law and Comtamporary ?robléni, 42 (Summer): 108-132.

= and Jomills H. Braddock (1981) "Gc:f.ng to College and Ge:ting
a Good Job," in Willis D. Hawley (ed.) EEfsctive School Desegr

Jualicy, and Feagibility (Beverly Hills: Sage): 14l-134.

Memphis City School System (1978) Staff Perceptions of the Internal and External
Effects of Desegregation (Memphis, TN: Author, November)

“ercer, Jane R., Pecar ladicola, and Helen Moors (1980) "ouilding Effactive
“fultiecimic Schools,” in Waltar G. Stephan and Joe R. Feagin (eds.) School

Jesagregacion: Pasc, Present, and Future (NY: Plenum): 281-307.

Mercz, Yary #. (198l1) '"Magnet Schools in Their Organizatiomal and Policical
Coucext' Paper presentad at the annual meecing of che American Sociological
Association, Toromets, Ontario, April 23-38.

Meyer, Lisa (1980) "An Analysis of the Media Activities of the Cleveland Public
School’s, Phase II" /Cleveland Ohio: Office on School Wonltorlng and Communlty

Relations) .

e,




Miidlatom, Lorenzo (1877)
ch@ ~ashingeom Star, 2 August: Al Dl2.

F‘“e"ch, Dennis Y. and Ashton W. Wélch (1980) '"Omaha, Nebraska: Positive
?lanning for Peacaful Desegrega:zon in Charles V. Willie and Susan Greenblat:

(eus ) Community Politics and Educatiomal Change Ten School Svs:ems under
Csurs Order (YY Longman) : 260-297

Wller, Norman (1977) Principles Relevant to Successful School Desegregationm,
SSRI Research Raport, Social Science Resaarch Institute, Universicy of

Southern Califormia.

- (1980). '"Making School Desagragaciomn Work," in Waltar G. Stephan and Joe R.
Feagin (eds.) School Dasagregation: Past, Presant and Future (NY: Plenum):
309=348. '

Miller, Warrem E., Arthur H. Miller, and Edward J. Schmeider (1980) American
dacional Elsction Studiss Daca Sourcsbook, 1952-1978 (Cambridge, MA:
darvard Universicy Prass).

. Millar, Warremn E. and Domald E. Stokau (1963) "Comstitusncy Influence i-
Cbns:tss,"Annrinan Policical Scisncs Raviaw, 57 (March): 45-36.

“ills, Nicolaus [ad.] (1973) The Great School Bus Controversy (NY: Teachers
College Press). )

- [ad.T (1979) Busing U.S.A. (NY:Teachers College Press).

¥onci, Danial J. (1980) "Administracive Foxas in Educatiomal Chicken Coovs,"

Law and Policy Quarrterly, 2, (April): 233-256.
-=-= (1982) School Desegregation ahd the Ritual of Crisis and Reform in Public

Education (St. Louis, MO:University of Missouri at St. Louis).

“Yorgzan, David R. and Robert E. England (1981) "Large District School Desegregarion:
2reliminary Assessment of Tacimiquas" Paper prasented at the annual meeciag
of the Southerm Political Sciencs Association, Memphis, Temnessee, November 3-7.

——— (1982) "School Desegregation and White Enrollment Change: Communitcy,
Distzice, and Political Effects” Paper presentad at the annual meering of
the Midwest Political Sciencs: Associa:ion, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, April 28—
Yay 1.

Morgan, Dawid.and Michael Fitzgerald (1980) '"Desegregating Urbam Schools:
A Causal Perspective,” American Politics Quareerly. 8 (April): 187-208.

Moyaihan, Danial P. (1972) "Policy vs. Program in che '70's," The Public
Interest,20: 90-100. -

Muir, William X. (1967) Prazer in the Public Schools: Law and aActitude
Caange (Chicago: Uhiversity of Chicago Press).

Q 1rphy, Hardy A. (1980) "District and Community Characteristics Influencing
[:R\K: Desegregation Strategy Choice and Effectiveness,!! Paper presented at the annuaL
ez meeting of the American Educational Research Assoclatlon, Boston, Aprml ) 7_1




Jakamura, lobert T. and Trank Smallwood (198Q) The °olz:ics af Policy
» "z=Dlilementation (NY: St. Martin's Prass).

Nathan, Richard (1977) "The Case for Incrementalism," Challenge, May-June: 56-59.

nazkia, G.L. (1%80) "The Zffects of 3using om Second Grada Students' Achieve-
zeat TasT Scores (Jeffersom County, Kentucky)" Paper presented at the annual
zaecing of the American Educational Research Associarion, Boston, Massachusects,
ﬂ’ Til. .

Nobliiz, George W. and Thomas W. Collians (1978) '"Ordar and Disruptiom in a
-esegregated High School," Crime & Dalinquency, _ ; 277-289,

loca (1980) "Judicial Intarvention and Organization Theary: Changing Bursaucratic
lehavior and Policy," JI3lg Lgw Jourmal, 89: 513-

Jriiald, Gary (1975) "How to Make Desagregation Work: The Adapca:ion of
Schools to Their Newly-Integrated Student Bodies," Law and Contemporary
2zoblems, 39 (Spring): 314-340Q.

-——- (1978) Musc We Bus? (Washington, D.C.: Brookings).

= (138la) "Housing Pacterns and Desegragacion Policy," in Willis
D. Fawley (ed.) Effective School Desegregacion: Equity, Qualiry, and
Teasibilicy (3everly Hills: Sage): L185-221.

- (1981b) Toward a Strateg! for Urban Intagrarion: [lassoms in School and

dousing Policy from Twalve Cities (NY: Ford Foundaciom).

== (198lc) "Why It Workad in Dixie: Southern School Desegregation and Its
Izplicacions for the Normh," in Adam Yarmolinsky, Lance Liebman, and

Corimne S. Schalling (ads.) Racas and Schoogggg in the City (Cambridge,

¥A: dHarvard Universicy Prasas):

=== (1982) "Desegregation of Black and Hispanic Students from 1968 to 1980"
(Washington D.C. :Joint <Center for Political Studies, September)

'U

" Diana (1980) 3reaking Dowm Barriers: New Evidenca on the Impact
h:*onoli:an School Dasegragaciom on Housing Pacterms (Washingtonm,
J.C.: Canter for Jational Policy Ravisw, Cacholic University School of
Law, November).

roe
h

-
2z

Peterson, Paul (1976) School Politics Chlcago Style (Chicago
Chicago Press).

: University of

=== (n.d.) "Voice, Exit, and Equity in Education” (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University),
7ectigrew, Thomas (1971) Racially Separats or Together? (NY: McGraw-Hill).
—— (1978) Report to tha Honorable Judge Paul Egly in Responsa to the

“Zaucte Ordar of February 7, 1978- (Pomona, CA: Los Angeles County Superior
Court, November 14)




=== (2381, '"The Casge sor Metrovolican aipproaches to Public School
.eseg’ega:-on,” in Adam 7arzmolinsky, Lance Liebman, and Corinme S.

.c“e-..ag (eds.) Race and Scﬁoollng in the Citcy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard

caiversicy 2ress): 1§3=-i81.

- | and Robert L. Green (1976) "School Desegregatlon in
Large Cicies: 4 Critique of the Coleman 'White Flight' Thesis," Harvard
-aucat.on Review, 46: 1-33,

owers, Jane (1979) "™Magnaet Schools: Are They the Answer?" Todav's Education
(Snptagber/Octobor) §8=70. :

labinovicz, Francine (1982) "Coure Supervisad Implamencatcion of Ramndies "
(Los ingeles: Hamilton, Rabinovitz & Szantom, Inc., February 2).

Rae, Douglas, Douglas Yatas, Jemnifar Hochschild, Joseph Morone, and Carol
Fesslexr (198l) Equalities (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Universitcy Prass).

Raffel, Jeffrey (1980) The Politics of School Desegregation (Philadelphia: Temple
University Press).

Ust, Ray (1980) "On che Fucure of School Desegragation: A New American
Dilemma,"” in Waltar G. Scaphan and Joe R. Feagin (eds.) School Desagragation:
2ast, Presanc, and Future (NY: Plenum): 117-131. -

~,

Rodgers, Harrell, and Charles Bullock (1972) Law and Social Change: Civil
ights Laws and Their Consequences (NY: McGraw-gill).

- (1976) Coerciom to Compliance (Laxingtom, MA: Laxington Books, D.C. Heach).

Roos, Petar D. (1978) "Bilingual Education: The Hispanic Respomse to Unequal
Zducational Opportunicy,” Law and Contemporary Problems, 42 (Autumm): 111-140.

loss, J.M. (1373) Resistance co Racial Change in the Urban North: 1962-1968,
Unuubli:hcd‘dbc:ntzl,diss-rtation, Harvard University.

Rossell, Chriscine (1977) "The Mayor's Rola in School Desegregation Implemantatﬂon,
Ursan Zducacionm, 12 (Oczober): 247-270.

—— (197&) "Assessing the Unintended Impacts of Public Policy: Scheol Desegregatior
and Resegregation " (Washingtonm, D.C.: WNational Institute of Educatiom).

--- (1978b) '"The Effect of Commmity Leadership and. the Mass Media on Public
Behavior," Theory into Practice, 8: 131-139.

- (1979) "Magnet Schools as a Desegregation Tool: The Importance of Contextual
~Factors in Explaining Their Success," Urban Educationm, 14 (Occober): 303-320.

— (1580) "Is It thae Distanca or’ the Blacks?" (Bostom, MA: Bostom University,
aimeograph). ‘

L 7 :)




-— (198la) "Tha Iffsctiveness of Desegregarion Plans in Reducing Racial
« lsolation, White Flight, and Achieving a Positive Community Response,’
in 4illls Fawley (gem. ad.) Assessment of Cur~ent Xnowledge about the
I2facsiveness of School Desegregation Strategies: Volume 3: A Review of
the Immirical Research om Desagregacion:. Community Respomse, Race Relations,
Academic ichievement snd Resegregation (Nashville, TN: Inscitute for Public
?olicy Studias, Vanderbilt Universicy, April).

. L]
- L)

.= (l3815) "Undarstanding White Flight and Doing Something About It," in
“illis D. Hawlay (ed ) Effactive. School Desegregacion: Equity,

Qualicy, and Teasibilicy (Beverly Hills: Sage): L57-184.

---(1982) "Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of School Desegregation Plans," Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Sciencg Assoctation,
Denver, September 2-5. '

_. Rothenberg, James and Mark Ch.si‘r (1980) "Authoritiaes' Respouses to Community
Challenge During Desegragation," Paper presentad at the amnual meeting of
the Soclaty for the Study of Social Problems, August.

Royko, Mike (198l) Boss: Richard J. Daley of Chicago (NY: Signmet, New American
Library). :

Rubin, Lilliam B. (1972) Busing and Backlash: White Against White in an
Jrban School District (Berkeley: University of California Press).

Sabatier, Paul and Daniel Mazmanian (1979) "The Conditions .of Effective
Implementation: A Guide to Accomplishing Policy Objectives," Policy
Analysis, 5: 481-504. '

St. Johnm, Nancy H. (1975) School Desegregation: Outcomes for Children
(NY: Wiley).

-—— (1981) "The Effects of School Desegregation on Children: A New Look at
the Research Evidence," in Adam Yarmolinsky, Lance Liebman and Corinne S.
Schelling (eds.) Race and Schooling in the City (Cambridge, MA: Harrard
University Press): 84-103.

Salisbury, Robert H. (1980) Cicizen Participatiom in the Public Schools
(Lexingtom, MA: Lexingtonm Books, D.C. Heath).

Sampson, William A. and Ben Williams (1978) "School Desegregation =—-The Non-

‘Traditional Sociological Perspective," Journal of Negro Eductiom, 47 (Winter):
72-80. :

Schofield, Janet W. (198l) "Desegregation School Practices and Student Race
Relations Outcomes,” in Willis D. Hawley. (gen. ed.) Assessment of Cumrent Knowled
About the Effectiveness of School Desegregation Strategies: Volume V:

A Review of the Empirical Research on Desegregation: Community Response,
Race Relations, Academic Achievement and Resegregation (Nashville, TN:
Institute for Public Policy Studies, Vanderbilt University, April): 88-171.

o= and H.A. Sagar (1977) "Peer Interaction Patterms in an
Integrated Middle School,” Sociometry, 40: 130-138.

74



”

"School Segregation and Residential Segregation: A Social Science Statement,"
in valcter G. Stephan and Joe R. Feagin (eds.) School Desegregation: Past
resent, and Future (NY: Plenum): 231-247.

Scaweitzer, John H. and Robert J. Griffore (1981) "A Longitudinal Study of
Atritudes of Students and Parents Coincident with Court-Ordered School
Desegregation,' Urban Review, 13 (Summar): 111-117. :

Sears, David, Carl P. Hensler, and Laslie K. Speer (1979) "Whites' Oppositiom
to 'Busing': Self-Intarest or Symbolic Politics?" Americanm Political
Science Review, 73: 369=384. :

Sears, David 0., Richard R. Lau, Tom R. Tyler, and Harris M. Allem (1980)
"Self-Intersst vs. Symbalic Politics in Policy Attitudes and Presidential
 Voting,” Americanm Political Science Review, 74 (September): 670-684.

Serow, R.C. and Solomon, D. (1979) "Parents' Attitudes Toward Desegregation:
The Proximity Hypothesis," Phi Delta Kappan, 60: 752-753. .

Simmons, Cassamdra A. and Nelvia M. Brady (1981) "The Impact of Abilicy
Group Placemant Decisions on the Equality of Educational Opportunity in
Desagregated Elemsmtary Schools,' Urban Review, 13 (Summer): 129-133.

Slavin, Robert E. (1981) "Cooperative Learning and Desegregatiom,” in Willis D,

Hawley (ed) Effective School Desegregation: Equity, Quality, and Feasibilitvy

- (Beverly Hills: Sage): 225-=244.

e and Nancy Madden (1979) '"School Practices That Improve
Race Relaticns: A Reanalysis," American Education Research Journal, 16:
169-130.

Sobol, Marion G. and. William ﬁ. Beck (1978) "Perceptioms of Black Parents
1a an Undesegregated Subdistrict of am Integrated School System," Urban
Eduction, 12 (January): 411-422.

SCephan,'Walter‘G. (1978) '"School Desegregation: An Evaluation of Predictions
Made in Brown v. Board of Educatiom," Psychological Bulletin, 85: 217-233.

Stinchcombe, Arthur L. and D. Garth Taylor (1980) '"On Democracy and School
Integration," in Walter G. Stephan and Joe R. Feagin (eds.) School

- Desegregation: Past, Present, and Future (NY: Plenum Press): 157-186.

Stowuc, Rnh.rt~f; and Morfon Ihger (1966) School Desegregation: Progress in
" Eight Cities, Raport to the U.S. Commission om Civil Rights, Washington,

D.C. (October).

Taeuber, Karl (1982) "School Desegregation and Racial Housing Policies," in
Daniel Monti (ed.) New Directions for Testing and Measurement:Impact of
Desegregation (San Francisco: Jossey=-Bass): S53-65.

Taylor, D.G., Paul Sheatsley and Andrew Greeley (1978) "Periods of Change
in American Racial Attitudes," Scientific American, 238: 42-49

IZRkaTaylor, D.G. and A. Stinchcombe (1977) The Boston School Desegregation Controve
T (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center). '7i5'

Irsv




- Taylor, William L (1978) Latter to Howard I. Kalodner, Reprinted in
« «* %Xalodner and James J. Fishman (eds.) Limicts of Justice: The Courts'
Role in School Desegregation (Cambridge, MA: Ballinger): 612-613.

com ' (d.d.) "The Meaning of the Columbus and Dayton Decision'
(Washington, D.C.: Center for National Policy Raview,C~tholic University
School of Law/) .

e - - (lS&l) “Brown in Perspective” in Willis D. Hawlaey (ed.) Effective

School Desegregation: Equity, Quality and Feasibility (Beverly Hills:
Sage): 13-31.

Theodorson, George A. (1982) Urban Patterns: Studies in Human Ecology
(State College, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press).

Thompson, M. (1979) '"Milwaukes's Special:y School Plan Promﬁ:es'Learning
and Integration," American School Board Jourmal, l66: 30-33.

U.S. Ccommission on Civil Rights (1976) Arthur S. Flemming, Chairman.
Fulfilling the Latter and Spirit of the Law: Desegregation of the
Nation's Public Schools (Washingtom, D.C.: Government Princing
Offics, August).

- - = (1977) Statement on Metropolitan School
Desegregation (Washington,D.C.: Government Printing Office, February).

U.S. Department of Commerca, Bureau of the Census (1975) Current Population
Reports, saries P-23, #54.

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, National Institute of
Education (1977) "Resegregation: A Second Generation School Desegregation
Issua" (Washington D.C.: Govermment Princing Office,

February) .

- - - (1977) School Deseggegacion in. Metropolitan Areas: Choices
and Prospects (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office,
October) .

- - - (1978) Violent Schools - Safe Schools: the Safe School
Study Report to the Congress (Washingtom D.C.: Government Printing
Qffice).

U.S. Department of Health. Education and Welfare, Office of Equal Educational
Opportunicy (1972) Displacement of Black Educators in Desegregating
Public Schools (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office).

.

U.S. Department of Justics (1976) Report of the Community Relactions Service
to_Senators Edward Brooke and Jacob Javits, June 30. Reprinted in
Congreaaional.nncotd. June 26: S10708-S10711.

Van Arsdell, M. (1976) "District IX CCC Hearings" (Boston: City-Wide
- Educational Coalition).




Vergon, Charles B. (1981) The Courts and Desegregation Strategies: ,
Ten Kav Decisions, vol. VII of Willis D. Hawley (gen.ed.) Assessment
of Current Knowledge about the Effectiveness of School Desegregation
Stracegies (Nashville, IN: LInstitute for Public Policy Studies,
Vanderbilt University, April).

Wasby, Stephen L. (1981) "Arrogation of Power or Accounﬁability: 'Judicial
[mperialism' Revisitad." Paper presenced at the annual meeting of the
American Political Science Association, New York, September 3-46.

Watts, William and Lloyd A. Free (1974) State of the Nacion 1974 (Washington
D.C.: Potomac Associates). : ,

Weacherford, M. Stephen (1980) "The Polirics of School Buéing: Contextual
Effects and Community Polarizatiom," Journal of Polirics, 42, (August) :
-747=765. : » :

Weick, Karl (1974) "Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled Systems "

Adminiscracive Science Quarterly, 21 (March): 1-19.
Whita, Theodors H. (1982) American. in Search of Itself: The Making of che
President, 1956-1980 (NY: Harper & Row). ' :

Wilkinson, J. Harvie (1974) From Brown to Bakke (NY: Oxford University Press).

Williams, Robin and Margaret Ryan (1954) Schools in Transition (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press). .

Wirt, Frederick (1970) Politics of Southern Equality: Law and Social °

Change ina Mississippi County (Chicago: Aldine).

Witte, John (1982) "Incremental Theory and Income Tax Policy," Paper presented
at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Denver,
September 2=5.

Wolf, Eleanor P. (1976) "Social Science: and the Courts: - the Detroit Schools
Case," The Public Intarest K 42 (Winter): 102-120.

Wood, Robert (1982) "Professionals at Bay: Managing Boston's Public Schools,"
Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 1l: 454-468.

Yudof, Mark G. (1975) "Suspension and Expulsion of Black Students from the
Public Schools: Academic Capital Punishment and the Constitucion,”

Law and Contsmporary Problems. 39 (Spring): 374~411.

= = -. (1981) "Implementing Desegregation Decrees,” in Willis D. Hawley (ed.)
Effective School Dese y» and Feasibilicy '
(Baverly Hills: Sage): 245-364. '

Zoloth, B. (1976) "The Impact of Busing on Student ‘Achievement: a
Reanalysis,” Growth and Change 7: 43-52.

7




