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‘This study reports on a long-te:m study of the effects of racial

.desegregation of schools, based on:the tracing of students initially“t"i o
involved in a 1966 desegregation ‘plan.”-This “is- the. first study ever;;ﬁv” .

_done which follows 8 group of desegregated students from their first,

_desegregation in elementfky school until after high school graduation.

The. study has the sdvantage of being based oh a randomized experiment
In 1966 a randomly selected group of students, nearly all, Black,” but

" with a few Americans of Puerto Rican and West Indian hexitage, living in o

low=incone -areas in Hartford. Connecticut were offered the. opportunity _
to.attend virtually all-white suburban schools. ‘In later years more ot
students volunteered for the program, some having'been randomly sampled

-and ‘others not. In’ our research we: identified control groups for these f“fﬁiu'l;eni

’ ~‘various sets of desegregated students and traced the students to. the

present, when all had finished their secondary schooling. Some 700

. parents and/or students were located and interviewed with a telephone
. survey. - o ..

The analysis drew six conclusions.

1, Male- participants were more likely to graduate from high _
. school " This is probably true’ for females as well but’ the . .*ﬂni
o Jeffect on females is .weaker. ' ' '
2. Male participants completed more years of- college '(Thia ise
~ not. true for females.) ' o
. 3. Male participants perceive less discrimination in college and _
"~ in other: areas of ‘adult life in Hartford (not true for o | ;,
) . females). , L -
4. Male participants'have experienced less difficulty'with the
_Police and gotten into fewer’ fights as adults (not true for™ =
| -‘females) - .\ . . |
5. Participants have closer social contact with whites as adults.
are more likely to live in desegregated housing, and had more
.fricnda in college (which were always predominantly white

.schools) o :' : T \ “

[




- school, All the four year collegee in Connecticut ‘are predominetely

-iv-'

. 6; Fenele perticipents were less”likely to. have a childfbefore age |

:lB.

| #£‘FWe think these six. conclueions fit together. and’ thet the last four .fLi L
. conclusione eerve—to~eome ‘degree" to explein the Positive effects of o : i“}"”
deoegregation on educ tional attainment. If desegresated mele students i' .‘~g~.33
" are less likely to ee:iShemselvea as being Victinized by white-run e o :"‘;ffilf
inetitutione and less likely to have troubles with the police, they,“‘ril.ﬁ“ Co
: should be less likely to drop out of high school. Desegregeted female .:ff' /
studente, by postponing childbirth are also more likely to finish high

'white° 80 the fact thet desegregated students are more comfortable
eround whites should decrease their- chences of dropping out of college.~

_ ~ The: students attended all white ‘suburban schools. often with only a’ _ngfitf‘“
| '~_token number of desegregated black students present .and often with a "jj" "’::;

~ teaching staff which was ‘entirely white. ‘The dzapout kgte for the ~ii“f4l,ia5

“-program was q“it° high, probably reflecting a combinatd of black e

discomfort et a racially threatening situation plus the i ebility of
_ white school staff to deal. edequetely with’ the prejudice of\‘their. white

' tudents and with bleck studente who were emotionally and ecedemicelly
unprepered for desegregation ‘More women than men remained in the -

echools in Hertford. Those who did remein geve very positive
evaluetions of their school experiences - In the view of the alumni of

, the°desegregeted progrem, the most importent benefit of deeegregetion\

~ was the opportunity to learn to relate to white students.” - \< o

We interviewed 69 ‘black high school etudents who were presently ,\‘

enrolled in 5 of the suburban schoole. It was. clear from these .
interviews that racial issues remein-importent to thie'dey, even, though
‘most of the students 3ive very positive eveluetione of their schools in
many respects. Male students seem to have a more comfortable situation

in desegregated suburban schools than do female students.

’
ey
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. | The fact that black £emales who attandod desegxegated ‘sub o | o ;'f
) : schools are’ not- more ‘likely_ to qomplete more- years ‘of college suggests . 3
that there may be problems with the social structure and the counseling, - f‘.'
, ‘ " that surrounds black females- in snburban high schools. ‘We think\that i
a © this. is a serious problem which merits the attention of policy makers in
g Hartford and other cities as well. | ”
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. Any study of the impe't of school desegregation must, g0 well beyond
the eimple notion that the difference between segregated end | -
desegregeted schools is simply a matter of school quality. Most of the _
effects that we have loceted in this study seem to have nothing to do
‘with the ectuel quality of school as - conventionelly defined. The
‘importent thing ebout the segregeted school is that it has students of
‘onlyaone race; any, chenge in textbooks. the treining.of teachers, the" ch-
N facilities provided the cleenliness of the building is essentially _'
, beside’the point. Any theory which is to be useful must focus on the

1 sociel psychologicel and eociel structurel differences betueen o 'r.e

\ segregation end desegregetion. Segregetion is simply the allocation of
physical spece on the basis ‘of ethnicity. This leads to four types of:- T
_consequences: o - o o RO

r . c . - o

,‘_l. By limiting intergroup'contect.jsegregetion-engoureges _
stereotyping ‘and prejudice. a : A v"”_ a.'éﬁ
2. Segregation, by sepereting two groups, discoureges interethnic .
" ”friendship and encourages ethnic eonflict.. = . '
3, Segregation carries symbolic meenings\yhich affect minority
i ettitudes about their position vis-a-vis the mejority. ¢
oy Segregetion permits resources to be distributed’inequitebly._4
, - * : ’ * ‘. : -

Only the fourth'of_thesd’mechenipm touches on school quelity
differences between segregated and desegregeted-schools,_end even. here .
the most importent'educetionel resource'is théeebility,'%ttitudes. and
‘behavior of the other students in the room, a resource strongly effected .
, by segregation but not usually thought of as pert of school quelity. "To
the extent thet research focuses on strucgurel and psychological factérs:
 which differ between men and women--and there are many factors thet do ,
E differ between the eexes--then the ' research must be seneitive to the ot
| psychology of sex differences. _In the study Le report here most, of the
~'effects}of desegregation seems to be different for minority men and for -

" minority women.

" . i} : . . . A e
' . '\'8 ’ ’ . . - a
v : - | .ot
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f,‘f - In the last 20 years our understahding of‘what evaluatibn research

should be like has.grown and reaeareh approaches which seemed self- !

evidently correct tulnty years ago nov seem.dbsolete. Initially,-

‘lp,.-q_\-, "» . .,

regearch focnsed almost ‘exclusively:’ on short-term outcomes of
desegregation. only on black students, and us"ﬁ mostly nop-experimental
designs. Today, evaluatiOn researchers woqld argue for studdes which
“5considered all the direct end indirect effects of a program on all its
clients=-in this’ case meaning research on long-term outcomes, on white '
" -.and non-black minorities in a.ddi ‘on to Blacks and on Rhe effects of

- a community,? They would also argue that non~experimenta1 designs are
. biased and that. rahdomized experiments are isable in more situations

, then was previously believed. = = .- B '-_ A f'.. .

. . »

K especially achievement test scores. There seems to be an emerging
1$onsensus that black" test scores rise after desegregation, (Crain and
. Mahard 1978, 1983),% but we do not lcnow what valué to put on this.
' fiPerformance on standardized tests ‘should be viewed as an intermediate
'outcome, high scores should.be valued only if they genuinely reflect a
superior education and can be showm~to lead to . a happier or more.
successful adult life. ' Research focused on student attitudes.measured,

"~ the- relationship between scores on. measures of concepts‘such ‘as self-

th

e ¢ ’
—

a ¥V The search for the sociptal impact of desegregation has been

limited, with the exception of . research on withdrawal of white students

- from the public schools after desegregation (Rossell and Hawlye, 1982),

ich is of course only one aspect. There has been limited research on

# impact of school desegregation on local political outc gmes (Rossell, -

) and more recently research on the impact of school.d&segregation

\ desegregation of residential areas (Pearch; 1980; Crain and Farley,.
1984), byt this research barely scratches the surface of an.important
topic. There is almost no research oh the impact of school
desegregation on the black: ‘community - and its politics, despite the fact
that so much of the civil rights movement seems to heve been inspired by
the Btown decision. .

, % Test scores of blacks in the U S. rose. markedly during the

" 1968-1978 decade, erasing about one third of the gap between whites and

blacks (Burton and Jones, 1982). Presumably this reflects the benefits

of both compénsatory edd&ation and desegregation. v .

desegregation on the school as an institution and the school” district as ':f~

4

‘Most. research on desegregation has fdcused on.short-tern outcomes, o

by psycholégical scales is also limited by our lack of knowledge about B
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. on blacks because positive effects: do not show with anyeconsistency on
<measures of,psychological variables administgred to children (See -
Gerard_ - 1983).

- desegregation on raeial attitudes (iaconahay,
(Bpps, 1978 St John, 1975) are inconclusive,
“te There is however, an enoouraging new development.

" Recent reviews of the research on the effects of
1978) and on self-cOncept

a series of research studies which focus on the impact of school n
desegregetion on the adult'behavior of graduates of desegregated

; schools, "and* which show considerable agreement. The most important of

. these are studies of the perpetuation of segregation-*the waglin -which

segregated schooling leads ‘to segregated beha ior in adulthood.
‘:Texample, graduates of segregated elementary d. secondary schools tend
" to attend. segregated colleges LBraddock, 1980;) Braddock and MePartland

. 1982); -when they attend desegregated colleges, they get lower gtades

e
) tend to have segregated associations in later life (Braddock am' L

,(Braddock and'Dawkins, l981)¢hnd are less likely to graduate’ (Crain end
Weisman, 1972, Crain, 1970; Crain and Mahard 1978),., ”" R
Research hal, also shown that black graduates of ‘segregated schools

McPartland 1983; Crain and Weisman, 1972).
this segregation in. adulthodﬁtprevents blacks ' from using social networks
'to obtain better~employment (Grain. 1970; Mc?artland .and quddock 1981)-.

It has been argued that -

.. Some research on desegregated black stadents"hdicates that.they set .

their” aspirations highe; (Dawkins,’I983) bat this does not appear B

consistently in all studies. There is more consistency in the finding

- .that’ their aspiratiops dre¢ moze coherently related to their 'skills and

educational background (Hoelter 1982 Hilson, 1979 Falk, !978, Gable,
Thompson ‘and Iwanicki, '1982) Research has alsovshownnghat *black . |
graduates of segregated schools Are more likely to £ind themselves . in '
. segregaied employment--working with black coworkers and uncomfortable '
when they aze placed upder awhite supervisor (Braddock, 1983} Braddock
: anq HcPartland 1983). Taken tOgether, these findings suggest that . -
desegregation in public schools should.lead to a payoff in higher

. T '?N ¢ ¢ L ‘.:
.esteem or'control of environment and ghq actual behavior of student,s,,\ .

 and the inability to relete those measures to behavion@l outcomes, =
"”especielfy in adult lffe. Much ‘of the psychological research has
concluded that school desegregation has mad very little positive- effect °

there have been _,
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incomes for blacks, but there is too little reseerch in this alea §;~ ’
. (Crain,€1970)’, S - e e - R
' Many of the studies citéd here slioW sex {nteractions. Dawkins.' “ ' ff%
found male mobility aspirations affected ‘more strongly by desegregation ’ vf
Crain (1971) found a a stronger eﬁfect of desegregation of ‘male KQ
educational attainment. Black males.in desegregated colleges are less ,ﬁj
'likely to obtain their'deg:eewon time tban h!les in segregategd schools, ‘ o »;
_ the effect of college lbegregation is much weq,ker for females (Bradddck . | \\
and. McPartland, 1984).. Braddock (1983) and ‘Braddock and’McPartland’ o b
; (1984) both find that desegregation has a stronger effect on male: .';" R - ‘-l_ﬁﬂ
income . . Lo . , - o
"w 'The methodclogy of evalustion hes also changed redically in the' )
+ past two decades. ‘Researchers have become more aware of biases in _ 5
| "omnalyses andohave developed more sophisticeted methods off dealing with LV',- .ﬂ
| 'bies. Two decades ago. simple longitudinal pre-test/postrtest designs ' Yo fi
were state of the art, today.there -are many references poinbing out . t E >
-potential biases (an’ ‘often cited éne is Cook«and Campbell 1979) and . |
frequent’ ‘calls for randomized experiments. o T
The research reported here is part of this new wave of studies on . .
.long-term effectsc It looks not at test scores, but at years of < » .
schooling completed diﬁficulties uith police, teen pregnancy. and , | ;ﬁi
) attitudes and relations with whites Rt . T e ’,: e
. © ' . e . '
_'_'rm-: RESEARCH METHOD OVERVIEW - . . . .t
: " Qur reséarch is designed to, take advantage of an early experimental - {;Im.
evaluation of desegreéﬁtion. Eighteen years ago in 1966 a group of * ;_*
" students were desegregated in early elementary school using a rendomized i
lf expeximental design -- two groups were sclected. rendomly. one to attend ¢

desegregated schools. the other to reméin in’ segregated schools. ‘The ,
°students were nearly all American Blacks. a4 few were of Puerto Rican or
ﬁd@t lndian ancestry.‘' (A‘small number of whites were. dropped from our
rebearch ).Because nearly all’ the subjects were black, we will usually
refer to the subjects as blacks rather thap minority. An experiment of
coursdhpxovides for the near-perfect comparison of a treatment group of |
studentazxo a control groupc Q5ince both groups are sampled randomly.
any differences which,occur are either effects of desegtegation or. else.t
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: sempling errors estimatable with statistical models The main goal ot

e e
second'random sample was preserved as a control groupF Unfortunately, -.. .

PR

thie research is to simply follow up. on that original 1966 study, ‘
looating the students,after they had time to graduate from high school »
to dee what differeuces in their young adult lives can be attributed to, N
desegregation1 ) ' . , . .

- The desegregetion plan - ProJect Concern in Hartford CT .-
oelected a random sample of students from four inner-city elementary

-'schools end permitted them to’ transfer to suburban schools while a

the originel samp&e sizes were too smal}, "and we therefore supplementad .

~ the, semple by including all students Wwho were desegregated in that - ‘.zA B

. program .in, 1968 through 1971. Most of. these students were randomly -

"gattempted to volunteer for the program in- 1968 and used them as a

@desegregation with a comparison control group We searched school

_sampled, but'a control group did ‘not exist and we attempted to construct 4
a contyol group based on ‘the same random sampling scheme as was used to- SO
select Project Concern participants in 1968 and 1969. We also found .

that some students entered the program as volunteers, with the seif-
seﬁpction bias. that”that - implies, we located a group of students who

dcontrbl group -for oomparison to the voluntee}s Thus, we have three

. substudies, a 1966 experimen,al design’, : upplemented by a second 1968 69

ékperimental design, supplemented by a third ‘study of ‘voluntary.

records and undertook a very large tracing effort to locate these -
verious groups. of students in 1963.- There are a number of problems~

the 1966 experiment s records are partly missing, the control group we
randomry selected for comparison to the students randomly sampled in

1968 hed Iower femilyfincome ‘that it should, considerable attrition ‘¥'
occurred . and a number of students could not be located All three '
substudies are biased by artrttiou Despite these problems we are

 cohvinced that this is the strongest research design available in the . .

—United Stages today for a study of the long~term effects of ¥ ot

3

desegregation.f g e




_The 1966 Experiment Substudy L g |
. 7Project Concern began in 1966, when, at the request of the State A
Department of Education, five suburban school districts agreed to adbept |
266 minority students. £rdm- low income srhools in Hartford. The students y
¢ ., were selected from the four elementary schools Nhibh had the largest T |
number of Title-1 eligible students. The sending area superficially ‘ A
' resembles other big city ibw income areas; it is totally segregated with.
L much rental housing and subsidized housing. oo ,
e S The pro ect was viewed as.a’ demonstration, with the decision to
continue-base on an’ evaluation done at the end of 2 years. Two random
samples of students were seledted one to attend suburban schools ‘and a .
second as a control group. The Hartford public schools chose to select o
. .. entire classrooms .to be sent -to the suburbs because this would have the,'
o * & ‘least impact on the sending' school. In-addition, it wanted to make use
| * of the teachers who would otherwise be. displaced by the removal of these
students, and therefore decided that the 12 teachers who would be -
displaced by the program would be loaned to the suburban schools to
provide additional support for the transferring students. A meeting of .
. community leaders was held and a lottery was used to select 12
: treatment" and. 12 "control" classrooms from the four minority schools
, which had been designated as sufficiently poor to merit Title'l
R o assistance. The classrooms ranged from entering kindergarten students’
| S through students beginning ‘the 5th grade in tfe Fall of lg66
-~ In an experiment it is-very important that as many ‘of ‘the students

. as ppssible who are selected for a particular treatment receive that ’ -

AN ‘ °treatment 1f a large: number of students had refused to attend suburban;'
schopls, the possibility of bias would maks any results of the study of "

'questionable»vaiue. Fdr example, if those students who attended A

suburban schools were found to have higher test-: scores than students who o
remained in the city, one could easily argue that this was not because

o ~ desegregation was helpful. Since only some of the randomly selected

students when to the suburbs, it g possible that the ones who went were

"more highly motivated or came from’ stronger family backgrounds* their

oo B - test scores would have been higher no matter what school they were in.
“ However, if a random sample of students is selected and all or nearly

5 ’ ’ ' “-
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. losses in achievement.

3 suburban schools a group. of teacher's aides vislted homes to persuade

:-successful, since 'only -12 of the 300 students were not signed up for the

'_ Fall 1966, with both intelligence and -achievement tests and retested in
‘the Spring and Fall of!l967_and finally ip ‘the Spring.of 1968.  Mahan

~groups'of-students'and found the Project Concern students to be
“noticeably ahead of the control group by Spring 1968. The_diffefencef

- grades. Students who entered'the'sqburban schools in kindergarten or

~*“gbntrol group. In contrast the students-who‘begen'desegregetion in the

‘ evaluation of postfhigh:school outcomes in 1982. - We divided ‘these S
" students into two groups, eccording to whether they coulc be treated as

: experimental data.

.11 of them agree to attend suburban schools, then one cannot argue that'
eny di!ference between them and tho control group is due to motivation,

since both 3roups were selected by the same random sampling process. In
order to .encourage as many students as posslble to ~agree to attend '

parents to enroll ‘their children. This effort apparently was very

program. TWenty-two other students were dropped oy random sempling in T
order to. reduce the number to 266, the. number of seats made available by ;L
the. suburban schools. (This process is described in Mshan, 1968.) |

' The initial focus of’ the 1966- 68 . evaluation was on achievement. test'
performance, so: students were pretested upon entering the program in . "_§

found no Emportant differences in the Spring 1967 testing of the;two"’,f-

was limited to those students’who;began desegregation in the lower

first grada_showed considerably higher test performance than thedir

fourth and fifth grade showed relatively little gain and in some cases

1;he 1968~1969 Egperiiment Substudy

AWelaethered'data'on every student-who entered Project Concern in
1968, every student who entered in 1st grade or higher in 1969, and
every student who entered in 2nd grede.or higher in 1970 or 3rd grade or
higher in 1971. We also dropped everyone born efter.1963; All this was
done to eliminate students_yho‘uould be'too'young'for a reasonsble

part of an experimental design or whether they had to be enalyzed as non-
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The experimental design methodology was’ feasible for the flrst of
ithese two groups because although the evaluation was dropped, the policy
. of random sampling students from: ‘the low incore . schools to attend - ° | *

Project ‘Concern was continued. In 1968 and :1969, Rroject Concern staff _ 4
visited the schools and rather than aelecting entire classrooms selected

a sample of entering kindergarten students and students entering the L
first, second, and third grades. 0Of students permitted to volunteer in v”T;

- ' 1968 and 1969, only. about 5Q percent ‘did so. Letters were mailed to the '.

.- parents of selected students and an effort was made to visit the parents ‘
“in their home. ‘but in many cases families were not home, would not o
. ansver the door or school district addresses were out of date.? . T
- Fortunately, Project Concern preserved all the .records of the
' recruitment effort in 1968-69, including the names of all:the students L
who could not; be contacted or whose pérents refused to enter them into
: the program after being asked. We used all students who had been "
selected whether they agreed to go into the program or not, in order to =
preserve the randomness of the original selection. Of course, the trade- .
off is that the hpparentfeffect of Project Concern is di}uted by the _
presence_in the treatment group of many subjects who did experience
desegreeation at all. We use this-.same logic in studying all the
students who dropped ‘out of Project Concern bafore finishing school
.(nearly: half of all students dropped out of the program), we will
preserve the rAndomness of the original assignment in parts of our
_analysis by retaining as "treatment" subjects student who refuses to
enter the program as well as those who dropped out after entering. Cook
and Campbell (1979) succinctly describe this method and its problems:

Attrition from treatment but not from measurement' ‘Some
experiments are conducted to take advantage of established o ;
record-keeping or measuremeAt framework which has been C _ iy
tw»  developed and is maintained independently of the experiment : '
' per se. For some investigators, court records provided a : .
frame, while for others records about withholding tax provide
the frame. The advantage of such archives is that. while a

? The acceptance rate was much lower in 1968-69 .than in 1966 (and
lower still in 1970, when only 25% of selected students volunteered).
We do not know, but it seems likely that this was because the time and
money invested in aoliciting volunteetu was reduced in the lgter years.

1
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'respondent may drop out of the experimont or even refuse to

.- participate from the very beginning, he or she :is still

- included in the measurement system, end 50" pOst-test data can
* be collected from him- or her. :

The growing emphasis upon volunteerism end informed consent in
~.social experimentation will lead to an ever-increasing number
- of experiments that use randomized invitatidns to treatments.

rather than randomized assignment to treetments This means
. that an experiment which is planned to heVe two groups will

have at least three: -those who are invited and accept the -
treatment; those who are invited but refuse the treatment and
are hence uninvited; and those who are the intended controls.

A widespread error in enelysis is to compare the treated - -
s . either with the controls, or with the invited-untreated, or

. with a pool of invited-untreateds and controls. Each of these . -

strategics can obviously capitalize ‘upon. selection end result
in- pseudo-effects. S

- When a méasurement framework exists. the selection problem .can
. be.dealt with in a. conservative fashion by preserving the- ,
" original assignment to treatments.and including the units who
were randomly invited but refused as though they had in fact
- been treated. .This will inevitably lower the chances of -
. inferring a treatment effect because some unité are considered
- to have received the tredtment ‘but did not. However, when -
effects can be inferred from the analysis despite the - =
conservative bias, conclusions .about’ treatment effects are
relatively eesy to meke.. : :

The utility of {the conservetive analysis becomes epperent when
comparing its consequences to those which result, from.the most :
frequent alternative quasi-experimental analysis. In this, all -, 7
the units that receive treatment ere compered to all those:
that do not. This usually leads to "creaming" whereby the
most able persons, who are more likely to take up ihvitations
to novel experiences, receive. treatment. Since they are the
ones who will look best efter ‘the treatment (even without = ..
. treatment), such "credming" will result in pseudo-effects 4in
nearly all quasi-experimentel enelyses. :

When we entered the-files of tho'sendieg elementary schools and. 1
drew random samples of the.studente.present in 1968 and 1969 who were
not selected for Project Concern, we were unable’ to 4uplicete the
-sampling method used in 1968-69 for Project Concern. Comperedﬁto the
students selected for Project Goncern. the random sample we selected
contained more students. of lower socioeconomic status. .

-
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.- . _ The \lolun'ceerl Substudy ; '. ' S o | - ’
X 3 o In 1970 and 1971 the districs’dentjlettere to'oerents telling-them o i
i L '4 thet their chiid hed been selected and ncoureging them. to participate L
but did not send staff to visit homes. About a quarter of the parents B
egreeﬁ‘kb participate. Preserving the rendomnees of the original semple
would have required adding three students who had never participated in
r.Projeet COnoern to each student who.did, obviously makdng en effect of Lo
Project Concern difficult.to detect, We decided not.to do this. ‘but. to R R
" instead treat ‘the randomly sampded 1970 71 students who entered the | Y |
programs es volunteers _ ' . _ '
. We elso found a numher of other students for whom ‘there was no. :
" record that they had been randomly sampled. 1n some cases they may. heve

' been randomly semples- hut in other cases we are feirly sure. that ‘the
student volunteered to’ enter: the progrem. ‘While there wes no systemetic
effort to allow femilies to volunteer for the program there were . _

 occasional points wﬁen the number of students in the program was below
target ‘and an effort wes made (fgﬁﬁexample by contecting a few B

cular school) to fill the quota. - o

- Some Hartford public schools had severe ovexcrowding problems and N
ettempted t> deal with these By encouraging students to perticipate in .:‘ co
Projert {oncern. We combined- these volunteer students with those
students who were selected im 1970 ‘and 1971; they are simiIer from the :
viewpoint of the research method in that neither,could be-considered

.« - classrooms of students in one par

rendomly'sempled.” Fortunately. we had a'ready'nede control group}‘since' |

. the Project Concern office had preeerved a folder of telephone messages
from parents who had called the program in 1968 and. 1969 -attempting: to
enroll their children in the project. Since there were euelly”no
vacancies all of these parents were refused. However, they do‘

J constitute a reesoneble control group to compare to.the volunteers=s -
if anything .they probably are more motiveted than the families who
actually participated in Project Concern. ‘since these femiliea did not

, o receive letters.or any contact from: the school to encourage them to .
o volunteer for the program. "We did, ‘however, drop those ettempted
volunteers whose families were eble to put them into deeegregeted '
schools by enrolling them - 1n‘Cetholic schools or by moving to the

suburbs. »




.-11-

T DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY _ . |
L ';{_' The ‘total sample--every student who was offered a place in Project‘. L
Concern in 1966-1971 plus’ appropriate control groups--was. 2613, divided,v'f;kjf"tﬁL
-amongst the seven categories of the sample as shown in Table 1.1. We o
dropped the names of 139, students who were either nonexistant (duplicatai

l»“‘“"' for example) or ineligiblq for the study (white students, control_"ﬂ
) - . ,

S Table 1 1 | |
.‘DISPOSI'EION O.FJORI,.GINAL PROJBCT" CONCERN SAMPLE E

L}

L"b : o .1966 t_ 1?6‘-1969 o
- ' - Experiment ' ~ Experiment -~ -Volunteer
| Substudy Substudy - Substudy -

e o " Re= "~.Con=  f;' e e
" PC Control PC fusal trol 'PC Control Total . - .

Original listing 200 305 351 340 876 . 347 281 2752 -
- Inejixiblb | |

Extra Hispanics T B L - . R
. Whites , -3 5 -6 . 6 3 2 25 e
Duplicate records S 'SR S _ 2. 2 & N6 761
- Special education - - 2. 1 17 3 - 2 25 - Towln
- "Too young R g R . 13 13 - e
e Tbta] : . .7 6 - 2 9 & 10 - 23 119 U
| sugma samPJa 263 299 - 329 331 796 337 258 .2513
Dropped from_study “ ' S R
. -Deceased T ) U | 1 1 6
. . Institutionalized - 12 .~ 7 5 3 |17 3 2 49
' . 8till in school. ' g 1 13 9 22 -18° .3 63
Moved from area 3, 30 36 73 168 27 33 401 -
Moved to noncity - L S . - L
schools = - o ] ' - 52 52 "~
Total | 4. 38 564 86 208 46 91 511~

Records lost 6 49 5 29 L 10 16 132
' Sample used in study 209 212 270° 216. 571 281 151 1910




Ce12 .
fgroup students who would have been ineligible for Project Concern
" because they qualified for speeial education classes. some Hispanics
- dropped because the 1968-69 control group did not ‘match its Project
i Concern comparison 3roup ethnicly. and students who were too young to
'5: reach adulthood by the'time ‘our survey was to be. done Table 1.1 shows |
- 562 atﬂdents (263 + 299) in' the 1966 experiment, 1456 (329 + 331 + 796)
“ in the 1966-69 randomly aampled group and the control gioup we drew to o
- -match it and 595 (337_+ 258) students in_the volunteers-oontrol ‘group: - o fﬂeﬁ
| =“comparison.-i B e IR S
L -~ Oux first task vas to locate the academic records for these a o
 students. Students who began their schooling in the North side

,.: ilineighborhoods of Hartford may, have finished their education in. the

o "metropolitan area‘in any of thirty school systems--either because they

.-were in Project Concern, because they attended Parochial ‘or ‘non-

sectarian schools, or because ‘their family moved to any of a number of S
1suburhs.' This .meant that many student records would be divided, part in. ;~.'.{;,__
Hartford city schools and part in suburban schools - Although the ' ""h o]
'Hartford public schools and the suburban schools invest a great’ desal of :
resources in an effort to preserve the trahscripts and other ‘academic
'records of theif=students, any school system wich extremely high pupil
‘ .’mobility is. plagued with serious record management problems.' Despite L
this, ;(and with considerable help from the Hartford Public School o
o .' administration) after approximately two-persons-years of effort we found
the transcripts -and at least partial academic records of approximatqu |
95 percent of the students. ‘Table 1.1 shows that we deleted from the

_ study 401 students who moved out of the metropolitan area before they

o g'had time 'to. complete school 63 students who had not yet completed oy -

' 'school 6 students who had died ‘and 49 who had been institutionalized in

a ‘custodial institution before reaching school leaving age. We also |
deleted 52 students who. had heen selected for the control group to match
VOluntarily desegregated Project Concern students who had themselves
been able to move out of Hartford or transfer- to private aehools. .

S Together these losses constitute 22 percent of the sample, which:when .
added to the 5 percent oi_the records which we were unable to locate
means thet our final sample of located'acadenic'recorde:waa-l910.?73
percent of the original sample. 3 o a
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~ The next step in the process was to redice the semple'for the
telephone survey from 1910 to 1261 to reduce survey costs. We did this'

by undereamplina reSpondents who were graduates of central city schools

]

o
ag
-
5,
y
:
-
‘ \
/

and undersempling high school’ dropouts | Sampling probebilities ranged
from certainty (for suburban 3reduetes ‘and suburban dropouts) down to 20
percent (for. inner-city female’ high school dropouts) All the tebles in
- this report are weighted s0' that the'bias introduced by sempling is
corrected. In order to: reduce costs, we sample with certainty the |
families which hed two or more children. in the sample of 1910 (up toa

- maximun of four children per family). There were 357 “extra" siblings -

in the. study. 80 that we only had- to locate 904 families. Since tracing -
costs were the large portion of our survey costs, reducing the number of
families lowered costs considerably. ,

The survey begen by tracing respondents, using the lest address

| known to- the school system and telephone directory essistence. After
these epproeches were exheusted We searched school records, looking for:;“‘

families who had younger. children who were still in school. We also -:
used motor vehicle records end tex records, but these yielded eddresses B
without telephone numbers We verified addresses. with registered = -
letters requesting respondents to call us collect ‘but only a few did

%0, When £unds,were.finelly exhausted, we had located addresses on -a

- large portion of the semplee~eppronimetely 90 percent; however, we

®

succeeded in’obteining.telephone numbers of slightly less than 70
percent of the fenxlies;»end completed interviews with’' only 59 percent

_ of the perents and 52 percent of the students. We 1nterviewed one - -

parent (usually the mother) ‘and then asked to speak to rhe students. (or ¥
- asked for. his/her phone number if they lived away. ffom home). Only 5.
percent of the respondents were refusals once. telephone contect was
made.. Response retes for eech cetegosy of the design are shown in Table

.1020 . . o

Table 1.2 showsa slight tendency for response rates to be higher
~among Project Concern alumni and their parents than among the alumni of
the Control group. This combined with our decision to oversemple

students who completed their education in suburban schools, means that

the treetment group is larges than the control group for both the 1966 -
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- !able 1.2 R o o s
' ’ INTERVIEW CONPLETION RATES - - O
0 Y196 1968-1969 ., [
i ' : Experiment . = Experiment . "Volunteer - . e
[ ' , - /Substudy = . Substudy ~ Substudy
.‘ . ', o _-."“., ' | | .'RQ' -COI'I:"‘ Lo ' " ) ‘
‘ N . PC Control PC = fusal  trol - PC Control Total -
. ”"‘,-. 0 . v : : . v . "'o . e ' ",‘ = . . : .,' .
4 % " Records located _ - -209 212 270 216 571 - 281 ‘151  1sto -
L . "Sampled . N 149 112 192 130 350" . 225 - 103 . 1261 _ - |
'~ Parent interview . ° S ' o 2 B %
- o obtained ., 8 - 56 115 * 71 208 ~-152 58 742 "
L . - - Percentage. - - 55 50 60 55 . 59.. 68 . 56 qg ' .
. .~ Student interview . g S T U : B E
- i obtained - o 75 46 - 104 - 68 184 139 45 - 661 . ,
‘ . v Percentage S0 41~ 54 52 53, 62 .46 52 . -
v ' ' . ) "s,m." qQ ; '
: substudy and the substuqy of vbluntary students. However, since so many_;- * i?;;
of the students essigned to Project Concern withdrew from the program
. end transfexred back to Hartford bity schools. ‘the study still conteins , ‘
" many more students ‘who graduated from Hartford city schools than from 255 : }‘Hf
_ . . suburban schools. Of the 1853 cases for whom we have significant data,‘j' ',. |
- o o748, were iniﬂielly assigned to Project Concern and slightly over half of ;:g

. these (385},finished thedr,education in 8 Hartford .city public schooL..
~ Of the 1108 respondents who werd never in a Project Concern sqhool 156
finished their-education in’ nonrcity scheolsp mostly Parochial schools -
and public schools in those suburbs whe:d black families moved ‘in the
1970 s. Survey reSponse rates were higher for Project Conéern " .
participants than. for members of the control group. We interviewed 60 R :

a

percent of those students who, finished their schooling in a Project ‘ . SR

-

Concern school compered to only 52 percent of Project: Concern dropouts
-and 48, percent of the Control group students who were afways in Hartford

. public schooleu

>
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, Because of ‘the higher sempling rates end higher response rates for
e studené& who stayed in Project Concern. of the 660% completed students N
surveys almost exactly half of the' respondents (132 .+ 186 = 318, or 48 . .:,.ge;
_j'percent) were initially assigned to Project Concern schools and over v B

' half of these finished their education in the suburbs. private schools o

or in the.metropoliten area trede schools. .
Assessing the Blhs in the Re:earch ’Deslgn .

0 ¢ there were no differences in the family beckground of Project
Concern students—end ‘the control group, we would be assured that the

o

| rendomized experiment had been done successfully and also that the
voluntery dgfegregetion substudy. would not suffer from the standerd
‘difficulties associated with edjustn: t pre-test differences. ,
“Unfortunately, the evidehce, shown in’ Teble 1 3, is that there are some.f-
‘.importent differences in the socioeconomic status of the families of '
lProject Qoncern students and Control students. By far the most - o
importart differences'ere betueen the 1968-69 rendoml& sempled?group and. .
. the control group which we randonly'sempled supposed1§ using the same -
techniques as had been used in 1968 and 1969. The data are presented in_.
the centenwcolumn of Teble 1.3. For exemple. in the first row, the 4th
i ~cplumn of the table shows that 38 percent of the rendomly sampled
| .students who entered Project Concern in 1968 and 1969 came from families ~ ' .
: thet.pwned their own home when we surveyed them in 1982. In the 5th
‘-'column we see thet 39 percent 0of the families who retfused tor send their
child to a Project Concern ‘school after being randomly sempled now own 1
their home. In contrast, the control group we selected shows only a 34
percent home ownership rete. a difference (in the 7th column) for the .
‘average of the two groups selected for treatment of 5 percent points.
- The 1968-69 Project Concern students and randomly sempled refusal .
-+ families heve fewer children. had mothers who were more 1ike1y to heve a
high school or better education, were more likely to own an
v " encyclopedia, & typewriteér and take a daily newspeper. and the students
u?re more likely to report,that when they were 14 they-lived with both

. . % There are 561 completed student surveﬁs. in one case we could not -
determine the lest school the respondent ettended :

- ) AT Y
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‘Student Characteristios " (%) (¥). enco - (%) (%) ~ (%) . ence (% z ~ once

Parcntt own home hiy .u3 i ; - .38 39 7
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their parents. It is'encouraging to note that the'differences'betueen i
the Project Concern students and those who refused to ‘enter the prog%ﬂm s

¢ are smally Y - I Co

¢

We do not know why we were unable to reproduce the randpmly sampled
procedures tsed in 1968 and 1969. It is possible that in our sampling
‘we included stadents who were to be retained in 3rade, or assigned | -~
“eithér to special education or to classes for students who needed = s_'-y
| assistance with English. * C | T

] o . -

LI ]

. There is'a tendency for the students who entexed. Project Concern
: voluntarily to be of somewhat higher status than those families who »
attempted to volunteer their child for Project Concern, but were not e
successful The Project Concern volunteers have mOthers who are _ .
) somewhat better educated and are more likely to have lived in cwo-parent . Z.'jl
- ohouseholds. On the other hcnd the contral group families are more . |
likely 'to own’ their own home. The Project Concern volunteers are ‘more f: o
likely to have an encyclopedia and typewriter at ‘home and more likely to ) Aifff
take a daily newspaper, but we are not%ﬁure that the typewriter item “c o
should be taken seriously. It seems 'to us very likely that chilqren
attending suburban schools ‘are more likely to be pushed by the school
into using a typewriter. Thus this is not ‘an indicator of family
backgroung/differences but is-in fact an.effect of the type of school
’jfﬂwf__they attend., The reason why we advance this ‘hypothesis is that im the -
i 1966 experiment there are few important oifferences between Project 1‘ 'I

Concern and control students.. In the'!irst three columns of data in .- . )

-
e

‘Table 1.3 shows no difference in family home-ownership number of , B

siblings or in using;a~daily newspaPer. The control ‘group families are | o e
" more lfkely £9 have two parents presgnt and more likely to own an
"encyclopedia The Project Concern families have better educated

’mothers. + This pattern would suggest what there should be no important
E differences between the two. groups and that the random sampling strategy
J (and our tracrng of the students 15 years later) was relatively t
unbiased Despite this, we find that the. Project Concern children are
17 percentage points more likely to have a typewriter at home. We think
typewriter ownership is an effect of attending»Suburban schools rether |
than a measure of family background differences. e

1
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v These deta seem to indicate that~when we analyze the 1966 data we _
can aaeume.a fairly good experimental desfﬁn anid ng important background
‘differences between the two gﬂoups. ‘For both the voluntary substudy and g

‘the 1968-1969 experiment. we wil‘ have to assume siz abls back&round

differences which will ﬁbed to be controlled. In the dhalysis that o d
follows we will use the social class fectors. age and second grade - -

achievement acores as control variables to try to minimize the
| d}fference between Project Concern and control group students..l\ . :
There are 89T° bolidw implications in these data as well, The data
‘suggest . that during the early days of $roject Concern there wad & cless
bias "which ,could. tregp into the selection process. at any time. the -
¥ otricti:ézof random aampling techniques was weakened, -This is/entirely

"underst dable: better educated qnd thore. highli’motivated families will..

** be more aggressive in seeking be:ter educetionaleoppogtunities for their;ffw'

children and. more skilled in obtaining better schooling It is also not -

' clear that this is necessarily a bad thing It may be that better |
. organized and better educated minority families are the qnes who' benefit
' most for, a program like Project Concern. Nevertheless. ‘the ritk of -
: short-changing poor. minority famiIies i a program like - ‘this i’ real.
*We .do not know whether the sort of biases that showed up for the 1968-71
period exisths today, but we think that theSe data should serve-as a ("
warning to administrators and other desegregation programs which have a

voluntary component. . = : . - S,

U
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The main findﬁng of our study is that for male students, I
participation in Projeé% Concernt increases the chances of graduatibn
from high school and incryases the number of years of college.they

' complete. Participation in’ Project Concern does increase wome s'high ‘"'
school graduation #ates but has little effect ‘on female years of college -

’

completed T e
- The most direct test of the desegregation-educational attainment B

relationship is to simply compare s%udents who graduated from suburban _;J
L schools,with those whose schooling was entirely in the city. ‘In Table
2 1, we summarize a-series of regression equations an Which -
desegregation experience is.related to years-of school completed in |
equations controlling on age, the students vocabulary scores in second Q
grade and seven family background variables (presence of t&o parents in -
~ the hqme, number of siblings, home ownership. mother s educamional

atta&nment, .and a scale built on the presense &f an encyclopedia. a
: typewriter, and a daily newspaper in the “home) " In the regression

equation, 8 dummy variable was constructed to distinguish those who-

attended Project Concern schools from those who did not. ' To. keep the Rk
' analysis simple we ignored for the present all Students 'whose

desegregation experience was mixed either because the dropped out, of .
| Project Concern and returned to segregated tity schools, or because they “

began in ‘the city schools as a- member of the control group but thén

~ transferred to desegregated schools, (either private schools, schools ig
- the suburbs where their family had moved, or the metropolitan area ;ﬁ“ -

vocational school). - . - SR

The first five'rows of Table 2.1 report data from 5 separate )
regression equations with,five,different dichotomous dependent
,‘“variables, each fomga different range of'educationll attainment. ‘Thus
the first -line reports that net of various family variables the

. estimated proportion of. students completing college is 7 percent for |
students who participated in Project Concern, and 4 percent for studants
bho—did not. The next four lines show the result from four other L

¢




’ EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND) PRESENT COLLEGE. A'I'I'BNDANCE S
' ‘ OF PRQJECT‘CONCERN PARTICIPANTS BY SEX - . ol
" S ’ -;; " " Project I*I'Conttol‘,
o . a » . . Concern "~ Group -
' Hales (in percentages) PRI S >
'+ . College graduate 'N . R A
L .H»- .2+ ‘years' of college S :‘: S 212 S T2
“ 1. +1 year of college R . .15 e 12
Higb school graduate - ¢ - - A2 . 38 §
D:opout - -{7 L V' 148 o 34 _‘”f-
" Totel T 99 *zoo‘ o
g * Mean Years campleted . o L 12,78 ‘f 12.0
Percentage naw in collega . - 15
| bea]es {in’ percentages) . .h R
College graduate oo . 6w :
. 2+ years of college |} . S AR U3
o 1 year of oollege o : . |16 , 16 -
' High school graduate s ' L 60% .. 42
‘Dropout - ., 9% 25
 Total. ST 200 \ .. 100
c , ‘Mean years comp]eted - %'.- ' "y 7.fgzz.5 12.2’
- Percentage now In co]]ege - 15 ' 22
NOTE: Controlling on fami\'“beckground, age, and test ';ﬂf
scores. . ' . ' . v
% < .05. " et . -~
A , .,, ' \\

' equations, each foousing on & different level of\eduoational attainment..:'
- For exanple, the second line is based on a regresslon using as a
dependent variable a dummy variable which.is seored f\{f and only if the '
student has completed either 2 or, 3 years of college, with college - |
graduates and students with less college than this bothlEEQred as 0. ~
" The end result is a table which ie a simulated cross-tabulation,
\\presumebly looking exactly- es a cross-tahulation would look if, ‘
segregated and desegregated respondents were identical in theié\family
beckground age, and second gtede test scores.. Appendix A contains a
full\regression equation from which the fifth line of this table (&he
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high school dropout rate) was computed and shows the computetion formula

" used to construct the numbers in Table 2.1.

j The deta indicate. that the male Project Concern graduates have much
higher levels of -educational attainment. They are much’ less likely to
drop .out of hiéh“school,-more likely to.ettend college and if they did
attend college,:considerably more likely to finish two. or. more years of
schooling. ‘In the lower part of the panel of male data we present the
expected years of school completed derived from a regression equation
in which ‘mean years of schooling is the dependent verieble and family T
beckground age and second grade scores dre controlled ‘These. data

- ind;cete that Project Concern students finishing in non-city schools

have\elmost d’year more schooling than those who always ettended city
schools. ; J R S N (- .
Not only do Project Concern participents who finish their educetion
in suburban schools have more .years of school completed that the control
group, the differences between the Project Concern students and the:

controls are continuing to increase. As the next row of the top panel -

_ of the table shows, 30 percent of mele Project Concern students were in

college at the time of our survey, compared to 15 percent of -the control |
students (The results ‘again are net .of age, second grado vocgbulary
school scores, and family background veriebles ) . The educational

adventege held by Project Concern elpmni will be even greater in the
future ' : S I ; |

n

Teble 2.1 shows a pettern in the male sttainment figures. Project

* Concern partzcipants are,noticeahly,less likely to drop out.of public'~
f,school._ However, of those who,groduated from'high school only slightly
- more Project Concern students.than control students-go on-to-college.

* Sixty six percent of control group stndents finished high school and 28'-;

percent .-~ about 3/7 of the high school greduates -- went on to college.
A much higher percentege of Projeot Concern male students (89 percent)

finished high school but Only 45 percent -- about half of the high °

school graduates =-- went on to college. This suggests that the program
does -not so much affect college attendance rates directly, as it does so

:.indirectly by lowering the high.school drop out rate.

{
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Among male college attendees. Projeet Concern graduates have an

advantage: The control group is more likely to complete only one year-
" of college than is the Project Concerr group. Among control group SR
students there are four students who have completed two or more years of N

college for every thres student who haye completed .only.one year. "But
among Project Concern graduates there are roughly 6 students who have
completed two or more years of college for every 3 who have completed '
_ only one. Although we cannot. be ‘sire with the small'eample"aize'we have ;.'_
here, it looks as if the effects of Project Concern is to enable males -
‘to. remain in school--either high school or college. o - s
" The table does not treat directly the important issue of self-
" selection.’ Presumably those students who entered Project Concern and
"_atayed in the suburban schools are better students--with more committed
families end perhaps with better scholastic ability ‘It is thus not £y
surprising that those who remain in the suburbs have a greatex number of . ¢
years of school completed than those 'who left Project Concern. - But this
- means that.merely comparing'those participants who'stayed'in'the’suburbs'f
':to those who were always in the city schools is misleading. The very .

?

low high school drop but rate of only 14 percent for students who . ...

completed their education in suburban schools is at least’ partly because .
" many students who intended “o drop out of high school did so by leaving
- Project Concern, returning to city schools and then dropping out from
the city school. - '

-

| This. issue is addressed in detail in Appendix B of this report.”'ln
that agpendix we conclude that Project Concern_ had a definite effect on
the educational attainment of male students, which cannot. be explained
.either in terms of differences,in family background of students who did..'

or did not enter the program, nor in terms of the unmeasurable
" differences which might cause self-selection bias in the data.

P The conservative estimates, based on making allowance for self-

selection bias, are that Project Coneern has inoreascd educational
attainment by 0.3 to 0. & years, and thet the advantage of Project
Concern alumni have will continue to grow because of their higher -. ! .t

~ college attendance rates at the time-'of our survey. We estimate, very -

roughly, thet_the effect of desegregation using suburban schools is to



_ unanswerable with ouy data,
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‘.decreaee the - £h1e high school drop out rate by abput two-fifths (the

decrease shown -in Table 2.1 of three-fifths, from 34 percent to 14
-percent, is exaggerated by self-selection). ‘We' also roughly estimate &

~ the number of male Btudents who will eventually have two or more yeadrs
p of college is increaeed by desegregation by perhaps 50 percent. (Again;
‘thedestimates .taken directly-from Table 12, which show 75 percent more
~"etudente with two years of college now, qupercent compared to 16 '

percent, and 100 percent more students still in college, 30 percent
‘compared to 15 perceﬂ% are also exaggerated by self-selection.)

‘ Table 2.2 shows some other effects of participatins in Project
Concern: measures of perception of - racism, difficulties with police,
eerly childbearing, and contact with whites. ‘The results are again

~ derived from regression equations controlling on family background a&e. o
~ and eecond grade achievement scores. \f ' |

R

'ATTiTUDES ABGUT ‘RACISM IN COLLEGE AND ELSEWHEBE .

College is a“time -of considerable pressure, both academic and
psychological, on many students._ vaiously the pressure is greater if .
one adds to the normal tensions the experience of being a minority group

~on cempus. (In Connecticut, all the co’leges and universities are -

Alargely white ) It may be ‘that one: reason why the college dropout rate
is lower empng Project Concern graduates is that- they place a different

affective interpretetion upon their college experiences. They_are

considerebly laess likely to feel their college is racist. :Thesefresults

. _for males are given in the first two lines of Table 2.2. None of the

graduates of a Project Concern high school say that they experienced |
discrimination in college, while 22 percent of control group members who'
attendad college aay they did. Whether this finding is & result of =

' desegregated blacks understanding the amount of'discrimination about

them or segregated blacks overestimating the amount of discrimination is

‘Perception of. discrimination in college is - correlated with

perception of discrimination in other ereaa,,and male Project Concern

alumni score lower on & scale based on perceptivons of discrimination by
‘employers, downtown store clerks and white citizens generally in )
Hartford. - The date An the third and foursh linee of Table 2. 2. has been
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Table 2 2

DELINQUBNCY, Psncsxvsn DISCRIMINAT&ON, AND CONTACTS WITH WHITBs,'

OF PROJECT CONCERN PARTIOIP&NTS, BY SEX

¢

e
,u;3szf,;% fﬁdﬁgaj

, Projecf‘_ Control
" ~ Concern  Group -
: Hb]as . | .
‘Perceived college discrimination (%) R
~.Uncontrolled S0 22
", Controlled  * * o - . ot
" Perceived discrimination 3qnera11y‘(scq1e) = X
" Uncontrolled L L R b3 -} |
‘Controlled . .42 .53
Police/violence (scale) . S S
Uncontrollad ST A4
»  Controlled . BTN
. Contact with whites (spale) S
Uncontrolled .60 -
_ Controlled ' r.624A 45 .
nHovod into white residential a:ea (scale) - o o o
Uncontrolled: b6 .39
" Controlled - - . 49 .36
Had few friends in college (%) . ; BT
Controlled o 19 31
Uncontrolled. . - . . ., 24 34
' . . !’ " . ) ’ ’ L
. . ‘g 1
5. \
\\Q




TS 05, one-tailed test.

oy R - S
. Table 2.2 (continued) R S
S L o , : . o Projecf ;~Qon%rol
R S SR ) ... “Concern  Group
. _ s , : .
Fbuo]cs S N ";S.f__' | _,.fx:ﬂ:if'J“"

Percoived collego discriminuticn (%) !

“Uncontrolled. e . T 22 12 0 W
. Controlled o | B 18 15
"Perceived discrimination generally (scale) o R URGIERR A
- Uncontrolled. ; .50 - 82
- Controlled £ o a,' o R w‘~‘ L8049 .
.Police/violence (scale) e R R
~Uncontrolled: ' .~ S o W06 e
Controlled ' C 1""f 1Y e 12
- ‘Bore child before: age 1& (%) R U L
- Uncontrolled Lo L e 829 e
' . Controlled - IR .. s .12 26
~Contact with whites (scale) T
Uncontrolled S SR TS B S N
“Conmtrolled - % i wo ot g T gD e e

Mbved into white residenxial atea (scale)

Uncontrolled '~ = . % | o 156 - . 41 :

Coptrolled  ~ .. '~ ' = o 61% .38
. Had few friends in college (%) ‘ o e
Uncontrolled - _ LT e S 18 .. 37
Comtrolled” . . - - T .0 - 20 . 36

NOTE: Contro}ling on ‘family background age, and tnst scores. ‘,cf
a S _ -

*transformed to a scale with & mean of 52, since on average 52 percent of.,.'fWQWJ;%;

the :espondents perfeived discrimination on any one question in this
scale. The scale has a standard deviation of 50, which makes. the
differences interpretable as: if they were the results from a single yes-

~ mo. questions ‘rather than. from a: scale. The rcsults in Table 2.2 are the w

expected values taken_from.a regression equation controlling on family

n.background ‘age and second grade nest scores. .,

o Fot”woman.wthere is—no—evident~that~attepding a lqgregated school-;

1

- increase' 8 ono s perception of discrimination either in colloge or in -
Hartford 3enerally.

‘.
-
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R deeegregetion dieeppears.‘.- o T e

.26
. Project Concern'elumni end the control group alumni are in similar
-environments. we think it is the perception which differs, not the .

“reelity. ‘But it ie ‘also true that Project Concern elumni. accustomed: to

W'being bith whitee. may evoke different responses fron the whites they
: interect with | 3 R '

) TROUBLE WITH POLICE. AND WITH. VIOLENCE = .
. Ve asked respondents three-questions designed to crudely measure
,'ﬂ'their difficulties with police and their involvement in ‘unacceptable -

:.?yikinde of eggreseion. Our three meesures are "have you ever . been picked T,f
Lt -up by the police?” “heve you ever spent the night in jnil?" and ' since;: .
. you .ars an adult have you- ever been in a fight?" The fifth and. sixth o

" “lines of the top panel of Table 2. 2 ehow ‘scores.on a. scele which goes
"’from 0 to 100 and- represente the medn percentage of male students

"enswering "yes" ‘to ‘each of these’ questione... ‘Male greduetee of Projectuﬁxﬂ“;'"~”}fﬁ
: ere-eignificently less: likely.- to. -answer "yes" to. theeen{mg,,;ew,n i

.questions._ Proj‘it’Concern females score lower on thie sceleothgn doegffi,'5":'

the control: grou R bnt this eeems entirely due to social class and’

' ecedenic»test sC ’ effects, when thepe ere controlled -the effect of

| TEENA'GE‘ cml.be"ne'm' | . ,_
. There is a lowkr rete of teenage childbirth experienced by women
.i-"who were enrolled in Project Concern. as shown in the bottom panel of

* " "Rable 2, 2, Only 8 percent of alumni of Project Concern 3ive birth .

before they are 18, compered to zs-percent of ‘the control ‘group. most -

of this 21 percent difference'cennot be considered an effect of
desegregation Hany femalee in Project Concern become pregnant, but -
transferred to the. Hertford .ity school system to attend a special _
~ school for mothers. 50 they are not ‘counted as Project Concern Alumni
(eee Appendix B for an ene)ysie yhich ‘takes this into consideretion)

) L IR



RELATIONS wm-l wm'res o o SRR
‘Tables 2.2 alsg show various measures of interracial relations.,f@ |
"contact with whites scele isvbuilt on the percentage of black -

f.respondents saying that some. of their present“friends are white and: that
r they visit whites .in their homes. -The rates are higher for males
'_,generelly, probably reflectiug a more generous definition of friendshtp

| ‘that is used by women, and perhaps also reflecting the greater freedom .

of . mobility thct males hsve. Males from Project Concern high schools

/cro significently more likely to have contact with whites than are zfa'w
: graduates of city schools. They are also more likely to have searohed
- for or- moved into an epertment in e, predominetely white’ neighborhood

he-two measures are. combined on the secondescale),*andsare less likely.i_dcim.»Qf?

':' to have. complained about not having friends when they were in coflege '
‘”y(since ell the colleges in the Hertford area are overwhelmingly white,,

 lack of friends presumably reflects difficulty in establishing o
‘°“friendships with whites). . The differences for femeles are ‘also quite :
" clear and’ in fact are stronger ‘on two of ‘the three measures. '

SELF SELECTION BIAS e e \,
The data in stles 2.1 and 2. .2 sﬂq biased toward showing positccg

effects of desegregetion. To. some degree Project Concern alumni have

more years “of schooling, less difficulties with police, etc., because .

they are a self-solected group of superior students' others who were not

‘as motivated or ‘able to ettend college, or more prone to difficulties

with police, etc., simply declined the opportunity to participate in
Project: COncern or else withdrew from the program before completing

-school. In Appendix B we carry out a thorough (and very conservetive)

enslysis of. the effects of solf-selection, and conclude that all the
significent findings in- Tables 2.1 and 2. 2 stand up under tests- for self- B
selection bias, with the possible exception of thie msle police/violence
scale results, which“ere not statistfcally significant under some sets

_of assumptions about the effe¢t of self-selection-bias, -




| simply because it reduces ‘the sense,of strangeness in dealing with

_segregated blacks tend to- misinterpret innocent white behavior. Either ,
~ explanation seems quite reasonable. ' S

INTERPRETATION | |
We found. a senies ‘of positive effects of desegregation. ,On the’

‘ whole. they are as expected The Most reasonable are the results

-.positive socishldpntact with whites; presumsbly persons who had contact

with members of the opposite race in childhood are more likely to want

to. relate eocially to them in adulthood Ve are elso not surpiised at a.

decline in teenage pregnancy._ Ve. would expect desegregated black -

: students to be in a .situstion where more oi their friends Jould be ;-,
.planning on college and in a situation where they are, more isolated from ;';

.

» '
-

showing that both,pales and females from, desegregated schools have more

the black community and therefore dating less.‘ The same result appears ¢

in Crain and WeismAn (1972).° L e

Desegrcgation may - reduce perceptions of ratism for black males

whites and white dnstitutions. 'Blacks from desegregated backgrounds may
have learned to overlook instances of prejudiced behavior, or. perhaps

"!

There are two possiblé explanatiins why desegregation might reduce

..sq ot

™

arrest rates and adult violence for ‘black males. Desegregation may LN

'reduce difficulties with police because it reduces perception ‘of racism

and anger about racism. For’ decades social scientists and black
intellectuals have claimed that black violent behavior. even that
directed at other blacks, has its ultimate roots in anger at. white . °

- racism (Kardiner -and Ovisey, 1951 Crain and Weisman, 1972 Grier and .
. Cobbs, '1969). One research study found intraracial black violence

declined in three black communities when. they were mobilized for civil

' rights activity (Soloman, Walker, 0'Conner and Fishman, 1965) A major

theory in juvenile delinquency research the differential association

: .theory, also predicta that Project Concern students will have less '

difficulty, simply because they have Qess time and opportunity to,

interact—wit it)t..\zidlent_youngpeople,__ — Lo
" Why doesn't desegregation reduce female scores on the

police/violence scale? One reasonable explanation is that black women

in the suburban schools were not as isolated from'inner-city youth as .

35
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ik 'but 29 80 mainly® for males?

.29 .

.mf;§3¥ ‘the black men were. The girls in Project Concern tend ‘to associate with
«f ) Q

f;;és;f“qteenage boys from their Jhome. neighbo:hood who usually’ are not in Project
:i;f’:Goncern. ‘One can-easily imagine girls cooperating passively in )

;44 o hntisocial behavior initiafed by & group ‘of boys. Thus at the time of
" the interview, a ‘desegregated black_ woman's history of association’ with

" antisocial youth may not -lock ‘very different from that o£ black women
4 Yol

\HQ“‘ : v - -
zﬂ@wbo attended dnner-city schools. - - - R
1:,"\ '

i#3 - This is not a’gompletely satisfactory explanationm sifice it does o

jxia:net explain why desegregation also does not affect.female perceptions of
i fot_mination in College or in society generally. f?dmales from
dep u'axed scho&ls perceive more discrimination than do males. from

desegﬁigdte gchools, and we have no “good explanation for this. ,
ﬂﬁ'wFinan “why does desegregation increase educational” attainment, -

\ _ , -
It seemsqt% us that there are three factors which cou1d increase :

educauional attainment° These are (1) academic success; (2) motivation, _Tf’
‘f‘auﬁi anﬁ (sq altgmdness for school A student who does well in school will

' o be dptiVatgd to continue in school simply in order to continue getting
““the rewards Epat school offers. A student who is motivated may .not do o
‘well in school but-may feel strongly that completion of . schooling is " -

. necessary“for his or her future. Many students remain in school not .-

77 - because they like~schoolwork but because they like school itself--a

" "7 chance to participate in social activities with friends and feel part of

’A_

8 school community ' ) '
Viewed form this, perspective,-it seems'reasonable»that
: desegregation should both lower the high school drop-out: rate and,
increase the years of college completed Desegregated students should
- be more motivated since they are in. schools where there is a strong  .°
norm favoring ﬂigh school and college graduatidn While desegregated -
students do not make very good grades in subu{ban schools, they also do
" ‘not get into very much disciplinary ‘difficuilty compared to students at ,
the inner-city high schools, - and that- should make them like school more, -
~ or at least give them fewer reasons to dislike school. 1t '
reasonable that a student who perceived a good deal of discrimination'in
‘ college b111 be more liﬂely to quit. And if segregated schooling '

encourages students to perceive a good deal of disclimination in

36
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Hartford city in general, it will probably also cause them to have a
- more critical view of, and be more willing to drop out of, their own
'hiéh school. Therefore, we think that we have two reasonable
,explanations for the lower: high school dropout - rate of Project Concern
“.students. On the one hand they are less likely to get into trouble with -
':$the police and we suspect that means that they are less likely to get _
~ inte trouble nith their- school administrator. Secondly, théy see less . .
"discrimination. suggesting that they are less angry about this and hence
“less likely to get into difficulties with school officials and less
likely to want to- drop out of school, o :
) . 1f .desegregatian makes it easier for blacks to establi
.* friendships with. whites, this will also meke them more likely to stay in
college, since their larger circle of friends will‘make them feel less
-alienated Since both males und females from(desegregated schools o
complein less ‘of not - having £riends in college, we would expect ’
desegregation to increase the college Tetention rates for students of ;’»
bovh sexes. However, female college retention is not improved by ?g§§ﬁﬂ;“
',‘desegregatimn.e . N
. Since women from desegregated schools did not have less
L difficulties with the police and did not perceive less: discrimination in .
’ *college, these are two reasons to argue that desegrogetion should not ‘

'

enhance their years ‘of college completed - E .
7 : L . '




'Hartford city in general it will probably also cause. them’ to have a
- more critieal view of, and be more-willing to drop out of. :their own

~ alienated. ' Since both males .and females from desegregated schools
' both sexes. However. female college retehtion is not improwed by

.diffioulties with the police and-did not perceive less disorimination‘in o “f

,‘. N | .' . , ,?Sq-

*

high school. Therefore, we think that we have ‘two redhonable

explanations for the lower high school dropout rate of Project Concern’ . ‘7f3:
“etudents. On the one hand they are less likely to get ‘into trouble with .' o
- the polige and we .suspect that means that ‘they are llss likely to,get ;; ;f’f'f{ﬂ
“:into ttouhle with their school administrator. Seﬂondly, ,they see less . j:LE

discrimination, suggesting that they are less angry about this and hence * - . X | fﬂ;
less likely to get into difficulties with school officials and less <" . Co
likely to want to drop out of school. gff o

If desegregation makes it easier for blacks to establish - -

- friendships with whites, this will also make them more likely to stay in -

college, since their larger circle of friends will make ghem feel less ) _ﬁ;}

complain less of ‘not having friends in college, we would expect -

desegregation to. increase ‘the college retention rates for students of .

desegregation. . T - ‘ f o S o
Since women from desegregated sohools did not have less

college. these are two reasons to argud. that desegregation should not 5\. .
enhance their years of - college completed. - . | _'. ‘ ,]': - /@ :
- ) ) . . . » ‘ "_‘ . V V k
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i, STUDENT EXPERIENCES WITH PROJECT CONCERN |

» ) '
o .' N N v
¢ _g_:‘ - : .o

N o Onc ha1£ of the male students and two-fifths of the femele students‘
R who entered Project Concern left. the program to returp to“Hertford City -
S\_ f LSchools. The 187 respondents who.drppped out of rroject Concern gave
"4 . reasons:which fell under five general headings:
| said they did not like the racial situation; 42 mentioned racial =
problens or discrimination, and 20' said they did not like their o

| R classmates or teachers. (Both classmates and teaching staff were = ¢
) ‘_T-" ;‘virtuslly all-white in ‘these schools )y - 2), 26 said they'wanted to :go to—-

B - school in the city with their friends and eletives (typically their
'3'; siblings did "ot ettend school with Ehem ) Q(3} 20 complained about
. tramsportation or logistics--often families\nougdato a nev residence and

e

it was no longer possible for the . child to'be picked up by a school bus.

(4) .17 said they were suspended,eand 3 left because of 4 conflict. over T
school’ policy, ‘which we think probably referred to a disciplinary h

=

policy. (5) Only 14 said they did. not like the~school and only 5. ssid ..”
o ._they left in order to go to a better school . 'ﬁ;' -
" 7 The Project Concern desegregation plsn mede 'things difficult for -‘,L i

'many students. The plan does not use any sort of geographic zoning.&so
5 4'thet students who attend a\pgrticular subnrban 'school come from all over

- ] the North Hartford residential ‘area, . rather than one particular

} neighborhood Thus, students usually do not ride the bus with any of

i their neighhorhood friends.

'ettending different suburban ‘schools.

In some cases siblings were’ sepersted. .
Robert Gale and Edward Iwanicki
_;' (1982) enelyzed dropouts‘of Project Concern endﬁpointed out that it is
~difficilt to determine how many students~were pushed out by disciplinary
.. 'susPension end expulsion and how many students volunterily left, since .
v in many cases (a student who wished to leqve the program but whose
perents would 8t pquit it simply; acted‘up in school and was expelled
Despite the hiﬂp dropout rate from,Project Concern. eveluations by
_perticipents are gejerﬁlly quite positive. We asked each student to,
{ - ~describe the expehiences they had in the high sctiool they ettended. '

Those Project;Concern students who remaﬁned‘in the suburbs were quite
- e A .o . . . - EPE . - - ! . . ! .

(1) 'Most: commonly they o |




. . C's. -Suburban graduates cornlained less about school rules being' unfair

v - 32

favorable.i Eighty-nine percent of the males ana q& percent of the
females said they liked their high school compared to 83 percent and .82
'percent of students who were educat&d in central city schools. Asked to
give a letter grade to their- school, graduates of suburban Project _
- Concern schools. graded their -schools with an average B or better, while
graduates of innerrcity schools gave their schools a mixture of B's and

and were no more likely than central city graduates to say they "didn 't
‘ belong" in their school. The only area where suburban students , ,_”zw
=comp1aitd mores about their school was -in saying they ‘experienced racia1~ R \
discrimi ation--hardly surprising since they central city schools were. '; * ]
overwhelmingly black. It is also interesting that students who dropped |
- out Qf Project Concern and returped to city schools were more negative
in their evaluation of their high school than were students who had -
never been in Project Concern. This suggests tos us thet students who 7\ '
had experienced Project Concern had higher standards for schooling thanI . T“*f%

; those who had never seen suburban schools. ‘ « I SRR R f i
| We compared Project Concern alumni who remained in suburban sohool% -
,_until they finished their education, Project Concern-dropouts,,control
: group students and students from the control group who moved to the
suburbs or transferred to desegregated schools in their attitudes towar
, school and their e xperiences in school ) -

Project Concern graduates tend to come from somewhat more affluent Ty
‘fanilies than do Project Concern dropouts or central city students, 56 |- s
again'we .used nultiple regression to control for seven background ’ R
4factors. parent s education, parental homeownership,‘humber of
;siblings, presence of an encyclopedia Ptypewriter, or daily newspaper inw
| the. home, number of parents in the home while growing up,- age and the.
student s score on a second grade vocabulary test. Rather than b"-)“ : _,i,
reporting the full, equation in standard, form, Table 3.1 shoys the , = - h
results in the form of a simulated cross-tabulation--the predicted S
A'vslues of. Project Concern participants and non-participants if each ' ' B
group wnre assigned “erage soores of the seven background variables.
- In Table 3., l th. -:tual difference amohg the four classes of |

s;Project Concern participation are shown first; the results from the

fregression equatioq,are immediately below it.' For example, the first ;f
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Concera but had dropped out of it and finished their education in

_Hartford city schools said that they liked thein school. end 89 percent

of the Project Concern students who finished their educetion in a Eon- .

2

¥ ' :
. A 5
Table 3.1 (continued) . r¥
. _ T _ \kocetion of last School Attended ‘ -{;
| e c1>y\ Other ~ City  Other S

| '_ . Ll e Projezi&Concern‘ Control '7fi
Females | | - ' : -
" .Liked high school (%) - . - \ ]
. Uncontrolled 66 . 82 . 87 e
.. 7" Controlled . ‘662 82 87 R
. " Mean grade given to school ' ' : e
_‘\\ Uncontrolled 2.2 | . 2.6 2.8 if
\ ' Controlled . - " 2.3 3.0° ' 2.6 2.7 .
\ Didn't "belong"x(zo' ) . L o e
Uncontrolled . - 388 18 . 23 15 -_f]
\ Controlled- : - 38 22 21 18 S
Thought school rulescunfair (%) ' . )
Uncontrolled . 41 . 23 - 40 - 27 ﬁsg

" Controlled . ‘\ 42, 218 . . 40 27 *l;t
Perceived discrimination (%) oo ; L oo
' Uncontrolled =+ . e 210 22 13 25 -
Controlled - = S ‘\zo zs‘. 10 - 268
NOTE Controlling on famzly background age, and test scores. ) af
p < 05. two-tailed test. N a ' ' jf
he . ,
line of the Tgble shows that 83 percent of' male students who never _ | ‘,ﬁﬁ
-perticipated in Project COncern and who finished their education (either | '”Fﬁ

| . graduating or dropping out) in a centrel city scbool in Hertford said ff
that they 1ike the lac* school they attended. Seventy eight .percent of fj,
those students who never participated in Project Concern and whe | K
finished their education in & non-city school (typically the = . L
metropolitan trade school, a Catholic echool. ox’ the high school in I &:f
Bloomfield, & suburb where many bleckg mbved during the 1970s) said they L ,,Xa

| ‘liked ‘their school; 71 percent of students who had been in Project “\:




.,rg city school, (either a Project COncern school, the metropolitan

“%u school a grades of A, B, C, D, what. grade would you give? ") Sense of

- 354.

vocational school or occasionally & private school). said they liked
their school. .| - ' \’ .
Controlling on background factors~changes the patterns of liking
. school only slightly. The Project Concern dropouts who finished ‘in &
central'city school tend to show somewhat \more positive evaluations of

/

their school when background factors are controlled ‘ - , -
The remainder of Table 3.1 shows-Projec Concern graduates giving Lo
-.their school a higher letter grade (the question was "we'd like your. . =é_- |

overall ‘opinion about .your school based on your own experiences at that .

school. Taking all things into consideration if you had to give your

“% not belonging is lower for non-ProJect Concern students who are in
‘suburban or other-city schools and roughly ‘the same for the other three

groups._ Perception of rules being ‘unfair is much - lower in suburban B f G
| Project ‘Concern schools than in the others. Sense of being | oo s
discriminated against is higher in the two categories of non~city
-schools. For females the pattern is roughly similar except that there
is mote negative reactibn to central city schools on the part of |
- _students who left Project Concern.. Project Concern’ dropouts in central .

city schools like<school much less than- others“doimgiven them lower

R=sef SRR

grades and more often feel they don't belong. Project Concern graduates
of suburban schools give ‘their schools higher 3rades do' not._ "..
particularly complain about belonging. do not see the rules as being ~A§_5
unfair but ‘do say they Suffered discrimination.-' ' ' L

Table 1.2 looks ‘at some of the’ experiences students report heving

..

in school. Males: in Project Concern suburban schools’ surprisingly s

. report receiving honors most often .o this despite the fact that they

are not. academically as gpod students. as their classmates. They also-i
report having many frient

-~ the percentages there are not . lower than
- they are for central city| == and, not surprising, report having more
whité friends. The stude ts who have gone to non-city schools without ‘:;ti%
being in Project Concern do not report having as- many white friends; ‘
this maybe be because they are wore likely to be-in a vocational school
which is heavily minority, or it may reflect the fact that one. needs

early childhood experience to relate well to whites, and most of the

¢

43
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Table 3. 2 '

'PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS PERCBPTION OF HIGH SCHOOL LIFE
BY LOCATION OF LAST SCHOOL ATTENDED AND SE#ﬁP-“

. .

iy

'4; . . Location' of Last School Attended .

S o R S }”,' 01ty‘i Other ;. @ity  Other .

N

Project Concern, .° . Control

Ha]es i S S R
Received honors (%) B ' g R LT
A . Uncontrolled . = . ST 5] - 67 42 . 54 -
SR Controlled ' Y * T T S N
S " Had lots of friends (%) .- ~ - P o o
. - .. - Uncontrolled R - .90 - 87 92 ..
-« ., . Controlled. 2 ~ 80 88~ % 93
“gMean number of white’ friends S o S
| Uncontrolled N 52 - 1.47. 51 . .82

“Gontrolled - . .57 1.52% . 48 .81
Nas ‘ever. suspended (%) ' ' A -
Uncontrolled - . 53 38 . 47 . 53
. . . Controlled - - . 52 41 . ' 46 - 'S5
el - Participated in extracurricul-v - o T
A activities (%) e B A :
. ' Unponttolled ) R 30 42 33 40
S Contrglled Lot . <28 41 . . 34 38
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Table 3.2 (continued) . -~ . . . o

P c - SR
: L Iocation of Last School Attended :
R ‘ S : — . o
“ - City . Other . City . Other -
e s S | _EL.. . Ptojoct-éohce:m{- . Control
. Females | | " -

Receivod honors (%) o A
Uncontrolled . . -~ 42 ~ .S8.. 39" _ s8 L
Controlled = T L bk s 49 T bk 46

“Had lots of friends (%) R T
‘Uncontrolled ‘L " 77,92 ‘83 90 o

. Controlled = L7709 - 8 [ 89 ..
' Mean number of white friends ' ‘ R

\ Uncomttolled - .+ . - .54 . 140 - 42 98
RS Controlled L fl .. .54 _‘..1.41a . 39 ,‘,,y.99f.¢fﬂfg¢,'5"
Was ever suspended (%) _ o e P W
Uncontrolled -t 3824 © 7 38 B L

Controlled - "ﬁ'.: R " I _227 .3 lze_mfj% S

R Participated 1n extracurricnlar S A : . _ e LRl
. activities (%) - s L T e e
..j' _ Uncontrolled o 26 8] 0 32 . 42 i
i T Controlled L 'g S o ® - W '34 87

NOTE COnt:olling on family. background Qge. and t‘gt 8¢°ros. '/:.,ijm”7""“
P <.,os two-tailod test. . - SR

"z
Voo ‘

a%?dents who are in Catholic schools or in ‘the high school in. Bloomiield |
-(the guburb with a large black populatibn) had attended ‘esrgsated ﬂh'od.w
'fjolamentary schools y - . L Lo

Given the tranSportation problems. it is partlcularly aurprlsing
~ that Project Concern students who finished their adncation in auburban
~schools had a higher levgl ‘of participation in extracnrricular ~,~ \ '

*,activities than- did noh-ProjoctaConcern students: in central city - :
) schools. {Thelnumber reported in Table 3.2 is the mcan*numbe: of . . !
activitles participated in from a maximum of 5 choicea ---journalism.
drama, music, aports, and studeht council or clubs ) ’ .
) N ’ ’
Ll =+
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For females there is no tendency for suburbsn Project Concern
students to. have received more honors as was the csse with mele

" students. We alsc see thst elthough femeles report as much o : ’_

J'extrscurriculsr perticipetion in suhurben Project Concern schools as o
‘fthey do in central city schools, there is not @ difference favoring )

| '.suburben schonls as there was for men. Project Concern women students

' do report heving meny friends, ‘have a., lsrge number of- white friends,- end
had reletively little disciplinery difficulty in the’ suburben schools
| One difference of interest 't6 our analysis is the very low level of

“"'suspensions : for fomale students -in column 2--those’ who were not in -

4

"‘Project Concern but who moved to suburban schools or the Catholic.or
.'vocetionel schools. .This is in contrast, to males with the same -
| educetionel experience who " heve a very high suspension rate in high
- -school.. This is despite the fect that these should be abler and better
‘.‘motivsted students.“ Crsin and Weisman (1972) and: Crein,.nehsrd and

L

UNerot (1982) both argue that black males more then femsles are poorly ‘pwj ,
‘prepered for interracial experiences in. high school if ‘they: attended e

' segregated. elementary ’°h°°1’~ The higher lavel bf suspension for pales
'~ but not for femsles who come from non-Project. Concernkelementory schools

into non-city high schools is. consistent with this pettern._‘

.

students celling the school rules unfsir. For msles extracurricular i;._

sctivities provide smple Opportunities and there are honors to be i"; '

: .geined. The students who finished in the suburben schools say that they o

like school. At the same time, however, the high dropout rete reflects L

o .a series of problems with the progrem, some ‘of which aré potentislly\

':lolvsble.‘ In meny of the schools“the students are spteed ‘too thinly--\

“with only a hendful of black’ students in an entire elementery or high \ o

school. - Minority students do not hsve the critioel mass" needed coA T

o‘emotionsl support. . The slmost total absence of black teechers in meny
of the schools and whstvsppeers to be a relstively'wesk humsn relstionay
program hes resulted,in e‘situstion where a large number of students

The students in- suburben Project Goncern schools in our survey seem']3355915 ﬂ;

 to be saying that ‘the schools they went to are objectively good schools,,_"f*”f.“*ﬁ

"-. with ‘high scademfc stsndsrds, ‘good_ teachers, and with’ well-orgenized o ff':'“
5:-school discipline policies, as reflected in the low percentege ‘of -




.conplained about racism as a factor in their leaving the suburban -
schools. Finally. because. students are so thinly spread transportation
. problems .are serious, and have become more serious due to recent budgetj‘

cuts. . - - . N o ,' . .
WHAT TODAY'$ STUDENTS SAY . : SRR S S o
" In order to get a clearer sense of student attitudes toward their o lff:'“”“:

| school experience, 69 face-to-face, very informal'interviews were held - o

with present-day Project Concern students in five suburban. high\schools.u,'”-v,_&ﬁ{ﬁ
- The interviews focused on the student s ‘social lives: friends, A"d[ s
. 'integration into school environment. extracurricular activities dating, : ;jf 5@ S
flfeelings about school 1ife and Project Concern. and future plans. Field "T;Wﬂ;gdﬁ

observations were also conducted at each school-~in classrooms,. -l .ﬁ
- cafeterias, gymnasiums, bus. stoﬁs. and after school ‘Teachers, = - f'fﬁd i
- principals and'guidance counselors were also intervied. [ ATE.

v Five schools with different numbers. of Project Concern students
were chosen. An attempt was also ‘made to choose districts representing

a variety of per capita income brackets. :

What do the Project Concern students perceive as the good" thing ‘ C ;§
about Pfoject Conoern? ' There were three points that were stressed by ',.\ R
many students._ that they were (l) getting 8 better education in (2) a ','f“-;:f'fft

‘ ., . better environment which was (3) socially heterogeneous., Over half (55 p_,f"'
 ‘percent) felt they were getting a better educat;on in the suburbs. "The

, ‘following two comments are fairly typical in this regard S I VZ*ifé

o First, - ,:g

'"Project Concern has helped me a-lot because’ if I. didn' t come o ;5 =

out here ‘and went to. school in Hartford, I won't say I'dbe : = ™. 5 R

. stupid, but if I vas ‘to come out here and then transger toa . T

< - Hartford school, I'd automatically graduate because their _ St g
-, education out here is- higher than it is in Hartford. S Y

- Second, o ! o ' ,i ' ' -f _ - '_i

V]

_ ! Many of the suburban high school. principals and staff members

- refute this claim, saying that the education is Hartford is just as

good, if not better. They sometimes atknowledge. however, that the A
\ distractions are perhaps greater in Hartford. o . ‘

- . . . ty v

-
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I m xetting a better education than I would going to a

Hartford school; ‘and I really like that because if I whs to go
-to 8 Hartford school let's say like in my junior year they

would skip.me to my senior year because of what I know. T get
- a nuch better education here. : -

l\' Further. a third of the Project Concern studente believed ‘that” the
progrem was good becnuse they were in a better environment than they

| '}”would be in if they went to school in Hartford. In eddition. a third of

~the, Project Concern studerits felt they gained from. participating in -

'Project Concern because “they met. different types of people than they

~ would if they remained in Hartford, When asked how thinga would be
~ ,'different if she went to sohool in Hartford. one student. remerked

It would'have been different, like I_wquld grow up being
prejudiced toward white people. Cause where I live, its black.
people...and I would grow up to be prejudiced By going to .

" this school, I'm glad that I did‘because I've grown up not to k

- be prejudiced. And it's really good. This program has ‘really a

. 'did that. ‘Ypu know, .white people and black people get (*

) together, see what eech other is like, and b@ friends and

‘stuff, ~This progfam has really helped that. .

Another student commented:

A

Q .

"I think Project Concern is good because it 'gives us an ’
.opportunity to get into a different. environment. I think that
by going out here it better prepares us for the outside world.
. Iniour house. my ‘mother taught me that white people, they wiil
. always be out there,eo you have to get along with them to
. really live in' the ‘oytside world. I think that going out here .
better prepares me. ‘A lot of my friends go to Hartford . :
. .schpols, ‘and they don't like white people. 'But I think this
«'  really helpéd me, now that I look over it, even though I don't
© 1ike coming out hera nometimes, and it gets on my nerves. I
- think.it really hPl_a in the long run.

The major criticisac of Project Concern 3iven by the students .

. revolve around transportation difficulties. As shown in Table 3.3

k trensportetion problems were more prevalent. at echools ‘that rely on

- publig transportetion to get their Project Concern studentq ‘to schogl.‘
| At these schoole, the' Project Concern students have a journey which
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Table 3~3'

. . co )

PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS' PERCEPTIONS OF TRAVEL‘TIME
TO SCHOOL AND TRANSPORTATION DIFFI»ULT'ES BY SCHOOL

i

o vy o
. -

a

Carlton” Herald Irving Mooney' Tarrytownl_
No. of respondents . 13, 8 14 ' "18, - 16"

Average no. of minutes . : : e

spent getting to o . o : _ .

school® . SL.2 38.6 _ 25.4 53,2 4.k
Average no. of miles _ : S S / L i

to school e s 9 4 . .13 10 $\?§ 18-
Percentage reporting o R . , lf A

transportation ) : : : : S c _

difficulties® . ~. . 38 .6 7 67 12

“The nemes of the five Connecticut schools. have. been changed Irving

and Tarrytown, grades 7 to 12. . . .,

s

'and Mooney contain grades 9 to 12; Carlton and Herald. grades 10 to 12, . S

b'I‘he question was esked "How long does it usually take you' to get .

té6 school'in the morning?" Project Concern participants at Carlton,’
Herald; Irving, and Mooney traveled to-and from school by public trans-
portetion. Terrytown participants traveled by school bus. ’ :

 “The question was asked, "What would? 'you say are“the bad things about
the Projett Concern- progrem?" Multiple responses were allowed.,

\ . K4

involves at least two legs one to downtown Hartford enother to the f

‘school. The lack of. school bus transportation emerges as a grucial

negative component of. their desegregation experience ‘The - situation is E

exacerbated beceuse at one time school buses were evailable, but due to E

"budget cuts PC students at certain schools (those in areas with already

existing public trensportetion routes from Hartford) are now 'forced to
use public trsnsportetion. One studesnit expleined what the transition

- from school bus to public transportatiOn was like

It was ieelly unfair to us. it s really herd to'hccept. We
elreedy wake up eerly when we were taking the school bus we.
had ‘to wake up at 6 o'clock, and we had to get our of -the
house by 20 of 7. When you have to wake up. at 5 o'clock, its ’
dark outside and you have to walk, and you're sleepy. There
used to.be days, when 1'd be up until 11:30, 12' o'clock,’
because .I: work, and I work from-2:30 until quarter of 6. By
the time I'catch 2 bus to get downtown it would be 20 of 7 and




SO .

" A

by the time I get home it would.be 7:30. And then you. would
have to do things at home. By thé time you sit down and do
- your homework, and you do your hair, and you get your things
T up for the morning, because in the morning time yod~have no
‘time to iron clothes and get your things up for echool it. be :
. 12:30, 1 o'clock. And you heve to weke up at 5 o clock It's
a rough schedule. .

X Another student'commegting-on the busing situation seid!. ,

They ‘cut our busing .that's the thiné I hate the most. I “ -
think that they should put back in the busing cause it causes :
a lot of problems. If you miss the bus in the morning, you' -

have to take another one and be late to schoo S R

/

. Project Concein students at both schools using school buses (Irving
end Terrytown) report reletively short’ trevel times (less- then two .
minutes/mile) V@hefefore it is nos surprising that PC studepts at those é.
two schools are less likely to perceive of transportation as a negative :
component of: the PC program. Aside from trensportetion, no other

L a negatiVe "issues were mentioned by very many PC students Thirty-two

percent of ‘the students interviewed could think of no problems _ , L

.. associated with PO. - T _“WLW;.-" o s ;f;":
;ﬂ _; o P)st Project Concern students like school either very much (41 -
o -bercent).oor feirly well (49 percent) 0nly a8 few (16 percent) report . _ R
that they. feel as "if théy don't belong in school. ‘and most- (81 percent) ZQ 'b;
u.report liking their. principel' Few (7 percent) believe that there are : |

f;serious problems at their school between blacks' end whites, but -a

..substential emount (64 percent) acknowledge minOr problems between the

reces ' ' '

" Four Coping Streteg'ies * ,

‘In order to reduce the lengthy questionneires to menegeable size,.’
multi-stege scaling procedure was used. First, 33 questionnaire items‘
~were Guttman scaled. into'nine scales.. Then:these nine eceles plus six :
' -other individuel questionneire items were. combined\end fector enelyzed -.f'”"‘
. yielding four fectors In intgrpreting these four factors one can look
at them as- deiining four alternative Qeye to copé with a whité suburban

SFhOOl) ‘The four factors are shown in Table 3.4. For each Guttman
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scale or individunl item, the factor loading is given, and for«every
item, the»pescentage yes on that item is shown. Students who scor
high on any of the first three factors- ere all involved in ;[
. extrecurriculer activities‘of the school, have white as well as’ blac o
;friends and attend school social’ events and sports eifeirs. “However),
.. there seem to be three\different strstegies which.eneble them to be _
e '~_highly involved in school: %’“ o SRR B P "s‘ &
: - Factor 1: Being a. "modol" studont. One route is shosin in factor -
| one snd is simply to be a good student. . The students who jare high S ;W
'scorers in this particilar’ Tector\hsve good grades, plan’ 1ofgo%to "_‘i ?,‘
college, have not been suspended and. are actiVe in more s hool
‘extrecurricular activities. On the positive side, these betegories
represent ‘the epitome of sssimiletion \Dn\the negative s}de we fin

i
1
f
l
I
only one cetegory, which at first glance sppears inexplicable. Pro#ect }‘:f R
|
1

A ]

Concern students ‘who are best assimilated into the school\environment _
have positive experiences st.school ‘but they report negative reactions s
" from their Hartford 4nd fellow Project Concern friends,/ﬁho sxresent the -
. " fact that ‘model htudents go places efter school with white students As,
'frwe_shallusee, students whp{ngopt other strategies which!integrate then
~ into the school’ do not feel this same. pressure to'svoid whites. We
r'suspect that fon,this group, essocieting with whitﬁs is perceived by
other blacks as part of academic "rsteibusting ; that what these
students are- doing wrong to earn the' hostility of their black friends is
" being—too good--cooperating too well with white students embarrassing |
" their brothers’ and sisters with their good grades.
To highlight this orientetion, let us quote in part. from a model

.t N 1 . .o :‘r

-student named Albert 2. .- ISP _ . o

* : : s

-

v

T don't consider myself to be a- minority because my (white)
. friends, they don't consider or even look at it as me beingi|a
'/ ..different 'color-~just being regular, being just like them.
¥ They (PC students) prefer to be black they want.to just hang
around with the blecks, they don t want nothing to do with the 5
whites...1'm not like that...I was called ‘ayhile ago an oreo N
kid, that's ‘a black person hanging around with whites and o {

&

trying to act white...I attended the ski club and I .asked if
anyone else wented to get into it, and you should hsve seen

- v
: !

: 2 A1l names of the respondents have, been chenged to maintain
e snonymity. . .




L}
o ’ . i H .
1} “ N ] ' ‘.\‘ . . ]
1 :
. . . - ‘,4 ‘o ) T
. . . . . .

T T -7 . Table 3.4

>

*

DIMENSIONS OF SCHOOL EXPERIENCE FOR PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS, 1983

K
s

| . Factor Items - L

~ Percent

"Pags"

Factor

Loadings

o . .Jv -.. :' . »lr' . ! H

e -f*EQCtorfj. The ”nodel student" L {
N 4 - Good' student activity c K

Yo Parents very satisfied with grades R

- »
. Bought school yearbook - I

B 7', Received honor or award
. " Not at all uncomfortable with other’race_

"ftﬂr—-—“ Academic, performance .

'ating of ability

B or better ~
Plan °© go ta college o

f

been suspended - 3
d personal contact-with ¢ther race

" School. belonging /
Has both blackand white friendsx
" Was part of‘leeding crowd °
At 1le st one best friend at*schdql was white
Felt he 'or she belonged at schodl - L

Schaol extracurricular participation
Attended school social event
Attended one school activity' |
Participated in band or in varsﬁty or

» 7 . nonvarsity-sport’ : :
S Attended school game
/ Friends supported tespondent s 1

= i g,

0.0,

14 00,
-

tertaéial ‘

N
.,

activities

A :

m..—_ﬂ.__ oy

s ‘Factor, 2. Intetradial school
"~ . Ever, dated white person’

g;tjvity and dating

e _ Interracial social activities |
g Dated white person from schooy or went steadg
with white person :

. After-school friends went to 7ame school .

_ -Attended pep rally or musical|at sehool

o ' ' Eyer.went steady with white per#on from school. '

: . - School rextracurricular participation’(see ictef‘

. School belonging (see Factor rﬁ ;

o ey
". e

. b " ¢
) i L A
B g o a
e : ?5 .-u‘o‘
& P N v Ty [
\ kS e . N
\ o g H 4"'!-'
\ / o
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o S - Ce _ 'Percen?_ Factor
I . Fa tor Items . e e T, "Pags" . Loadings'

e P ¢ PRI )
- _ Factor z ,Intcgration Iato the scbool communjty A
Wore schoel button - S v_, : o 3%
. School identification , > Te 64
. Gare if school wins in competition N R | e
Hed a schosl banner . " o .Y 57
Had school ¢lothing o e , IR Y R
Had a lot of" friends ;at school - - - 86w
. . . School extracurriculas pafticipation (see Factor 1) ) - .56
o i?iends supported re pondent s interraciol b S
.activities L, 100 .51
. ‘School belonging (sée Factor 1) ’ S .37
Perceptibn of .school race relations (see Factor 4) CoL .33
Considered school rules fair’ 72 . =52
" Faotor 4. Pbsjtive parceptiou of race re]ations C T |
Liked school', - .79
o . Almost no problems botween blacks and whites , R '

e , at, school ', : 1

P " Gave school & grade of Aor B " . e | 58- .
’ s Liked pr pql SR R g1 |
‘Y Saw no problems with krojoot Concern = . o, . .69
- . Congidered school rules fair. -~ - . - = L 72 - .52
‘ .+ Perceptions of'schoo] race relations ’ B - .49
S . » . Black students participate in everything: ' ot
- _ Black and white stpdents go steady. = . T 49
' - “Black-and white stadonts'dote o o ‘ . 58 ;
’ ~ Would go steady with a white . o 67
, s School involvement (see Fact rl) - . ‘ , -.37
- ‘ - - _l’ " - " . |i
- S ‘ N x«,n{g,'
. their faces, it was. hystetical Vhat is this kid te*ling
' <§E::i the ski lTb7 ,,,,, It's a bgnch .of honkies gonna be there.
'In.conﬁrosi toa his approach, we £ind that the student who is .
X SERI to;olly alienated f:om school receives a low factor score on this
ﬁ ‘ "f, Qimension. One such snudent told me of the’ things he did npt like- about
!; [ - 1, ChOOI. : '- S ' ._ “‘i. ‘ - o ] .
) ,,, “ . . . "'-. o e : " . _ / \'_‘

-
—_—
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' differed from students living in the community he replied

-+ your mind to it. .So I would say. there's no differe%ce.

-

[] ) * ./ B .
L] ) - 2

Ve be watched all the time. They trying‘to bust ds for séme”
‘kind of thing. Like oné ‘time somebody stole $100 'and I-was
called down and my friend was called down. And when I asked

_ the assistant principle‘why he do that he- said cause you Te
suspicious. . .

\ . -

1
Factor 2. lnterracial Sociabnllty 'The second factor identifies a-
group of students whose path to involvement in. school is interracial .
socializing. ,A large part of high school stygdent's activities ‘are: -
geared toward heterosexual socializing, these activities include dating,

' going steady, attending parties, and dances. Undoubtedly, the degree’ to e

[ vy .

_ which one is considered popular" is-both a reflection,of and reflects

the amount’ and type of heterosexual opportunities these young people

‘Wexperience. ‘Thus’, ‘the second. factor is L composite of types of social
) _activities that all bear on the degree to which the respo dents . are . ‘
'appealing to,. and have the opportunities to. interact with, the oppo sit
. The PC student receiving the highest factor score on this :.-;'~1;
'dimeus{on was a black male who was, at the time of the study, d%ting a h’.
white girl from school In addition, he reported that he was - part of
| A;the leading ‘crowd at school, participated in- both varsity and non-
3'1varsity sports, and had ‘attended numerous school _events, including

3

social events. Clearly, this type.of individual typifies the PC student.

most well- integrated into the social life ‘of the high school culture.

AR . X ; - N - LA

[ '

‘When Walter, the student with the highest factor score on Factor 2, a

was asked whether or not the,social life of Project Concern students

~

: ! - ot : ; A
No, not really ; Well, some of the time you woildn“t redlly
' see the 8irl you're dating .as often as you would 14 e, not . o
. unless| you came:out here every day‘ . . But you cen do'the ; -
_same things that any other students do that live out here if. 4
you want to. Yop can do anything you went to do if you put. &
W

e
a o e

4 Only a small number of students, mostly male, are involved~in SR
interracial dating, only 4 percent of Project Concern high~school - g ]

stidents had. ever gone steady with someone ‘from their school. ‘A more

typical student is one with a low factorvscores on this dimension, as o
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characterized hy Vanessa,;a black: female who has never dated or gone
steady with & white person. She typically spends her Saturday nights :
with friends from her neighborhood .xather than with schoolmates. 8he ~

13

‘attends few school .events, and doés not'go-to school social gatherings.

'She‘partioipates in’bnly one 'school activity; the multi~oultural club.

By her own account Vanessa does not have a group of friends with whom. ; .
she "hangs out" after sohool and " reports that she
leading crowd in school. When asked whether white

is not part of the
and black. students

:did similar things on dates she repjied, M1 don' tlﬂnow--maybe. Clearly *

her knowledge and experiences with respect to int rracial sooiability
are limited. . ' : "
~ _Factor 3: School.Involvement. This scale me sures'what is often

called "school spirit" Without dating, studentslhigh on, this scale

nevertheless participate in a wide range of school activities wear f N

school sweaters and buttens and care about the fate of the school's

~teams. But interestingly, this group of.students who. are sp highly -

involved in the aohooi are'the,ones‘who arelmost'tikely‘to complain that
school rules are unfair. Perhaps this is simply'because they are so =
highly involved in the school that they’ are oonstantly brought into |
contact with the school rules~-they are the ones who know from personal

‘_ experience about ‘all the regulations governing social activities, for
" example: It may also be thatvthese students, beoause they are so well

integrated iato the school, are not threatened by expressing negative
opinions about school rules Since they are integrated into school,
they can complain without raising the oognit vely'dissonant feelings
thiy might feel. if they complained without being integrated into the
school and pleased with much of their social experienoes there. (1f

this school is do bad what am I doing here?).

Students with high scores on this factor. .say that problems with

) school rules exist due to a_lack of uniformity of school rules; the

reason PC students experience difficulty at school is not because they
are marginal students (after all, they do everything that white students
do), but because the school (including administrators, teaohers, and
white students) is prejudiced. Blacks are picked on, the rules were
made for and apply only to the white students, and black students often
have difficulty conforming to thost rules. The following quote from ,
Ella, a student with a high score on this factor, is enlightening.

90
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Some.of them's prejudiced--some students and some

teacHers...Like I had this teacher last year, she'was

“prejudiced. If I talked I'd get in trouble, if a white
. student talked she'd just tell them to lower their voice.

of course'some'offthis perception of the unfairness of school rules
v _comes from the problems experienced by PC'students due to their busing
situation.  For instance, many PC-students complained about the lack of
flexibility shown ‘by the’ administration to. the problems associated with-
busing. of particular concern to many 'PC students was the, fact that |
" they were usually penalized for coming to schoeol late. which was easy to i
. do particularly in cases where public transportation was used. Also in '

P : | many cases, after-school detentions were difficult to attend 1 spoke.

* with’ orie guidance counselor who- expressed his concern over his school’ s
use of "Saturday School' (a half a ‘day of detention on Saturday morning |
for studentsawith major discipline problems) as a punishment mechanism,

;and the particular problems Project Concern students had with such a
policy. The counselor recognized the' possibility of interpreting this
‘typs of punishment as a "covert effort" on the part of the school .

' administration to place undue obstacles in the path of these students.
since it was extremely difficult for most of them to’ get to school pn .
‘the weekend, ' ' '

' Students with low factor scores on this dimension can be described
as apathetic, they don' t.wear school buttons, nor do they have sthool
banners or clothing with the school name on it. Michael was such a

student. He reports that he doesn't care at all if the school wins in
. any type of competition, has few friends, at school doesn't go to school
- social eventq. He does not consider himself part of the leading crowd, |
nor does he want to be. None of his best friends at school are white. a o
As can be expected Michael does not feel as- if he belongs at school _
e The group of people he spends most of his time with are all blacks from :. S,
Hartford, and. he simply doesn't know whether black and white students at- |
school date or 8o steady with each other. In response to a question
asking what the gnod things were about Project Concern, Michael replied,
| "There ain't none." When asked why he comes to school in the suburbs he

told me, "My mother{'she'thinks‘I.can.get a better education here."
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Yet Michael thinks the rules at school are fair., It appears as if

students like Michael, those-who do not, become involved do not: blame "'ﬁ Ce
the alienation they experience on’ something as trivial as unfair _school
rules.. ' . SIS

Factor 4: ldeolo’gioal Commltmont fto-lntegratlon. Finauy. the

fourth scale shows that it is possible for students to .hold positive :
feelings about the school without being involved directly in its social

life. These are students that we think of as having an ideological and -

" impersonal commitment to desegregation. ‘Rather than speaking of . . e‘ ‘
personally benefiting from. the school, they talk in terms of. minorities :
generally benefiting. The same pattern appears in many of the responses L 3

'from the larger survey: when, asked what the good things about Project ° ‘*e‘pr”'

' Concern were, ex-students often talked about the program es being good o
for "Minorities" rather than good for . themselves. SN

This factor indicates that those with a positive attitude toward -

'school view blacks as au integral part of the school environment, but

. are less likely tbemse]vas to participate in many school activities.

" They are less apt to have a school ring, ‘are more likely to bave been
suspended, and less likely to ‘have contact with other schoolmates in
person ‘and on the phone. Perhaps, because these students are in-.

’actuality less - involved. they can afford tb be ‘more positive 4dn their
“attitudes toward school and race relations. "In other words, this )
~attitude may very well be based on an ideolog cal rather than a de. facto . .
commitment to desegregation. //; | ‘ '

I

-

) Janice is a student with a high score on. Factor 4. Her response to .
& questions concerning the good things about PC reflects this
discontinuity between attitude and behavior. She told me the following:

o : . T »
(It's good) that we get to come to school here. That we get ' ,
bused out to. different schools other than inner Hartford. Any
. 'school is good if you're going to learn, but they have more ° .
opportunities out here than they do in Hartford., I know I - .
won't get along if 1 went to school with my own color... I
" think when I' m around my own color it's more problems.
Because there's a lot of fighting. We don't have that here.
When I'm by myse]f I can do my work, but . not when I'm with my
friends. And out liere you don't -get tu see your friends.

57
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CIearly Janice sede busing as offering her the opportunity to get a
"better education in an environment that. ie conducive to learning and

P

where there is -an- absence of hostility. o
“The, remerks made by Maé ‘typifies students.with high negative factor
- ..scores on this’ dimension.

-~ I think the school is prejudiced. I gidn't want to'come our .
- _here...it seems that some things are unfair. Like for : ;
: example, two girls were being late for class. . They're black,
» -and it was a hallway full of other kids, and the principal
. didn't say enything to anyone else. He singled them out, ]
which 1 don t think: is fair. So a lot of rules which we have -
here aren't fair. It's like him,,.and this school does’ not do .-
‘things that, black people can get into. Like at’ ‘our prom, we
~ wanted to have a D.J. that could play white music and black
misic:. But no, they (white students) didn't want this. They
‘ wanted a band, which we can't comprelfend.

Yet Mae also identified several positive asPecta of Project '\\
Concern. As she told me, '

I think it's good because it gives us, an opportunity to get
into a gifferent environment. I think that by going out here
it better prepares us for the outside world. '

She also participates in: several school activities, has a- school
ring, has not been suspended, and has both’ in-school and telephone '
. contact with white students.

SUMMARY

The data identify one major area of discord associated with Project

" Concern, transportation arrangements but indicate some degree of

general satisfaction on the part of many of the high school students in
the study. This is hot to suggest that Project Con¢ern has been, in the

; opinion of the students interviewed, a resounding success, - The clinical
observations based on the scaling of dependent variables and subsequent
factor analysis clearly demonstrate. both positive and negative
componente of .the desegregation. expenience.

.
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Iv.. CONCL_USIONS AND DISCUSSION

- ) . . ‘

Project Conceyn provided several important-benefits to black

a1

o students. The firet classes have finished school ‘and we . can con_lude -

" that compared to similar minority students who attended segregated
-‘Hartford city sdnools. ; '
. P Hala:psrticipants were more.likely to graduate from high
school. This is probably true for females’ as well but the
e effect on females is weaker '

- 2.° Male-participants completed more years of college., (ThisfiS‘ _‘).'“";l

not true for females.) ‘ S
3. Male participants perceive less discrimination in oollege and
in other: areas of ‘adult, life in Hartford (not true for
_ females). ’ _" . . .
s, Participants have closer social contaot with whites as adults.
are more likely to live in desegregated housing, and had more

friends in.college. '.\

18,

However, participants in the program suffered some discomfort in

~ exchange for these’ benefits Half the males and nearly as many females_ E ’

“left the program, often because of their social isolation. Most ,
participants were in schools with only very few other black students,

and the most . commonly given reason for dropping out of the program was .

'raoial problems.

-

Transportation problems have always been serious. .and recent cuts

in service have aggravated this problem. Some of the black students in
the program had. problems with school discipline and were suspended'or

expelled. Those students who remain in the program speak highly of the
.suburban schools they attended '

59
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6. Female participants were. less likely to have a child before age C
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Ve have eetablished some links in the chain of reasoning which
connects, School desegregation to increased educational -attainment for -
meén. The deeegregeted men are more likely to finish high school and

IT'fcoilege beceuse they perceive less. discrimination in their environment.
~ . have less trouble with the police, and relate better to whites._ Our . .
'fffi'fdate also explain why “the- effects ‘should be weaker for females, since ’
=£eneles do perceive lees discrimination and are not less likely to get
- fato trouble with the police. s0 these mechanisms will not operate to -
"increese their educetional attainment. There ere. however, mechanisms L
h'jwhich ehould work to increase female educational ettainment.. Womensfrom e

| ‘desegregated’ schools are. less likely to bear a8 child before ege 18, and ;_:
";-f are more étomfortidble with whites Why, then, do we not see an increase

.-f {1 in college attendance for women from desegregated schools?

“'We. do not know why desegregation does-not lead to higher college

.ettendance or graduetion retes for women, but we think one‘problem may
.+ be a sex-bias in the suburban’ high school, Recall (in Section 3) thet

black male Project Concern students participate more- in extracurricular

| “students in central -eity. schools, for women there is no difference o
- between. the two groups. After our interviews with students presently 'in
_7suburban high schools, we were convinced that black meles do have a
V-better situation, mostly because the ethletic teams black males play on

are more prestigious than women 's teams. . It may also be that suburban °

teachers and .counsellors. help black males more then black females. but -

we have no data on this. 'We believe that suburban high schools should
be concerned with providing ell that is needed to help black females
succeed in college ' . |

There is an important irony in this enalysis. black meles who
benefit" most from the Projeot Concern. desegregation.program. Are more

-'likely to drop ‘out of Project Concern.. - We are not sure there is an .easy-

answer here. .Males (black or white) cause more trouble in school are’
more likely to ‘get suspended and black males are more likely to quit the,

. program voluntarily, so it may be difficult t® decrease their dropout :
 rate. Neverthelea* ‘e wculd serve the best interest of black students

and the society if tue bleck male dropout rate from Project Concern were

60
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.’activities and receive more -honors “in’suburban echools than do similar R
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. reduced. Over helf of the male students .entering. the program in .
19661971, finished their schooling outside of Project Concern. The -

t; dropout rate hos not chenged greatly, only 24 of the 69 present Project n
Conoorn high echool students ‘whom we interviewed were mnles. ,
, Although we lave no direct evidence on this paint, it seems likely

~ that modifications to the program ‘could be made to encourage both hale
lnd female studenta to’ stoy in Project Concern (through a better A\.]i
transportation policy. a-better ochool disciplino policy, or an increase

o - in the number ‘of students in the program 80 ‘as. to ottain a critical mossu'

.1\ B
e et

of minority studonts to provido sociol support for studonts )3

o

. 1 This is not a certainty. It may be that a program in wbich half

the students drop out is in fact. optimal; had policies been changed to

... encourage more of the dropouts to remain in suburban schools, their own

- rate ‘of antisocial behavior might have remained as high or become even

- highen as a result of the change in policy. This does seen unlikely,, 3
but ao possible interpretation of the.data which we cannot disprove. o

L)

61
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: V.. APPEND]X A: EXAMPLES OF REGRESSION TECHNIQUES USED TO
' PRODUCE TABLES 2 1 AND 2 2

° ﬁTable A shows the regnession equation used to create the £ifth
row of Teble 2. -1; it estimates the high school dropout rate for male —
Project Concern completers’ and control group students. 'The equation . . - f@:
also ‘contains coefficients for the two mixed groups: ‘the Project | | L

f'?, | Concetn etudents who returned to the city schools or the control . Col

students who transferred (or woved) out of city iwﬁbols Teble 2.1 , ,
summarizes 'this and 13 other regression equations to show the expected = ﬁﬁﬁﬁi
~ percentage of students at each level of: educational sttainment in whet, "

Teble A. 1

v

MULTIPLE REGRESSION EQUATION, WITH HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT
" RATE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, FUR MALES

.. Cases - b B Lo I
. Control variables - . _ : , e
~ "Parent's education - . =003 - -.02.
T - Home ownership . ' 1068 1P
Presence of* typewriter, ' : : . .
.- p
encyclopedie, newspaper L -.074% -.15 _
(??umber of siblings . ' 008 . .05 S
Two parents .7 . -.189%  -.20 o
Age N YT RN T L BRI
2d grade vocabulary score o -.v04 -.08 o
Independent variable: z ' ' .
Des¢gregastion experience o ; o
Project Concern completed -~ 20 -.20% .18 | S
——---Project -Concern dropped - - .22 .-,05 - .08 . o .
Control: noncity schools 9 -.09' =,06 ; .
Control: city schools : . 49 (¢c) . (e)- ,

Multiple r - . - . .390

- Significant, p < .05, one-tailed test. - o - S
';y/”/ - bSign of coefficient is in unexpected direction.j . ;

CThis dummy variable was: omittedy regressioﬁ’coeffi- ,
‘clent is eutometically zero. . S
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twe refer to as. & simulated cross-tabulation. Table A.2 ehows the exact
‘-calculations nceded to estimate the high school dropout rates for

statistically metched groups of Project Concern and control students.'
(Since the regreeeion equdtion includes two mixed categories of \

experience with desegregation, this seme formula can be used to estimate

the co:xesponding line of Table B 1in Appendix B which follows )

"

-

\
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COMPUTATION OF 'I‘YPICAL VALVE Iy TABLE 2.1 - N

L VAR _ . _ . .

The expected dropout percentage, D, for nonparticipants in Project "y
Concern remaining in central city, schools (from column b in Table A.l)
is computed as follows: - UL o \

o oim8 j=11 o | \
D= zbixi-a- zvbjxj_+cw. R T
=1 Jy=8 o

wvere bi, bj = unstandardized regression coefficients PR

'ii mean of ith background control | - B

j mean of Jth desegregation experience (where 1 = in the

' ><l_'
.

category and 0 = not in the category) - " ° L S

A
4

------

1 mean years o¢ educetion of-parents L
home ownership (0'=no, 1 = jes)

number of items (0,1,2,3)

>
[
"

i

el
w
"
e

tadl
o

u
L ]

number of §ibiings~(0 to 9) ¢

>t
[

w o

————— e W

two parents (O =no, 13 yes)

>
"

6 age~(negativeﬁof birth year) |

o< |
n

7 second grade standard vocebularynecore

-

¢ |
i

1 if-entered and remained in ’Pc , otherwise 0

- » ’ \

>
]

g =1 1if entered PQ but finished schooling in Hartford city
school, otherwise 0 S - P8

e 'ilo = 1 if~never in PC and finished-in: noncity scﬁooi, other‘ B
' “'wise 0 '

[}

11-' 1 if-never in PC and finished in-city SCh0013-otherwiee-o—-mw“7~m“«ff

E I
i

. (this is the dummy variable that was excluded to prevent
overdetermination; see fn c of Table A.1).

i 3 ) ’ ’ o i .
. : ] , , v -
l .. .- ) : . ' . ‘ . ’ A
. ' . Lo . . ' " ]
’ . . : . . ‘




Table A.2 (continued} 1

L - | ‘:_','_ : T
E \, O blx1 o bX, b3x3 S b,.x4
. : ns(-waxm9)+umx u)+(muxznn+(measn

o

bk . bﬁx6 bk,  byXg.
+ (- 189 x .37) + (-.011 x -1960. 5) + (~. 00& X 46 7y, + ( »201
: V . ¢ N ) ‘v"
L bk b1o¥10 b11x11 S -7
. + ( 050 x 0) + (-.087 x 0) + (0 x 1) - 20, 863 = .334 N
| '.‘.~ » - ..
.-'_.' . | . To estimate the dropout rate for Project Concern participants who
N . :
" remained in the program. chenge the X8 term to (.201 X 1 and the X11 tern‘ {- |
LT te (o x 0); thus, L e R

’ -

" ‘

D= .33 - .200= .23 -,

" The estimates +334 and .134 (rounded to. 33 and 413)1appear in'the“fifth o s
row (male dcopoutl of Table 2.1. . | s . T

* )
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Vi. APPENDIX B: ANALYSIS OF setF-sELEéTiON AND RESPONSE BIAS k

L] Y
- -

_ This analysis hinges”upon”the cbmoarison'between students who have ~
"'experienced desegregation and—those ‘that, have not. The comparison is
valid only if one. can assume that the students who are desegregated do
~ mnot differ from the segregated studentsnin any way except. for ttheir
-;'desegregation In the typical research study,,one “has little in the wayv'
of a guarantee that this is the case. " For example, in a typical
';voluntary,desegregetion study, there i the possibility that students o

»* who volunteer for” desegregated schooling come from higher income \'.-
families. They may $1so be more highly motivated ‘or come £ xoni famil*es
which have generally provided more help to. their children in their o

o ‘ schooling. They may be students who are more talented in school work;

' “or-they may be the less talented students--those;who. have done badly in-.
—their segregated school, so that their parents. search for desegregation
as & device to. rescue - their child' 8 education. ~-Finally, the students '

- who-areé volun;:iily desegregated may be those for whom the logistiﬁs are

. * ° more manageable--those from two-parent households, or those who live .
relativﬁly/close td the receiving schopls. ' '

;h i

differ from the segregatéd students only in the fact of their e
desegregation, we instead have a situation where ‘they differ on.a

nstead of- the ideal situation where the desegregated etudents L f1~'

»

variety of dimensions--some of - them unknown to the researcher. '
Typically the - best echniques aveilable to deal with this Zroblem -
.-is some sort of statistical matching method--drawing pairs of subjects

: .,matched on earlier test scores and family charactéristics or else -

artificially matching after the fact using analysis of’ covariance or’

multiple regression to adjust the scores of each group up or down to.

comhgnsate for differences in background vqriables. But the techniques

- for. adJustment to compensate for pre-test differences are themselves - _’ .

biased,. typicallyrunderadjustingithe_data so_that_controdmveriable g i

differences persist in a’'concealed fashion in the final result (see Cook -

and Campbell; 1979, 295-300). If students in desegregated schools are ;, . -
L higher in family hackground then the control group one would expect 8
' . ' . . ) ) N V .
3 - | .'
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__researchers are unable to control for any.unhnown or,unmeasured

qw

i
(. . [
X

-]

' atudents who' ever attended Project Concern schools (even if they latqr

.

- and returned to the central city schools and include in the control

.1979 s). This Qpproach is far stronger than the designs normally
;available to researchers. First, the fact that the students were

,tegressionfanalysis to still show desegregated/studenti learning more in
desegregated schdols after adjustment for pre-test difzerences have been
made, even. if this were not. redlly the case. ;Equally important,
ifferences between ‘:he two groups. k !: s o ) -ﬁf
The Project Coficern experimental design gives us an opportunity to
)se.stronger” analysis methods. We have removed the. effects of self-"
pelection bias with two different.analysis techniqueq, which ‘we:-have '
called the " experiment participation method" and the experimental
‘assignment method." . ' ‘

- “The. ' experiment participation approach is baaed -on comparing all

withdrew from the program). with students who never entered the program’
(even if they found some other route to-a desegregated education). If.
-the apparpnt high educational attainment of Project Concern alumni is -
entirely due to. self-selection, then we should find that the high T
~attainment. of Project Concern alumni is- entirely offset by the

cogreapondingly low attainment of the Project Concérn students ‘who -~ vl; B

transfenred back to city schools, and the educational attainment, of the
program 'stayers" . aid "leavers combineéd should be the same as the
attainment of the control group. '»

In- the experiment participation enalysis we include in the
Project Concern group students who entered the program but dropped out |
group- students: who were never in Project Conckrn but whose last sChool
was desegregated (primarily these were Catholic schools and the high
school in Bloomfield as suburb where many black families moved in the - -

randomly sampled-mehns that even though we have not completely preserved..-*
the experimental design (since students who were originallyfselected
randoml& fo; _Project Concérn but never _entered the‘program are not o

considered participants in this analysis; they ‘are in the analysis - which
follows this one) there is still less self-selection bias in Hartford
than there would be in a conventional voluntary school dbsegregation

program. : /

’ - . o .t ’ C - B
f ’ . ' ;’.‘.' . ’ : '.". :
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,.In Table B.1, we sunmarized a regression equation in which =~ . " ﬂ;
participation in Project concern is related to yearSaof school completed o !
‘-in ‘an equation controlling age. the students vocabulary score -in. the ' | . .
~ ~second grade. and ‘seven family background variables (presence of two. ;; L
perents in the home, number of siblings, home ownership. mother 5 . ‘jik
~ educational attainment, s scale built on the presence of an - N
'5encyclopedie. a. typewriter, ‘and a daily newspeper in the home). -In, the . ” ‘;-[{
'regressionteque*ion, .a dummy ‘variable divides students into those who ® 'wzf
did and did not ever perticipate in Project Concern R {
. ‘ .. \ -. - A’:' N - ’._
Table B. 1 _ f -
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND PRESENT’COLLTGE ATTTNDALPE . m:‘ ;'X..i
' OF PPOJECT CONCERV PARTICIPA&TS BY SEX o o L
;\‘ o Project "~ - “Congrol ;:
- Concern Group o
: _ '
e ‘Males (in percentages) . S L
ﬂ - Collehe graduate : : 5 SR
" 24 years of college L 16 . 12
‘1 year.of ‘college - "\ 10 12 - .
. -High school graduste™ o 42 39 B O
Dropout o 2. 32 - e
Total . S \, . 100, - 100 & R
. g S : _ . _—
St - Mean years completed ' . 12.2 11.9 o 5
Percentage now in co]lege " : 20 - 15 :
- . o L .' ,ﬂ
FGMaIes (in percentages) ! T . w
.College graddate oo .5 3
~ @+ years of college . _ Ve 12 1%
/1 year of college : o 12 17 .
fﬁigh school graduate ‘QQ; 51 o b2
/Dropout - CL " W%;, .24 TR
| Total . = , . n?a .~ 108 . P
Hean years completed . 12, 2 n: 0 12.2 '"'\ . '
Lo, Percentage now in college 13 23 - e
. i ’ ’ ' - ‘ . e
[ TNOTE:’ Controlling on family background, age, and test - -
"l puores. : : . o
. }
? ‘. N




1\ A comparison hetween\the treatment and control group is further weakened -

o

- 61 -

The educational attainment of male Project Concern students is 12.2

A years of schooling 0.3 years higher than the attainment- of - nonsBroject :

Concern students Their’high school dropout rate is lower, the ratq at

which they'completed two or more years of college is higher, and their ’

present college attendance rate.is higher. None of ‘these differences

are significenthhut this does not greatly concern-us. If there wereino

aifferenées between Project Concern participants and the control group,

‘we woufd have. reason to di smiss our earlier conclusion as due to self- _
selectiqn bias. The small differences shown here imply an effect of i |

. desegregaﬁion large enough to be ‘of significance for social.policy.

« (Our optimistic conclusion-is veinforced by statistically significant ..

results which appear in our Second "experimental assignment" analysis in

this appenQix )
* This aPalysis uriderestimates the’ effects of Project Concern A

out after a

large numbei of male students who entered the program in 1966 dropped

education. teturning to the Hartford public schools. These students
cannot be sajid to have recei»ed a complete ‘treatment. Evaluating -

Project Concern partly on the basis of performance of students who were !

in the Progrqm for only a brief time underestimates the’ program effect.

\\by the fact that a number of students who did not enter Project Concern

Qere able to ohtain desegregated schooling by enrolling in parochial

schools,’ privaée nonsectarian schools, or through their family moving to’

Bloomfield. In\using the desegregation experience approach we are
comparing a "tr atment group” of students, many of whom did not receive

a desegregated education to a. control group” of students, some of whom

- did receive a desegregated education. Since there are more students in

the treatment group who received desegregated schooling than in the
control g;oup, there is a viable comparison here; but one would expect
the overall treatment effect to lopk very weak because of the impurity
of the design. ,

 The lower half'of the table shows at most a weak effect of

"desegregation for female participants The main difference between the

male and female result is that there is no apparent desegregation effect

\

69

little as three weeks or as much.as ten years of suburban ' °

1
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in enabling females to persist in college once they begin. Averaging

y Project‘tonce'fn'*students ‘who did and 'did not finish in the city schools, .
- we find that only 17 percent completed two or more years of college,
‘exactly the same percentage as did so among control students.

" The data is ambiguous as the whether.the effect of Project Concern
on ‘high school dropout rates is limited to males or extends to females a
" as well. We saw on Table 2.1 an extremely low high school dropout rate
of 9 percent for femele students who remained ‘in suburban schools after
entering Projeact Conoern However; the high schoodl dropout rate is
‘quite high for the minority of female Project Concern students who .
returned to city schools: 37 percentldo not receive a high- school
diploma. When program dropouts and program stayers are pooled in Table
B.1, we find a 20 percent dropout rate for Project Concern students
versus a 24 percent rate for control students. This &4 percent
- difference is considerably smaller than. the 7~percent.difference ,
obtained for nale etudents in the same'anelfeis. However, this is
certainly not clear evidence that there.is no effect. The results is
not statistically difference from zero, but is also not statistically .
different from the 7 percent for males, which we believe reflects a
genuine effect of Project Concern. Perhaps desegregation is having a
beneficial effects on the high school dropout rate of females and h N
" perhaps it is not;.it does seem very likely-thet the effects are weaker ..
for females than for males. _ ' '

We also have 4 second, more conservative approecb available, the
experiment assxgnment" method. Here wg simply compare every student
who was selected to go into Project Conkern in 1966 to every student in.
the control group; sinilerly,’every st dépt-wno wes.randomly eelected‘to
participate in Project Concern in 1968 and 1969 is compared to every |
student in the randomly selected control group; and finally, -every

student who entered the program ""

voluntarily" is compared to every
ckild a family attempted to enroll in the program. “When this is done, . ‘-
dif - snces in motivation should be minimized, especially for the two '
randomly selected groups. The advantage of this approach is that it
preserves all the original random assignment in 1966 and 1968-69. Its
;dieeoventage is that the Project Concern-control differences are

underestimated compared to the true Program effect.

70
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In table B.2 we show the educational attatnment of respondents o

f divided into ‘the three substudies: the 1966 exyeriment, our constructed
: retrospective experiment of randomly sampled Project Concern studen}s in
1968 and 1969, and students who voluntarily entered. Project Concern.

The first panel of the table is for maleS° the first row shows their
simple (uncontrolled) educational attainment. The first 3 columns show
“the mean’ ‘educational attainment of Project Concern students selected in
-.1966,Athe ‘attainment of the 1966 control group, and the difference )

- between the two. Colurins & through 7 show the educationalzattainment of.

,'randomly sampled Project -Concern candidates in 1968- 69, randomly sampled
Project’bpncern candidates who refused to enter the program, a control
"group of students randomly selected from the same grades from the same

, elementary ‘schools, end the difference between the control group and the
average of the Rroject Concern participantn ‘and refusers. Columns 8- |
“through 10 spow the attainment of Project Concern students who entered
the program in what we consider a -voluntary manner, either because~they
were randomly. sampled inu3970'71 when the recruitment effort was less

", .and hence’ the refusal ,rate. higher, or those whose names we could not

find on. any list of - randomly sampled students in Project Concern files.
lhese volunteers are then compared to & control group of students who
attempted to enter the program and the difference between the two groups - -
is shown in Column 10. The second Tow of the table shows the expected" '
_educational attainment for each group of students derived from’ a

- regression equation in which age, second grade test score, and the seven

family background variables are controlled The data for males shows &
| strong positive desegregation effect in the voluntary substudy and in

- the 1966 experiment, which is the most rigorous of the designs,«and its

weakest effeéts are in the 1968-69 design, the design with the strongest
bias- in the data. When regression equations are used to control on
background variables, the Project Concern effect in the 1966 experiment
acrually becomes slightly stronger, and the effects of Project Concern
in the voluntary study remains very strong. ‘The effect of selection for’
Project Concern in the 1968- -1969 retrospective experiment drops from

~ 0.40 years of schooling to 0.20 years. This drop 'was to be expected
since this control group has lower socioeconomic status than the

)
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Table B2 ‘ IR
thGATlONAL A??AINM:NT or PROJEOT 0QNE§RN PARTIO!PANTS‘RITH AND N!THOUT FAMIUV aAcxonouuo OONTROLS. e
- S 1966 ° ) 1968-1969 o
Exporimont Substudy Exporlmont 3ubseudy Voluntecor Substudy
PP : . . . . e T
: - . Cone: . : 3 Re~ ¢on- . cope - ' .
e PC trol Diffore  PC ~ fused trol Oiffere PC  trol DIiffor=-  Overall |
. (%) (%) enco (%) (%) (%) - onco = (%) (%) onco ~£rrqot-'-;
Unbontrolled 12.7 12,1 - (.57 11,9 12,3 -11.8 s.uo; 12.3 1,3 s ; =
“Controlled. 12,6 W1,6 «18 12,0  12.4 12,0 .20 12,4 11,4 ( 01 ( nz:~3
. cv?rocntago of cnsos) (12) . (9) i (i) (12) - (30) (16) (8) )
oma 1o : . . . - i
gnun:trollod 12.9 12.7 "ﬁ-.19‘ . 12,95 1247 11.8 . (.80) - 12.1 12.2 ’-. ’ :
tontrol lod 12,1 11,7 - (.39) - ia.ﬁ 124 12,2 (.19 12,1 12.3 -, 18 (.12)53
(Porccntngo of oasou) 19) £9) (13 (1YY (31) - (19) (9 ‘ o

“~ToTE: Stulonts sefocted For Prﬁ]bctgioncorn have compToted slgngflcantly—moro yoars. oT‘sehool' this (s
true for both soxes combinod, and for males aicne. )\ _
p < .05. onc-talled (t w 1,906). . _ ;

¥
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students selected for Projact Concern.-;

- Ime a separate regression equation the malés. selected for ProJect-w~w~ww~~ -
-Poncern in all three substudies were pooled and three control groups .

pooled. with the standard contiol variables, the estimated effect of
being selected by Project ‘Concern is’ ‘0.42 years of schooling, which is-

- statistically .significant with a ope-tailed test, p < .OS(tﬂl 96).. This = -
value is shown in parentheses in the far right- eolumn of the second row._t‘
(Because program assignment ia not unbiased the control variables do_m‘

affect the estimate, raising the possibility that our effects are X
‘overestimated due to inadequate control variables~ however, the effect
of the cuntrols is to reduce the apparent program effect by only 9

o

: percent (.46 to 423, so it does not seem- likely that either new or
improved control variables would reduce the estimate a great deal ) The :

estimate of 0. 42 is slightly larger than we" expected, since the
" difference between Project Concern participants and the controls using ”

the less conservative desegregation experience method of Table B. l.fwas.-vi"'”"’ﬁ

only 0.3 years. . . _
o In one other regression equation - (data not shown in the table) we
found that the pooled group of students selected for Project Concern has

'f a high school dropout rate of 22 percent, compared to 36 percent for

those not assigned to the program, again net of the seven control . ™
variables; the effect. is ‘significent, p < .05 one tailed .(t=2.37). . .
~.In ‘the lower part of Table B.2 we see a similar . analysis for -
females which’ shows’ that Project Concern produoed only a weak increase
in mean'educationel attainment, The first row, showing data. with no
controls, indicates that in the 1966 substudy and the voluntary '~
substudyg the control groups had higher educational -attainment than did

the students selected for Rroject Concern. The only apparent positive

effect in the 1968-69 study whdre the females selected for Projectx
Concern”had 0.8 more years sohooling than-their'control group. The

3 The 0.42 effect is partly inflated because of the inexplicaoly'."

high attainment of the students whose parents refused to volunteer them
for the program in 1968-69. 1If we assume that their attainment, 12.4
years, is inflated by sampling error and,. arbitrerily reduce it-tec 12.0,
equal to the attainment of both the Project Concern group and control
~group for the 1968-69 substudy, ‘we would reduce the overall apparent

effect of Project Concern across all three substudies from 0.42 to 0.33.

© v : - : ¢




" from the regression equation with age, second grede BEOTES, *und—family—

" of students who never ‘attended at all.

. RN

t

‘wwsecond ToW shows the. expected level of schooling for eech group derived

;beckground veriables controlled.. _Here. we see~that the strong positive

effect of Project .Concern which appears in the 1968-1969 retrospective

‘experiment is largely explained by the beckground differences between

~ --the students. The apparent effect of Project Concern drops fiom 0.8 5
r'yeers to 0. 19 yesre. ‘since our equetion dces not include all reasonable‘.'j
]control veriebles (and those present are imperfectly measured) the fact k
Cfthat the effect declines ‘to one’ querter of its original size strongly 4
",fsuggests that: with a more complete set -of better measured control | _
_veriables the effect -might very well become zero. The introduction of

- controls. reverses the apparent ‘effect .in the 1966 experiment, showing a

noticeable effect apperently fevoring Project Concern students, but ‘
introducing centrols has no impact. upon ‘the voluntary study which still;_

- shows a slight negative effect of Project Concern. The- regression

equation pooling all three—substudies (again reported in the second row '
'of the last column) shows an overall impact of essignment to Project ’

:,Concern of. only 0. 12 e -

+

The experimentel assignment methods yields an estimate of the

' treetment_gronp-oontrol group. difference which is much smaller than the
ﬂftrue effoct of'desegregetion. \In the 1968 group half of the selected
| students never entered at all. Since they were randomly sempled in
_ ,order to preserve ‘the experimental design it is necessary to include )
, .them with the students who ‘did ettend the suburban schools, but
:'obviously the overell effect of desegregated educetion is weakened if
.-those students who did rec~ ive a suburban educetion is- diluted both by

students who. attended and ‘dropped out rather quickly and a lerge ‘group

° »

There is a second bies in the educational etteinment data.’ The “’-‘

: educational attainment effects of Project Concern are exeggereted ‘in. the
. survey: due~to a bias of nonresponse. Pooling meles and females - ° -

together, we find that all students who ever entered Project Concern
heve a 27 percent~high school dropout rate compared to a 42 percent

| dropout rate for studerts who were either in the control group or

refused the opportunitcy to- perticionfe in 1968-1969." However, about 1/4
of this difference ls removed when instead of using date from the



'responding members of the sample we used the entire pépulation. There

‘ deaegregatrun appears in Table B.3; the "experimental assignment

" Concern ren's perception of college discrimination is significantly

we £ind Uhat nonpart1c1paﬁts*in“frojectsGoneern—have—amkﬁipe:neni_h*&h

-school dropout rate while participants have a 35 percent dropout rate. .

Since this 11 percent decrease {n the dropout rate is only three fourths
s large as the difference (42 percent « 27 percent = 15 percent) ﬁound
in ‘the survey sample, we conclude that sample bias causes us to

) overestimate the effect of desegregation on the reduction of the diopout'p.

rate by one-fourth

It s difficult to arrive at an estimate of the effect of
desegregation on male achievement. -If there were no self-selection. ;
then desegregation would raise educational attainment to the level shown :
for Project Concern completdrs in Table 2.1, 12,7 years. 0.8 years

'higher than the control group But this is. an overestimate. At the -
- opposite extreme, estimates based on the differences shown between _" .
' Project:Concern participants and Control students (0 3 years) or from | ~ :,.
the analysis of the seven Experimental assignment categories (0.42 L*JV.
'years) are both too low, since they assume those who do mot participate J
(or who left the. program early)- would not have benefited’ if they had 2ﬁ

entered (or not left). Project Concern. 1f ve assume, for the sake of -
example, an effect slightly above the -two low estimaten of 0.3 and 0. 42
years (and well above the value obtained in Table 2.1 of O. 8 yeans),

‘are led ‘to conclude that Project Concern decreased the high school

dropout ‘TAte from 32 percent to 19 percent, and increased ‘the number of -

- students receiving two or more 3ears of college from- pernaps 21 percent

to perhaps 32 percent. __These estimates are based on a host. of
assumptions, any of which could be modified but any reasonable set of

_‘0

assumptions will show.nonrtrivial effects.-

SFLECTION BIAS lN EFFECTS ON OTHER OUTCOMES ;‘ : e
The cxperimental participation analysis of the other outcomes Of

L

analys.s *npears in Tables.B.&4 and B.5. Table B.3 shows that Project

2 We assume 1/3 of those now in college have not yet but will
receive 2 years of schooling. This is 5 pércent of the control’ group

and 8 percent of the students in Project Concern.

[
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DELINQUENOY, PERCEIVED DISCRINI&ATIO\ 'AND CO“TACTS WITH WHITES
OF PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS, BY SBX

L e o | Ever in . . ‘fo -
. - e .. Project - Cofitrol - "
- ' 'Canom Group Co

Ad - . - . A

Y

o ‘Nales' . ' : ' o
' ' Perceived collego discrimination ( : _ ' .
~ Uncontro), d : : .+ 50 ‘.55
_ - Controlle : - ' . 48 - 57
e T Perceived dlscrimination genorally (scalo) : ; -
R ~. <" Uncontrolled . - : 725
‘Controlled CoL R . 6 ‘26
Police/v;olence (scalé) _ A '
. Uncontrolled L S W25 Y2 SN
- Controlled - 2 C, - ' .26 .31
.. Contact with whites (soalo) o ' . |
Uncontr”lled o _ S 55 0 46
Controlled = - ‘ o - S N ¥
Moved into white. residential area (scale) : A o
Uncontrolled -~ ,' L7 39 0
- Controlled = ' _ - A9 e36 - "
Had few friends in- colleoe (%) ' , ' f
,Controlled . - . 21 32
- Uncontrolled . B o L. 25 %2
Fewales “ o SR > . ' L
Perceived collego discrimination (%) : - D
N Uncontrolled _ A .16 .15 o
Controlled - - ' ' . 19 6 .,
Pexceived discrimination generally (soale) Lo R .@E“
"~ Uncontrolled . L . .50 . .52 - ¢
. . Controlled ' I .48 .50
. ~Police/violence (scale) ' . ' o .
incontrolled : S 10 .13
~. . Conttrolled ' o - 14 .12 L
' Bore child- before age 18 (%) s : . - s
' Uncontrolled: = ' g 18 . .. 26
Controlled _ . - 20 24
~ Contact with whites (scale) : | S L
Uncontrelled - : IR .43 42
Controlled . * A4 40 .
Moved into white residential area (scale) ' Coe
Uncontrolled : : _ , ;.52 A2
Controlled | o .55% .39
' "Bad few friends in collogo (% ' , _
. Uncontrolled . = ' €18 35
' Controlled - o - 189 : 34

. NOTE. Controlling‘on family background age,(and test scores.
8 < 05, one-taxled test. ' '
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DELlNQUENOY,

PERCEIVED DISCR!M!NATION, AND CONTAOT VITH NHITES
OF NALﬁ PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS

%

R

. ¥

volunteer.

"6

1966 Exper!ment e 1968 =1969
® Sub study Exporlmons Substudy . Substudy.

l  Con- Differ= - Re= Cone Diffare Cone Differe Overall -
PC trol’. ence PC fused trol :once PC trol -once Eﬂ'cot R
-';Pollco/vlolence (scalc) . N - | T co e
.- .Uncontrol ied ¢« N\ o34 .36 i-;oz 25 ,30 41 (-.14) .18 .29 {-.11 L
L Control lod C e «31 032 . (=01 e 31 029 .01 022 039 . .016 ('-o",
“.PercoiYe? c:}log?%gls- Cy e ) s ¥ QL oo
crimination - A : S ‘ —
Uncontrolitd ' 0o 12 1-12; W 30 20 t-?) R L] 1017; . o

"~ Contralicd 0 8 =14 16 3V 30 -8) 1. 23 =12) - (=13)
": perocived q=sc{lml?a§lon ’ : : e ‘ - R
encra scale Co - : - S s
Ungontr°| 'zd* ' - 055 051 (Ooug‘ .u& .69 -.053 .09 o“? 052 t'.05 : ' A

: 0 ntrol lod 54 .1 "o ‘U6 f067 5 .02 . 56 “ ,11F (-opjlf{
cSptagta?lth whites : . o , s L
cale oo . : . : :
Uneontro IGd .“2“ .50 “.03 055 0“5 0“6 oou 065 o“‘ . .2“ l l
control lod JH0 LUk i-.ou 57 U8 W7 06) .68 €37 ’,31 (.D9)v;
Moved into white resl- ' A , o ' o
dontial arca (scale) ' e o, o,
Uncontrol led .38 .54 i-.16 58 .31 .40 1.96) Ll .35 i 09; ( 06) :
conttol led 1 .131 =,07 ',6 :;".36 ;_ou «10)- M9 .2

Had fevlrrie?gg in .~ . T ' '
cotlege X ' .
Uncontrglled 13- 23 (=10 27 33 26 iu; 20 M? i ; =
controlled 13 20 (=7 300 36 24 9 23 39 =16 -01) .
Percentage of cases 12 9 1 12, .30 = . i,

17
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PEROEIVED DISCRIMINATION, AND CONTACT WITH HHlTES
EMALE PROJECY OONOERN PARTIOI?ANTS

volunteor .

1966 Exporlmonc 1960-1969 :
, . 8u study Exporlmonc Subotudy Substudy
. ' ! "’_.~ -
‘ Con- Dirfor=" .Re- Con- DIffere " Cofi= ‘- Diffor= Overal! -
.. "~ pPC. trol  oncoe PC fused trol once PC trol - ence  Effoct
POI!ce/vlolence~(scala) - ‘ ! 5 ‘
Uncontrolled - .11 .09 (s 02) C.,10 .1 .13 (=.01 1 .25 !9.1u) A
Controlled ' .08 . .09 (-.01) .09 .07 .06 (.02 13 .22 (-.09) °  (.00) -
-Porgoived collcge dlsé o o . : I : ) o
crimination (scale) , - o, _
‘Uncontrol lod .09 .50 i‘-.lﬂ 11 .10 099 1‘ 22 .12 (010; : ’
"~ Controlled - 0T, W47 -, 40 12 06 11 ('002 021 12 "0_09_ (".0?)
- percelved discrimination : . C _ _

... generally (scolo) - . L Lo _
Uncontroi od 36 U8 (=,12 .56 .54 .49 (.06 51 56 (=.03) . 0
Contral.lcd 4 41 (=007 .58 .56 .50 . (.07) .53 .51 (.02 .(.02) .

Boro(chﬂld before ogo 10 . ' o B _ .
Uncontrol led ‘21 14 (7}- 15 7 35 ‘_i"ZH) 17 23 _i-G;e . ,

4 Contro!ied 19 " 21 (=2) 15 11 27 -14) . 19 27 «2) - (-8)

. contact with whites - : - : : : . A

<« (scale) . _ : .
Uﬂcon‘POl'Od 067 051 016 ' .ll3~ 032 o"u !'001 ; 033 . 029 (00“;

. controltled . 'H8 .39 19 ouﬁ 030 .“8 -,10) 36 31 (005 ‘.001,

© Moved into whlte rosi= . _ L :

: dentin! aroca (scale) ' . .

‘Uncontrolled® T W78 30 t.sh . Ju2 J31 Lu8 !-.11) ©oWh2 .42 i.oo ' _
Controlied ’069 023 .‘36 o"a .28 .53 '018) .156 0“3 .03 ‘005,
Had fnY|1rlo?g? in “ M . o ' : R . :
college il ' )
Uncontrglleg 22" 0 122; 22 23 u5 1-23 13 48 _(-35) :
controllod 14 0 . (1) .28 22 48 (-23 13 50 ° (=37) (.17)
Percentage of cases 9 9 13 11 AN : 19 9 ) -
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+  lower than that of the control group. - T A ;.'_'
. The evidence from the experimental assignment analysis is mixed but

encouraging. In Tables B.4 and B.5 , we see a clear effect favoring
" Project Concern for the voluntary substudy, but not for the 1966

oYy .‘-‘
i

substudy. Data for the 1968-9 substudy is ambiguous, since Project ",(,
Concern participants have low perceptions of discrimination but Project
refusers have a very high rate (perhaps having inherited frcm their ° '
~ parents the suspiciousness that caused theirqparents to refuse to enroll
. them in the Project 15 yeats: earlier?). The analysis presénted in thc
body of this report finds that desegregated school experience has no '
effect on women's perception of discrimination. Tables B.3, B. 4 and B. S
agree S T T a ) .
There is a sizeable difference in the polite contact/aggression o l;
‘'scale scores of students who femained in Project Concern-and those.who A
dropped out or returned to city schools, suggesting a strong self-
" selection bias in the. analysis. owever, Table B.3 shows that when
Project ‘Concern-dropouts are included with: program completers of‘Project
. Concern participants, there is still a difference favoring Project '
Concern male students: Project Concern students score 26 on this scale
) compared to 31 for the control group, after social class, age, pnd
” second grade achievement scores have been entered as controls This
difference is not significant. - (With an effective random sample of 253 -
-males; p < .07 ene. .ailed.) Despite this, we believe that desegregation
probably does reduce difficulties with the police and with violence; the’
' difference here represents a 20 percent ‘reduction- in difficulty, and we
o think that with a larger study a significant effect would have appeered
If we momentarily suspend our reservations about this non-
significant finding, we have another difficulty, what estimate shall we '
make of the effect of desegregation on trouble with the police and with
violence? The effect estimated from' comparing only the Project Concern -
completers to the control group who finished in city schools in Table -
2.2, 15 percent, is. clearly an overestimate, but at the same time ‘the
,estimate derived from including all Project Congern dropouts, 6 percent,
is no doubt too conservative. Students who have withdrawn from the a
program. presulably cannot get all its benefits. )
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. ‘ Tables"B 4 and B, S analyzes the data in terms of student assignment
.. 'to the initial experimental design.- The.xesults for males indicate that .

- after- contcols ‘for family background age and early . test scores there
s .a- very weak program effect for the 1966 experiment and the 1968 69 { o
‘substudy ‘and* very strong effects for the voluntary substudy. The overall: S
difference’ between ‘the students assigned to Project Concern, including B
refusers, “and those assigned ‘to control status is .4 percent,. a regnlt

-, whose masnitude -is consistent,with,the results’ in Table B.3. . - . N 1.lf
. The seventh,and'eighth rows of the bottom panel of}Table BlSIshow . W‘J .
‘that female'participants have a lower rate of teenage childbearfng than: )
~do the twe’ control groups when ‘they are combined--a rate of 20 percent '~,“ B
"for the Project Concern group versus 25, percent for the control group. h" <

In Table 3. 5 when we examine the relationship between childbirth before

. age 18 and‘membership in each design’ category, we find a significant 8
percent reduction: in childbirth for students: initially éssigned to
Project Concern (p < 105, one- -tailed, t-l 67). + .

Table B.3 also shows data on various measures of intnrracial
relations For both males and females havzng participated 4in Project
Concern is associated with higher rates of- contact with’ whites, greater ' . o ) ;
,likelihood of househunting in white neighborhoods and lower rates of )
complaining about lack of friends in college ) o
| Two of the findings in Table B.3 are significant. dffects'on the

"contact with whites" scale for males, and the "mov.d into white o
residential areae scale for females, In Tables B.4 and B. J, if we look o ﬂle.i
at all six male outcome varisbles and at four female outcome variables R } |
(chi;dbirth before .age 18,. cgntact with whites, moving into white
residential arcas and hav:ng fniends in college) we find that 22 of the
‘30 differences are in the predicted direction. One‘variable, perceived
discrimination generally for males, shows a difference in ‘the expected |
direction in only one substudy, six other outcomes show effects in the
predicted direction in two substudies, ‘and in three cases (contact 'with

- police and perceived college discrimination for males, and early = ; \
childbearing for females) the results are as predicted ‘in 811 threer RN
__oubstudies. We also are encouraged by the fact that the results when \

the family background and second gr&de test scores. are controiled shows ‘ Y




r

.'a pattern dgich is very aimilar to that. obtained before. the control
‘variables are introduced. This suggests that the control variables are’ .

having xelatively weak effects and are not strongly correlated with the
design c?tegories. This in turn implies that problems’ of :
mnlticolﬂinearity and regression effects are not of great.. importance.’

- We! conclude tha’ the\following apparent effects of desegregation on////
minority students  show one or more statistically significant effects //////
-after selﬁreelection bias is removed and therefore' cannot be explpined

*as the résults of self-selection bias. y \ A/f St
: l .. ,_.- _ - . ‘ - _,;/’"-'/
. mele.high school dropout xa%es‘ . o -‘nﬂ%{m.
* male college retention ratés. s T
.. male perception of college discrimination j
vt . . '4\ B
- .9. male contact with whites ‘ .
' female childbearing befqre age 18 i \ 1\ h
o ‘female househunting in,p;edominantly white neighborhoodsﬂﬁ'“
., 'female complaints of few friends in college o
¥ © ‘i _
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