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! EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

If we depend largely on news reports and word-of-mouth accounts, the
public consensus appears to be that school desegregation plans are
counterproductive. In response to such criticisms, more and more plans have
incorporated voluntary elements. The purpose of this report is to assess the
relative effectiveness of primarily voluatary and primarily mandatory
desegregation plans in a sub-sample of 20 school districts, nine of which are
magnet-voluntary plans and 11 of which are magnet-mandatory plans. The
major conclusions of this report are three-fold:

1) VOLUNTARY DESEGREGATION PLANS WORK, The plans in this
sample, however, are comprehensive, magnet-voluntary plans and most
r_ involve some, minimal, mandatory reassignments as a result of contiguous
; rezoning and selected school closings. These plans ultimately produce
more interracial exposure than the primarily mandatory plans and the
difference is statistically significant.

2) NWWWAMHEMM
COMPREHENSIVE MAGNET-VOLUNTARY PLANS DOES NOT
’STEM. Indeed, all school

: ATE
g systems in our sample which did 30 reduced racial isolation even further
under their magnet-voluntary plan.

Although they eventually produce less interracial exposue than magnet-
5 voluntary plans, mandatory plans have more interracial ¢xposure on
% average, than if nothing at all had been done.

It shouid be emphasized that the magnet-voluatary plans analyzed in this
report are comprehensive. All have the goal of desegregating the entire school
district by voluntary means, and all but two have exnlicit and ambitious
fiesegregation goals. The average number of magnet _chools in our sample of
E magnet-voluntary plans is 27. This distinguishes them from voluntary plans
3 where one or two minority schools have magnet programs placed in them und
there is not the overall goal of achieving or maintaining a racially balanced
school system.

There are caiy two school factors that are consistently important in
~ predicting a magnet school’s success when other variables are controlled for:
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A o LOCATION. Magnet schools in minority locations have the lowest
percentage white and the greatest deviation from racial balance.

o CURRICULUM. Magnet schools with individualized curriculum have s
higher perceatage white than other types of curriculum.

' There are several school district factors that are important in predicting
’ ‘ magnet school success. The important factors are:

o PERCENTAGE MINORITY IN THE SCHOOL DISTRICT. The higher the




percentage minority in the district, the lower the percentage white in a
magnet school and the greater the deviation from racial balance. -

o EDUCATIONAL LEVEL. The lower the city or county median educational

level, the higher the percentage white in a magnet school and the less
devistion from racial balance.

o YEAR OF MAJOR DESEGREGATION PLAN. The later the year the plan
was implemented, the higher the percentage white in a magnet school and
the less deviation from racial balance.

0 YOLUNTARY PLANS. Districts with magnet-voluntary plans have less
deviation from racial balance in their magnet schools, There is no

difference between the two types of plans in terms of the percentage
white in magnet schools.
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There are some discernible patterns in the location of particular magnet
themes.

o Foreign language and multi-cultural/international magnets tend to be in
white locations. :

WNZ3 EHEG

o Early childhood and Montessori prosrains tend to be in minority locations.

Magnet schools enroll on average one-third of the students in districts
with voluntary plans aad 13 percent of the students in districts with
mandatory plans. One-third of the programs are in white locations. Another
21 percent are in integrated locations, presumably to stabilize their racial
balance. The largest proportion of magnet programs -- 46 percent -- are in
minority locations, but this is still less than we believe is optiraal for the most
efficient utilization of resources.

E. I. II l. ln X I. I '

; We assessed preimplementation, implementdtion year, and 1984
desegregation in a national sample of 119 school districts, the sample from
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" which the 20 district sub-sample analysis is drawn. The major conclusions that
1 can be drawn from these data are:
o SCHOOL DEEGREGATION PLANS ARE NOT COUNTERPRODUCTIVE,

PR 3t 4

Descgregation plens, on average, produce more interracial exposure with
the implementation of a plan than they lose in subsequent years as a
result of white flight and the declining birth rate.

o SCHOOL DESEGREGATION PLANS DO NOT ENCOMPASS ‘EVERY SCHOOL.

0 Almost no school district has 100 percent of its students in
desegregated schools either in the implementation year or 1984,
regardless of whether the definition of a desegregated school is plus
or miaus 15 percentage points or plus or minusz 20 perceatage points
from the district’s racial composition. The average is 80 and 65
percent in schools plus ar minus 20 percentage points in northern
and southern court ordered school districts respectively.
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o Only half of minority students are in schools above 40 percent white
in our court ordered districts.

0 School districts which desegregated under court order still have a
significant percentage - 20 percent in the North and 35 percent in
the South -- of their minority students in severely racially isolated
schools -- schools greater than 90 percent minority.

o LARGE SOUTHERN COURT ORDERED SCHOOL DISTRICTS HAVE
ACHIEVED LESS DESEGREGATI(ON THAN LARGE NORTHERN COURT
ORDERED $CHOOL DISTRICTS. This is true regardless of the measure of
desegregaticn. This is contrary to the findings of descriptive, natioral
studies which include numerous small southern school districts.

o BIG CITY, PRENOMINAMTLY MINORITY, SCHCOL DISTRICTS HAVE, CN
AVERAGE, NO 1.ESS SUCCESS WITH VOLUNTARY PLANS AS THEY ARE
CURRENTLY IMFLEMENTED THAN WITH MANDATORY PLANS.

Recommendations

We recommend that school districts desegregate with comprehensive
m#gnet-voluntary plans if they have a chei~s. Our data show that over time a
primarily voluntary plan will accomplish more interracial eéxposure than a
mandatory plan. In so doing, it also sppears to enhance the reputation of the

school system. This is particularly important in high proportion minority
school systems.

A magaet-voluntary ¢ 2segregation plan should have the foliowing
characteristics:

1. Racial controls on schools and on choices so that only transfers that
promote desegregation are allowed.

2.  Magnet school programs placed almost entirely in minority or
integrated neighborhoods.

3. A “wajority to minority® transfer program in which any student can
transfer from any school in which their race is in a majority to any
school in which their race is in a minority.

4. A variety of programs with a heavy emphasis on individualized, child
cgntcred, programs.

5. Expenaive and aggressive publicity and recruitment, including
individual pkone calls to prospective parents where necessary.

6.  Ambitious districtwide desegregation goals. We have no standard
whick we delieve would be applicable to every school district.
Clearly, what would be ambitious for Racine, Wisconsin would be
impossible for Chicago. But, in each situation, most of the partie:
involved will agree as to what an ambitious districtwide
desegregation goal is.
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7.  Elimination of attendance zones in small school districts. It is not
clear, however, whether this innovation as practiced in Montclair,
New Jersey and Cambridge, Massachusetts is transferable to large
school districts.

We also recommend that central city school districts negotiate a voluntary
city-suburban transfer program of the type implemented in St. Louis,
Milwaukee, and Boston. There is virtually no social scientist working in this
field who does not agree thai metropolitan plans are more stable and provide
more interracial exposure than city-only plars.

Chapter Outline

Chapter One reviews the research on white flight and the effectiveness
of alternative desegregation plans.

Chapter Two discusses the goal of a school desegregation plan. We argue
that i; should be interracial exposure, not racial balance.

Chapter Three assesses the relative effectiveness of different magnet
school programs in a 20 school district sub-sample from & 119 school
district study funded by the National Institute of Education.
Chapte* Four compares the relative effectiveness of alternative
desegregation plans -- voluntary versus mandatory -- in the same 20
district sample. -

Chapter Five assesses national desegregation trends from the 1960
through 1584,

Chapter 6 summarizes our findings and mékes policy recommendations.
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CHAPTEK ONE
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH ON THE

EFFECTIVENESS OF POLICY ALTERNATIVES IN
DESEGREGATING SCHOOL DISTRICTS

More than thirty years after Brown v, Board of Education, confusion

reigns among the public, lawyers, judges, and scholars over the impact of

schocl desegregation on children and on the communities in which they live.

If we depend largely on news reports and word-of-moutk accounts, the public
consensus appears to he that school desegregation does nct work and that it
creates more violence and interracial hostility during its implementation than it
will ever be able to eliminate thereafter. ?

In response to this criticism, more and more school desegregation plans
have incorporated voluntary components. Many of the existing mandatory
reassicnment plans hﬁve added magnet schools as voluntary educational options,
and we know of no new desegregation plan implemented since 1980 which hLas
not been primarily voluntary, relying on magnet schools, M to M transfers, and
redrawing of contiguous atiendance zones. Nevertheless, the literature on the
subject is currently almost ten years behind the times (see for example,
Hawley and Smylie, 1986) because the research reported here is the first to
have both a properly specified dependent variable -- interracial exposure --
ond more than 2 year or two of postimplementation data for magnet school
plans. While many academics speak of "mixed" desegregation plans, composed
of voluntary and mandatory elements, they typically mean a mandatory pian
with some educational options (i.e. the St. Louis and Bostoa plans). We
classify such plans as primarily mandatory because students are mandatorily
assigned to a school 30 as to descgregate it and then some are allowed
educational choiccs. There is another type of "mixed” plan which most

1
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academics do not support. This is a plan which allows students to choose to
attend a desegregated school and mandatory reassignments are either minimal
(i.e., only in the case of school closings) or limited (contiguous zezoning or
assignments at the end of several years when ihe plan fails to desegregats
certain schools to a court’s satisfaction). These we call primarily voluntary
(i.e., Milwaukee or San Diego).

While there are few new desegregaticn plans being proposed, the research
reported here is relevant for the numerous school districts under a mandatory
reassignment plan who may wish to quify it. The mgjor purpose of this
report is to assess the desegregation effectiveness of primarily voluntary and
primarily mandatory desegregation plans in a 20 school district sub-sample from
a 119 school district study funded by the National Institute of Education. We
also 1) summarize the research on white flight and the effectiveness of
alternative desegregation plans, 2) assess the relative effectiveness of different
magnet school programs, and 3) assess national desegregation trends from the

1960°s through 1984,

inds of i i t Stud
It is important at the outset to distinguich among the various types of

school desegregation plaas. Some school districts desegregate under board
order, while others do 30 only under court order. Some desegregation p!ans
allow for parental choice, while others do not. Although the type of plan
should play a large role in its success, few studies have examined :%is factor.

Table 1 shows a very simple two-by-two table classifying desegregation
plans into four types. The source of the order to desegregate is at the top
where it is divided into two cells: board ordered and court or HEW ordercd.

The degree of pareatal choice on the left is also divided into two cells: no

11



choice and choice. Many longtime observers of school desegregation have
confused thesz four types of plans. Most people believe court ordered plaas
are mandatory plans, and board crdered plans are voluntary ones. Some board
ordered desegregation plans, however, are mandatory because they require
parents to have their children participate as long as they remain in the public

school system (for example, the Ssaitle or Berkeley desegregation plans).

TABLE 1-1
TYPES OF DESEGREGATION PLANS

PARENTAL ‘ Board Court or HEW

CHOICE (Interral) (External)

No (mandatory 1 2
reassignment)

Yes (voluntary 3 4
reassignment)

By contrast, some court ordered desegregation plans are voluntary because they
allow parents to choose whether their children are to be reassigned to a
descgregated school or to remain in their neighborhood school (for example,
southern plans from 1954-69 and more recently the magnet districts with
voluntary plans discussed in this report). Whether a plan is voluntary or
mandatory determines community response; whether it is court ordered or

board ordered is unimportant.
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Yol { Mand D ion Techni

There is very little research on whether techniques within the categories,
mandatory and voluntary, vary in their desegregation effectiveness. This is
probably because it must seem clear to most analysts that the most important
distinction is the generic one. Moreover, it is difficult to characterize plans
on the basis of techniques used since most school districts use as many as
they can within each generic type in order to maximize desegregation and
minimize busing distance.

The priniary voluntary techniques are open enro!lment. majority to
minorit& transfers, and magnet schools. Open enroliment gives students the
freedom to transfer to any school they wish to within the scheol district. It
is rarely used anymore because it can be a means by which white students flee
schools becoming integrated as a result of racial change in the ‘neishborhood.
The mo}re commonly used technique today is a majority to minority (M to M)
transfer policy in which any student can transfer from a school in which they
are in.the majority to one in which they are in the minority. The students
who participate in such programs tend to be older, and black. Younger
students and Hispanic students are underrepresented and whité students rarely,
if ever, voluntéer. Of course, there i3 greater participation of all groups if
transportation is provided.

The only voluntary technique which has been found to be successful in
motivating white students to attend formerly minority schools is the magnet
school concept. Magnet schools are ;chools with a special curriculum or
teaching style designed to attract students of different races to an integrated
setting. While many schobl districts with an M to M program do ﬂot have

magnet schools, it is difficult to find a magnet school plan which dees not

also have,'an' M-to-M program,



The primary mandatory techniques, by contrast, are pairing and
clustering, rezoning, and magnet schools. In pairing, twc schools, one minority
and one white, are combined either by sending haif the students in one school
to the other for all grades (option 1) or by sending all the children to one
school for certain grades and then to the other school for the res: of the
grades (option 2). The latter is by far the most common and is typically what
is meant by the term "pairing.” Clustering is the same technique for more
than two schools. Most school districts which use pairing also use clustering.
An important policy issue which éhould be researched,is whether there is
differing white flight as a function of the two types of pairing/clustering
options. If option 2 is used, which grades should go to the minority school
and which to the white school? Will option 2, because it involves more white
reassignments, prod~uce more white flight than option 1?

Rezoning is another mandatory tzchnique. It impiies that attendance
zones are redrawn 30 that nearby schools will become miore integrated.
However, rezoning can also iaclude ﬁatellite zoning whereby small pockets of
students at distant locations sre "rezoned® to a school to increase integration
(also commonly called *forced busing"). In addition, pairing and clustering also
involve rezoning. To furthe: confuse matters, when & achool is converted into
a masnét as part 6f 2 voluntary plan, the students in that school are
sometimes rezoned to schools where their attendance will produce more
integration'(see Marion County School Administration, 1984). Magnet schools
can be part of a mandatory plan, as in Boston, and as such they are not
voluntary desegregation techniques. They are educational options whose
purpose is to reduce white flight and hostility.

The difficuity of anaiyzins the techniques used in a desegregation plan

and comparing their desegregation effectiveness is exemplified by Morgan and
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England (1981; 1982), a case study analysis of 52 school districts. They
discovered that virtually all school districts use 2t least two techniques, and
most use three or more. They did not analyze the issues discussed above
regarding type of pairing/clustering (option 1 v. option 2) and types of
rezoning (ncarby v. satellite) to tap three plan dimensions which might be
important to parents and thus affect racial isolation: ( 1) age of assignment to
8 minority schoci, (2) number of times a student is reassigned, and (3) busing
distance.

lastead, they list 16 techniques which appear to pverlap considerably.
Thirteen of the 16 techniques have N's of two or less. They collapsed these
into three categories: (1) pairing/ciustering, (2) rezoning, and (3)
pairing/clusteriqg/rezonins compared to all other techniques. While all three
are used at the clementary level, rezoning is the overwhelming choice at the
secondary level. They find that all three produce a greater implementation

yesr reduction in racial imbaiance than "gl! other techniques,” and

' pairing/clustering/rezoning produce more than either one by itself. However,

they never compare voluntary techniques as group to mandatory techniques.
Hence, the analysis is not very useful for the current policy debate over the
relative effectivencss of mandatory and voluntary plans.

All of these studies, however, are limited by their sole reliance on racial
balance, the traditional measure of the effectiveness of desegregation plans.
As we shall argue in more detail in Chapter Two, ra;:ial balance measures are
an inadequate measure of the effectiveness of desegregation plans in reducing
racial isolation because they are relatively insensitive to the white flight
produced by desegregation plans and thus do not refiect how much actual

exposure black children have to white children.
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White flight from the public schools may take two forms: the transfer of
students to privdte schools within the district and the movement of families
out of the school district. Intuitively, the former seems less damaging to a
community than the latter, in part because the possibility of returning to the
public schools is much grezter, and in part because these individuals will
remain a part of their original community.

Most of the research, unfortunately, does not differentiate between the
two forms of white flight, since the dependent variable is usually aggregate
change in white public school enrollment. There are, however, nine case
studies that make this distinction in cight different school districts because
they used survey admpling techniques or analyzed the local housing market or
private school enrollments. These studies indicate less residential relocation
than private school enroliment in rcsponse to school desegregation. Four of
the studies are of countywide plans; where the cost of relocation is greater
than in city school districts (Lord, 1975; Cunningham and Husk, 1979;
McConahay and Hawley, 1977; Taeuber and Wilson, 1978).

All of the studies, including the five of city school districts, Boston, Los
Angeles, Cleveland, and Dallas, (Ross, 1981; Estabrook, 1980; Orfield, 1978;
Cataldo, 1982; Hula, 1984), support the theory that whatever the motivating
factor, whites calculate the costs and benefits of their actions and tend to
choose the course of action with ihe lowest costs. This is particularly
illuminated by the surveys in Louisville (McConahay and Fawley, 1977;
Cunn'in_éham and Husk, 1979) and in Boston (Estabrook, 1980; Ross, 1981),
which found that families who moved to the suburbs were ﬁore likely to be
renters, young people, and those without children (i.e., those for whom moving

was relatively less costly), than those who transferred to parochial or private
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schoois. The families that moved werc 21s0 more in favor of desegregation, a
tendency that suggests that longitudinal nonganel surveys may underestimate
positive attitudinal change. - The cnly stady to find. more residential relocation
than private schoo! enroilment is Cataldo’s aggregate analysis of Cleveland and
the surrounding metropolitan arca.l

Over the long term, "non-eatrance® may become more of a problem than
flight. Frey's {1977) analysis of metropolitan movement from 1965-1970 found
that most factors, both racial and non-racial, affect white flight less through
the decision to move than through ﬁxe choice of destination. lMecreover, a
survey of recent homebuyers in Charlotte, North Caroliaa in 1977 found that
parents of school age children rated educational quality and racial compositiog
of the school attendance zone as significantly more important than commuting
distance in influencing their locational choice (Jud, 1982). Similarly,
Wegmann's {1980) review of the literature concluded that perceived school
queality had no effect on exit, but did influence the number of new families
with children entering a neighborhood.

The reason non-entrance is likely to have a greater effect on enrollment
decline than exit is that the former obviously has lower relocation costs than
the latter. Furthermore, the information costs to parents who do not have
their children in the public schools is higher than those who do, giving the
former still another reason 1ot to place their children in the public school
system. Surveys of Louisville-Jefferson Connty (McConahay and Hawley, 1977;

Husk, 1980), Nashville-Davidson (Pride, 1980), and Boston (Rossell and Ross,

1 It is possible that Cl:veland has a higher proportion of renters and
more suburban housing than other school districts analyzed. It is also possible
that Cataldo’s finding is an artifect of his misidentification of the beginning of
white flight. In his analysis, he ignored several years of predesegregation
white flight in response to court rulings.
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1979), confirm that the long-term loss rate is greater for those with preschool
children thana for those whose children have already enrolled in the public

school system.

Mandatory v, Voluntary Plans

In 1982, seventy-seven percent ¢ the white population opposed the
busing of school children for ‘the purpose of "racial balance,® "school
desegregation,” or "scheol integration,” (Gallup Poll, 1982). By 1986, that
proportion had declined to 57 percent according to a Harris Poll (Snider, 1987). .
While some whites may oppose desegregation because‘ they are prejudiced, by
itself this explaine too little, particularly since 91 percent of whites approve of
the principle of integration and only 16 péréent of whites woald object to {
sending their child to a school where half of fhe children are black (National
Opinion Research Center, 1985). Moreover, surveys indicate individual racism
is only weakly or not at all correlated with parental decisions to leave a
desegregated school system (McConahay and Hawley, 1977; Giles, Gatlin, and
Cataldo, 1976).

In the eyes of many parents, the ratio of costs to benefits changes when
students are reassigned in order to"desesreaate schools. The increased costs
are both econon;ic and psychological, and it is perceived costs rather than
objectively measured costs that influence behavior. Some of the more
important perceived costs are a feeling that the quality of educs :ion will
decline, that their child’s safety will be en;lansered and that they will lose
influence over their child’s education when the child is sent on a long bus ride
to a distant school.

These three parcatal attitudes - opposition to mandatory reassignment

to minority séhools. approval of the principle of desegregated schools, and
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concern for the quality of education in desegregated schools -- have important
implications for the type of plan which will produce tiic greatest interracial
exposure. They suﬁgest that mandatory reassignment plans will produce mmiddle
class white and minority "flight," that voluniary desegregation plans may bé |
successful in motivating whites to transfer to minority schools only if the
perception of the quality of education in minority schools is changed, as for
example occurs when a school becomes a magaet, and that minority parents
may transfer their children to white schools because they perceive the quality
of education to be _better there. The history of voluntrary M to M" programs
suggests the. latter two suppositions are probably correct -- as much as 25
percent of minority children can be expected to participate in such programs,
but almost no whites will.

When open enrollment plans fail to produce any white transfers to
minority schools, the courts have often stepped in and ordered mandatory
reassignment of whites. The term "mandatory desegregation,” while more
precise than the popular term "forced busing® (no one is ever forced to ride a
bus), is itself somethirg of a misnomer. Mandatory desegregation plans are
not "mandatory” -- parents can choose to take their children out of the public
schools. Those with the highest income and educational level are most likely
to leave the school system (Giles, Gatlin, and Cataldo, 1976; Lord, 1975; Pride
and Woodard, 1978, 1984; Pride, 1980; Estabrook, 1980; Ross, 1981; Rossell,
1986b). Another important factor is the busing distance. In Los Angeles,
under the court ordercd maadatory desegregation plan, every additional 10
minutes in busing time produced an additional 7 percent white enrollment loss
at that school in thel implementation year _(Rossell. 1986b).

Typically, the most important factor influencing desegregation related

white enrollment decline, in part because it is perceived to be related to
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. 11
educational quality and is usually related t6 busing distance, is the percentage
minority in the school district and the receiving school. (Coleman, Kelly, and
Moore 1975a, 19750, Farley, 1975; Fariey, Wurdock, and Richards, 1980; Pride
and Woodard, 1978; Pride, 1980; Rossell and Ross, 1979; Ross, Gratton, end
Clarke, 1982; Giles, Gatlin, and Catﬁldo, 1976; Giles, Cataldo, and Gstiin, 1975;
Rossell, 1978a; Clotfelter, 1981; Rossell, 1986b).

Rossell (1986b) found in an analysis of Los Angeles, Batoa Rouge, and
Boston that the implementatioc year white loss rates at schools varied as a
function of the percentage wminority in the receiving school. The sverage ioss
rate for the three cities was 55 percent for schools above 90 percent minority,
47 percent for schools between 80 and 90 percent minority, 43 percent for
schools between 50 and 79 percent minority, and 21 percent for schools less
than 35 percent minority.

These findings are similar to those “ound in the few other studies which
have looked at loss rates by school racial composition. Pride and Woodard
found the 1971 implementation year loss rate in the countywidi/ Nidshville
schools 51-100 p<rcent black predesegregation to be 43 percent when the
median income of the paired white school attendance zone was above $12,000,
In Savannah, the loss rate at schools 51-100 percent black was 42 percent in
1971, the year of the major plan (Board of Education, Savannah-Chatham
County, 1976: Exhibit 1).

These losses, when white students are reassigned, are not limited to the
implementation year. Statistical analyses of white enrollment loss in Boston
for every year beginning wi_th the Phase I plan in 1974 through 1978 (Rossell
and Ross, 1979:.vii) indicate that every time and for whatever reason you
reassiga white students in a desegregation plan, you lose some. The

coefficients for elementary white reassigaments are =313 the first year of the
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limited ‘plan. =321 the next year when the extensive plan was implemented,
=350 the following year when reassignments were made to adjust for white
flight in the previous years, ~.356 the next year for the same reason, and -.293
in the fifth year for the same reason. The coefficients for high school and
middle school afe similar in most years. These coefficients mean that for
every 100 white students reassigned to adjust for white loss in previous years,
30 to 55 will flee.

Even if school districts do not rcassign white students in
post-implementation years, virtually all of the rescarch shows that the net
effect of a mandatory desegrsegation plan in central city‘ 'school districts above
30-35 percent minority is negative - that is, the school districts do not make
up their implementation period:white flight (R.ossell. 1978a: 31; Smylie, 1983;
Armor, 1980; Coleman, 1977; Ross, Gratten, gnd Clarke, 1982; Farley, Wurdock, -
and Richards, 1980). Smylie (1983) and Ross, Gratton, and Clarke, (1982) even |
found a negative long-term desegregation effect on white enroliment in
countywide school districts less than 35 percent minority, thought by many
experts to be most resistant to such effects because of the lack of available
suburbs. Thus, when the Abt Associates study (Roysier et al., 1979; Rossell,
1979) conciuded that magnet-component (i.c., magnet-mandatory) plans were
more successful than magnet voluntary plans in reducing racial isolation, there
was always the possibility that this was only a short-term advantzge and that
the greater white flight from‘ mandatory plans would eventually redound to the
advaatage pf the voluntary plans. That is, the districts with voluntary plans
might ultimately produce more interracial exposure although they had not done

30 by the end of the first year of their plans.
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CHAPTER TWO
WHAT SHOULD BE THE GOAL OF A DESEGREGATION PLAN?

The primary goal of a school desegregation plan is to climinate the
effects of ﬁast discrimination. Because there are an infinite number of such
effects, however, the primary goal is more precisely stated as the elimination
of the harmful effects of past discrimination. These harmful effects inhere in
the stigma of de jure segregation as well as the unequal distribution of
resources likely to accompany such segregation. Once these harmful effects
have been eliminated, there still remain three additional harmful effects that
social scientists have identified: 1) the achievement 8ap betwecn the races, 2)
unequal status among the races and conflict, and 3) a lack of minority
self-esteem and motivation.

Social scientists believe that these harmful effects can be eliminated by
interracial exposure. In the literaturc there have been two ways of measuring
the extent of interracial contact. The first way is to measure it as racial
balance. The measure of racial imbalance most commonly used by social
scient’sts is the iadex of dissimilarity, also called the Tacuber Index. The
formula is

D=1/2F% lm I
v B 3
where W is the number of whites, or any other ethnic or racial group, and B
is the number of blacks or any other ethnic or racial group. The index of
dissimilarity represents thé proportion (or percentage if multiplied by 100) of
black stidents wﬁo would have to be reassigned to white schools, if no whites

are‘reassij;ned. in order to have the same proportion in each school as in the



whole school district. Thc index ranges from 0 (perfect racial balance -- that
is, no black students need to be reassigned) to 100 (perfect racial imbalance --
that is, 100 percent of the black students need to be reassigned, if no whites
are reassigaed, in order to have perfsct racial balance).!

Another way of measuring the contact between the races is as interracial
~ exposure -~ specifically, the proportion white in the average minority child’s

school.? The measure is caiculated as follows:

P
Smw = kK NkmPkw
. z

k Nkm

where k stands for each individual schooi and thus Nkm is the number (N) of
minorities (m) in a particular school (k) and Pkw is the proportion (P) white
(w) in the same scnool (k). Hence, the number of minorities in each school is
multiplied times the proportion wkite in the same school. This is summed for
all echools and divided by the number of minorities in the school system to
produce a weighted average - the proportion white in the average minority
child’s school.® Since the proportion white in the average minority child’s

school increascs with racial balance reassignments, but goes down as the white

1 < ae measure originates with Karl Tacuber and Alma Taeuber, Negroes in
Citics (Chicago: Aldine, i965). It has been used in numerous studies of school

- and residential racial imbalance since ther. Some examples are Farley, 1981;

Farley, Wurdock, and Richards, 1930; Smylie, 1983; Yan Valey, Roof, and

Wilcox, 1977,

-3 This measure has been used in several more recent studies of schoo!
desegregation to estimate the outcome of a plan. Some examples are Farley,
1981; Orfield, 1982; Orficld and Monfort 1986; Ross, 1983; Rossell, 1978;
Rossell, 1979; Rossell, 1986a.

* This can be used to measure the exposure of any two groups to each
other by mpstituting them for blacks and whites in the equation.

14
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enrollment decreases, it yields the interracial exposure or net benefit of
desegregation reassignments. If the instrumental goal of school desegregation
is to bring whites and minorities into contact with each ‘iher, then the best
measure of that is interracial exposure rather than racial baiance. Racial
balance is an {uadequate goal because it ignores how many whites are coming
into contact with minorities. This iz as true of the precise racial balance
measures, such as the index of dissimilarity, as it is of the more imprecise
racial balance standards used by tae courtﬁ, such as the requirement that all
schools be within plus or minus 15 or 20 percentage ppints of the district’s
racial proportions.

The index of dissimilarity, or any other measure of racial balance, is thus
less comprehensive than the index of interracial exposure because interracial
exposure includes racial balance, but racial balance does not include interracial
exposure. Racial balance can be achieved with very little interracial exposure,
but interracial exposure cannot be achieved without significant racial balance.
If whites and minorities are evenly distributed among schools, there wiil be
imore interrecial exposure, that is, a higher percentage white in the average
minority child’s schiool, than if each race goes to separate schools. Interracial
exposure is also, however, 1 function of the proportions ¢f whites and
minorities in the school system - the level of interracial exposurc for the _
average minority child can be no higher than the proportion white in the
school system.!

This becomes clearer if we consider a hypothetical segregated scho'ol

system with six schools and the racial composition shown below.

4 It is possible, however, to have & higher percentage white in the
average Hispanic or Asian or black child’s school than exists in the school
district,
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100 0

i%0 0

100 0

0 100

0 100

-0 100

Sum 300 300
% of Total 50.0 50.0

. Yirtuslly all supporters of school desegregation would prefer a plan which
produced outcome A (shown belov) with considerable racial balance and 245
white students remaining to a plan which produced outcome B with perfect

racial balance and 6 white students remaining.

OUTCOME A OUTCOME B
Miporitics Whites  Minorities Yhites

50 20 50 1

50 45 50 1

50 40 50 1

50 50 50 1

50 45 50 1

' 20 43 20 1

Sum = 300 245 300 6
% of Total 55.0 45.0 98.1 1.9

Although sutcome B has orly one white in each school, it has a racial
imbalance score of 0, that is perfect racial balanceS and all schoals within plus

or minus 20 percentage points of the schoo! district’s proportions (98 percent

§ This score is derived by dividing the number of minorities in each
school by the school district total of minorities (300), dividing the number of
whites in the same school by the school district total of whites (6),
subtracting the two amounts for a given school from each other (ignoring
minus signs), summing this calculation across all the schools and dividing by
two. Thus, it-is a standardized measure whase criterion changes as the school
district’s racial proportions change. :

v 25
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minority and 2 percent white). If we multiply the number of minorities times
the proportion white in each school, however, we find only 2 percent white in
the average minority child’s school. Outcome B thus has perfect racial
balance, but very little interracial eéxposure.

Outcome A, by contrast, has an index of dissimilarity of 8.8 -- that is, it
is more racially imvalanced than cutcome B. It also ha; one schcol (17
perceat of the total number of schools) racially imbalanced by the plus or
minus 15 or 20 percentage point criterion whef&as outcome B had none racially
imbalanced by that steadard. If we multiply the number of minorities times
the proporticz white in each school, sum across schools, and divide by the
number of ruinorities in the district (300), we find 44.2 S2rcent white in the
average minority child’s school. Thus, if we have racial balance as our goal,
we would be forced to choose the intuitively least desirable rian, that in
which there was only one white in each school. If we have interracial
éxposure as our goal, however, we would choose the intuitively mozt desirable
plan, that in which there was 44.2 percent white in the average minority
child’s school.t

The * -adequacy of racial balance measures thus stem from the fact that
they hold changing demogrephics constant and hence cannot distinguish
betwcen 1) a desegregatior plan in which 99 perceat of the whites have left
, bui the remaining one percent are evenly distributed (producing an index of 0

and all schools within plus or minus 20 percentage points of the district’s

® This example illustrates two basic principles of public policy analysis.
Considering only the costs of a public policy (in this case, white enrollment
decline) is shortsighted since even the most desirable of the above plans
produced some costs and one would be forced to do nothing. By the same
token, considering only the benefits of a public policy (in this case, racial
balance) would be almost as shortsighted since one would have to choose the
intuitively. lcast desirable plan, that in which there was very little contget
between the races.

- %6
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racial proportions), and 2) one in which none of the whites have left and each

school is 50 percent white (producing an index of 0 and all schools within plus

or minus 20 percentage points of the district’s racial proportions). The former
situation has the same racial balance as the latter, but much less interracial

exposure. Since virtually no one trying to achieve school desegregation would

prefe.r the former to the latter, school desegregation ought to be measured as
interracial exposure rather than simply the even distribution of groups, or the
relatively even disiribution of groups as required by such standards as plus or

minus 20 percentage points.

The Eff 3 ial E Minoritv Child

As indicated above, social scientists’ believe that the harmful effects
of de jure segregation are climinated by interracial ex;;osure not racial
balanee. This belief is supported by the social science research which shows
the educational and social benefits of desegregation to be derived from the
percentage white in the m)erase minority child’s school rather than the
uniform distribution of the races. The most comprehensive and up to date
research review ever conducted on school desegregation and educational
achiecvement, using a statistical teehnmue called meta-analysxs to synthesize
the research t‘rndnnss. indicates that glthough the relationship is not perfectly
linear, the greater the percentage white in the average minority child’s school,
the greéter the achievement gains by blaek children (Mahard and Crain, 1983).

Althoush there ns dnsasreement over the size of this effect, I know of no

other eomprehensnve review, nor any research, which has found another
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variable besides percentage white as the "cause” of the positive effects of
school desegregation.”

The research also shows a similar influence of percentage white on life
chances. lor example, a recent review conducted hy Braddock, Crain, and
McPartland (1984) cite ten major studies which assess the social outcomes for
minority adults of having had a desegregated education. All but two of these
studies had as their causal variable the percentage white in the minority
child’s school, rather than racial balance. The higher the percentage white in
the average minority child’s school, the greater the social benefits. They
found thst black studenﬁ from majority white high s;hools were more likely to
enroll at majority white four year colleges, to have white social contacts, to
have white friends, to live in integrated neighborhoods, and to have positive
relationships with white co-workers. Crain and Strauss (1985) go even further.
In their study of the Hartford, one-wey city-suburban busing 'pfogr'hm.-which
found higher eduéational achievement ard career aspirations among these
students, they argue this is a fuaction, not just of the percentage white in the
school, but of the "change of scens.” In other words, it is beneficial to
minority children’s life chances to get them out of minority necighborhoods and
into white neighborhoods. |

Two studies of the effect of school desegregation on residentiai
integration cited by Bniddock, Crain, and McPartland (1984) had ckange in
achool district racial balance as their independent variable and change in

residential racial balanée as their dependent variable, The school district with

7 Of course, this does not mean that other factors, such 3 cooperative
learning, cannot produce positive effects in a desegregated setting if they were
implemeated. Since they rarely are, and it is difficult to obcain information
on such interventions in any case, the school desegregution evaluations do not
~control for it.
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the greatest reduction in residential racial imbalance was the school district
with no mandatory reassignment of white students -- Riverside (Pearce, 1980).
Othgr studies have suggested that whatever residential integration occurs with
school desegregation comes from minority pareats moving into the
neighborhood of their child’s new school rather than whites fcllowing their
children into minority neighborhoods (Greenwood, 1272; Foushee and Hamilton,
1977; Kentucky Commission on Human Rights, 1975, 1980a, 19800).

All of these studies suggest that producing the greatest interracial
exposure for minority children, u;timately produces the greatest improvement in
their life chances. This is true even if only minorities do the transferring, as
in the city-suburban transfer programs. Thus, the most impoftant factor in
assessing school desegregation plans is the interracial exposure they produce,

not simply racial balance.



CHAPTER THREE
THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND THEIR MAGNET PROGRAMS

This report compares the interracial exposure produced by voluntary and
mandatory desegregation plans in a sample of 20 school districts, 18 of which
were originaily studied by Abt Associates (Royster et al.,, 1979; Rossell, 1579).
These school districts are a sub-sample of a 119 school district sample still
being coded and analyzed. The intent 6 this sub-sample analysis is to update
the carlier Abt Associates study. That study, which is still the finess
comparative analysis of magnet schools as desegregatign tools, concluded that
magnet-Component (i.c., mandatory) plans were more sucr=ssful desegregation
tools than magnet-only (i.c., voluntary) plans. Their sample, however, had only
one year of poét-implementation data and therefore could not test the
proposition that over the long-term, districts with voluntary plans wviil
ultimately produce more interracial exposure because they produce less white

flight than mandatory plans (see Rossell, 1979: 317).

There are esscatially two types of desegregation plans using magnet
schools: magnet-voluntary and mugnet-mandatory (see Rossell, 1979). A
magnet-voluntary plan is one in which desegregation is primariiy accomplished
through voluntary tfansfers. Typically, such a plan is chgmcterized by
voluntary white tranefers té magnet schools placed in minority neighborhoods
and voluntary minority transfers to white schools, either because they are

magnet schools or under 8 majority-to-minority transfer program.! Many of

! In a majority-to-minority transfer progran: & student can transfer from
any school in which his or her race is a majority to any school in which his
or her race is in & minority. Whiie such programs are open to students of any
race, typically only minority students will participate.
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them also include redrawing of contiguous . ...ndance zones 30 as to maximize
desegregation. A magnet-mandatory plan is one in which desegregation is
primarily accomplished through mandatory assignment of students to other-
race schools. In such plans, the magnet schools are educational options whose
purpose is to reduce conflict and increase parental satisfaction. While
participation in desegregation iz not voluntary (as in the magact-voluntary
plans), participation in the magnet school portion of it is.

It the magmt-ma'ndatory situstion, the magnet schools are usually quite
successful in achieving racial balance because the altfrnative is mandatery
assignment to a less desirable desegregated school not‘ of one's cheice.

Boston, for example, ihitially had long waiting lists for its magnet schools
despite considcrable white flight from the non-magnet schools. In the magnet-
voluntary situation, on the other hand, some schools will simply fail to attract
students because the alternative is more desirable -- to continue to attend
one’s neighborkood school.

Classifying school disiricts into these two categories is difficult, however.
Table 3-1 outlines the current desegregation plans in the 20 district sample,
the year of desegregation implementation, the schools and grades included, and
ghe racial compasition goals of the plan, Fifty-five percent of the school
districts in the voluntary plan category were ordered to desegregate by a court
after a finding of intentional segregation. None of the districts with voluntary
plans analyzéd here has an explicit wmandatory back-up although presumably the
court-ordered voluntary plans have implicit mgndatory backups.?

. It should be emphasized that the magnet-voluntary plans analyzed in this

report are gomorechensive. All have as their goal to desegregate the entire

2 Buffalo, for example, was ordered to reassign some students mandatorily
in 1981 after five years of successful voluntary desegregation.



TABLE 3-1

DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT DESEGREGATION PLANS FOR TWENTY DISTRICTS

DISTRICT DESEGREGATION REQUIREMENTS
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DISTRICT SOURCE OF YEAR OF SCHOOLS AND/ RACIAL
PLAN IMPLE- OR GRADES COMPOSITION
MENTATION  INTLUDED GOALS
VOLUNTARY . )
BUFFALO Court order 1976 All schools 30-65% minority
CINCINNATI School Board 1970 All schools No numerical goals
HOUSTON Court order 1975 All schools  No school (non-magret)
more than S0% white or
90% black and Hispanic
MILWAUKEE Court order 1976 All schools 25-45% black in each
school; 25-60% black after
1979,
MONTCLAIR Formal ptes-F 1977 Elementary & 25-57% minority in
sure from middle schools each school.
State Board of ’
Education
PORTLAND School Board 1970 All schools No more than 25% minority
(middle & high schools)
. No more than 50% minority
(elementary schools)
SAN " Court order 1978 Elem. and jr. No numerical goals.
BERNARDINO high schools
SAN DIEGO Court order 1977 Schools over To reduce minority popu-
50% minority lation in cited schools.,
TACOMA School Board 1968 All schools  No school shall exceed

40% minority.

32
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DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT DESEGREGATION PLANS FOR TWENTY DISTRICTS

DISTRICT DESEGREGATION REQUIREMENTS
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DISTRICT SOURCE OF YEAR OF SCHOOLS AND/  RACIAL
PLAN IMPLE- OR GRADES COMPOSITION
MENTATION  INCLUDED GOALS
MANDATORY
BOSTON Court order 1974  All schools  Each school in the eight
(except those community sub-districts should
in E, Boston reflect the overall racial
1975) camposition of that subdistrict
plus or minus 25% (1975).
DALLAS Court order 1971 Grades 4-8 25-75% minority
(mandatory);” (grades 4-8)
high schools
(Voluntary)
DAYTON Court order 1976 All schools  All schools must reflect
district ratio +-15 pts.
DES HEW Adcinis- 1977 Cited schools No more than 50%
MOINES trative action minority in any school.
LOUISVILLE Court order 1975 All schools No more than 12-40%
. minority (elementary) or
12,5-35% minority
(secondary) .
MONTGOMERY School Board 1976 All schools No more than S0%
COUNTY minority in any school.
RACINE School Board 1975 All schools No school will have a
minority population above
the district average.
ST. PAUL  Formal pres- - 1973 All schools No more than 30-4C%
sure from minority in any school.
gtate Board
of Education
SPRINGFIELD Court order 1974 Elementary No more than 50%
_ : schools minority in any school
STOCKTON . Court order 1975 All schools  += 15% district
- average in each
schocl,
~ Court order 1971 Dejute segre- Court determined Zor

TULSA

gated schools. each school.

(1985 dismantled pairings)
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school district by voluntury means, and all but two (San Bernardino and
Cincinnati) have explicit and ambitious decsegregation goals. The average
number of magnet schools in these districts is 27 comprising 1/2 = .. sck .5
in a district. This distinguishes them from districts with voluntary plans
where one or two 'minority schools have magnet programs placed in them zid
there is not the overall goal of achicving or muintaining a racially balanced
school system.

As Table 3-2 indicates, none of the veoluntary desegregation plans in this
sample are entirely voluntary -- all use some additional, minimal, mandatory
techniques such as selected school closings and contiguous rezoning,
particularly at the secondary level. Moreover, as indicated above, in 1981
Buffalo was ordered to mandaiorily reassign 30 percent of its eiementary
students (15 percent of all students) after five years of successful voluntary
desegregation. This phas: only increased interracia) exposure by a small
amount tlue to the simultaneous court ordered drastic curtailing of the
successful voluntary M to M transfer program. Despite these mandatory
assignments, we still classify the Buffalo plan as voluntary because most of the
desegregation over this time period was accomplished by voluntary means.®

On the other hand, none of the‘mandatory desegregation plans has

desegregated every school in their district. Some have used magnet schools to

‘ desegregate schools which have become resegregated through white flight,

deliberately a_voiding additional mandatory reassignments. Others, such as

Boston, plhced magnet programs in schools which could not be desegregated by

3 Moreover, the trend in interracial exposure in Buffalo during the
voluntary period was toward greater interracial exposure than that

- accomplished by the mandatory plan. If we were to subtract aut the effect of

the mandatory reassignments, we would have more interracial exposure not less.
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TABLE 3-2

DESCRIPTION OF MAGNET SCHOOLS AND OTHER DESEGREGATION
TBCHNIQUES IN TWENTY DISTRICTS

DISTRICT ROLE OF MAQ'ETS IN PLAN RACIAL COMPOSITION ADDITIONAL TECHNIQUES USED

GOALS OF MAGNETS *
VOLUNTARY |
BUFFALO Provide voluntary option S0% minority, Majority to minority (M to M)
for desegregation, S0% majority transfer; redrawing attendance
zones; grade reorganization
(elim., of middle schools);
pairing of 20 zone schools (1981).
CINCINNATI To desegregate the 50% majority; = M to M transfer;
district as a whole. 50% minority school closings and rezoning.
HOUSTON To desegregate the Ethic camp. M to M transfer;
district as a whole. of total district redrawing of attendance zones.
MILWAUKEE To desegregate the Same as district's M to M transfer;
district as a whole. goals. school closings and rezoning.
MONTCLAIR To desegregate grades Same as district’s Closing of selected schools;
R-5. goals. elimination of all attendance
zones, v
PORTLAND To desegregate a Same as district's M to M transfer;
_ particular geographic goals. grade level reorganization;
area, congolidation of certain schools.
SAN To desegregate the Same as district's School closings and rezoning;
BERNARDINO district as a whole. goals. M to M transfer.
SAN DIBGO To desegregate certain Same as district's M to M transfer.
aschools. : goals. )
TACOMA To desegregate certain Same as district's Closing of selected schools;

achools, goals., district-wide optional enroilment.
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THBLE 3-2 (cont'd)

DISTRICT ROLE OF MAGNETS IN PLAN RACIAL QOMPOSITION ADDITIONAL TECHNIQUES USED
GOALS OF MAGNETS *

MANDATORY

BOSTON Provide vol. option for Racial composition of Redrawing of dist. boundaries
deseg. and educ. options. the total district. reassignment by geocodes.

DALLAS To achieve racial bal Capaéity of schuol timesRaliawing attens z.;0e zones;
in hich schools. ratio of each group in M tu M trausfe #2de

district + 10%. reorganization; .:sizing and
Clustering of schools.

DAYTON Provide another option Same as district's Redravimng atteﬂdjﬂﬁi@ wones:
for desagration. goals. pairing and clustering;

grade reorganization.

DES MOINES To desagregate a Sane as district's M to M transfer; redrawing
particular ceographic goals. attendance zones; pairing
area. and clustering; closing

of selected schools.

LOUISVILLE To provide another Same as district's Pairing and clustering;
option for desegregation. goals. closing of selected schools.

MONTGOMERY Tt desegregate a partic- Same as district's Redrawing attendance zones;

COUNTY ulur geographic area. goals. pairing and clustering.

RACINE To desegregate a partic~ Same as district's Redrawing attendance zones.
ular geographic area, goals. _

SPRINGFIELD To desegredate a partic- Same as district's Redrawing attendance zones;

' ular geographic area goals grade reorganization; closing
and meet parent demands, of selected schools; pairing

» _ and clustering.

STOCKTON To desegregate the Same as district's Paizing and clustering; .
district as a whole. goals. closing of selected schools.

ST. PAUL To desegreyate a Same as district's Redrawing attendance zones;
particular geographic goa.s. pairing and clustering;
area and provide congolidation of schools.
educational options.

TULSa To ,deségtagat'e the 50% minority, M to M transfer;
district as a whole and 50% majority redrawing attendance zones;
certain schools. pairing ard clustering;

" pairing and clustering
dismantled Fall 1985,

* All goals allow scme deviation.
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mandatory means due to extreme white resistance?, as well as in other schools
around the city in order to reduce white flight and resistance.

As this brief discussion suggests, although we have classified the school
districts into two exclusive categories for analytical purposes ~- mandatory and
voluntary, it may be more accurate to describe the mandatory-voluntary
dimension in terms of a continuum. Because of the fact that the districts with
voluntary plans use some mandatory techniques and the mandatory plans do not
encompass £11 schools. as well as the fact tl_xat the plans have changed
somewhz{ over time, ther s will alwsgys‘be some disagréement as to exactly how
to classify each of these plan;. For example, although this study builds on the
1979 Abt Asscciates studly, we disagres with their classification of three school
districta,

We strongly diahsrec with their categorization of the Dallas plan as a
volantary plan, Dallas descaregated its secondary schools in 1971 by redrawing
attendance zones. It desegregated its c¢lementary schools in 1976 by creating
six sub-districty and pairing and clustering schools within each subdistrict. All
of this was accomplished by mandatory i-easgiﬁnment. altiiough magnet schools
were added in 1976 as educational options.

We also disagree with their classification of the Racine plan as a
voluntary plan. The school district édministration describes its plan as one
which mayndatorily réauigna students 30 8s to desegregate all the schools, The
1975 plan reduced racial imbalance by 20 percentage points and since there are
only four magnets, their effect is obviously limited. . The four magnet schools

are educational options within this plan.

4 A white enclave, East Boston, was excluded from the mandatory
reassigament pbr_tion of the plan and only magnet schools were placed in that

. section. .
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We then added two more magnet-voluntary plans from our i19 school
district sample to replace Racine and Dallas, now reclassified as mandatory.
The school districts added were Cincinnati and San Bernardino, both nationally
recognized as examples of voluntary desegregation prans, although neither
enjoys a reputation as an extraordinarily successful vcluctary plan.S

We also ultimately disagreed with their categorization of Montclair as a
magnet-mandatory plan, Altho;xgh the Montclair school district implemented
several mandatory plans involving grade r2e-zanization and school pairings
between 1971 and 1975, mandatory reassignments were discontinued in 1977
with the implementation of the district-wide. voluntary magnet school plan and
the elimination of atiendance zones. All schools, with the exception of the
one high sclool, are ﬁasnet schools with special programs designed to attract

students from all over the district.®

Samoling Criteri
Although there are only 9 magnet-voluntary school desegregation plans in
this sample, they represent 2/3 of the school districts with such plans in the
119 school district sample from which the 20 district sub-sample is drawn.
Orisinally. Abt Associates chose their saraple on a random basis after first

stratifying the potential population of school districts aloug two major

§ Although theoretically we could have added Chicago and Philadelphia
to the sample, instead of Cincinnati and San Bernardino, that would have made
the voluntary plan sample even less comparable to the mandatory plan sample
than it is now and would have violated the original Abt Associates sampling
criterion that discricts be between 10 and 60 percent minority. We do,
however, analyze the Chicago and Philadelphia plans in Chapter S.

O This plan is very similar to the Cambridge controlled choice plan except
that in Montclair there is more of a conscious attempt to develop and
advertise the special programs in each school and they are explicitly called
-magnet programs. . :
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dimensions: percent minority in the school district population and whether the
desegregation plan utilized a magnei-voluntary or a magnet-maudatory
structuze. Among the population of school districts between 10 and 60 percent
minority, those with magnet-voluntary and magaet-mandatory plans were
verified by telephone calls. School districts were selected randoraly from
amoag the sites in each category.

All but 4 of the 18 school districts chosen by Abt Associates were in the
original sample of 113 school districts analyzed and reported on by Rossell
during the last decade. The 113 school districts were chosen from a 200
district sample because they had had ap NORC Petmanent Community Sample
‘study cc;nducted in them. The 200 district sample was selected ra‘ndomly
proportional to size from among those school districts with 2,000 black
students in 1960 (see Appendix B in Kirby, Harris, Crain, and Rossell, 1974 for
& more detailed description of the sampling procedure). The four school
districts which were added to the original 113 school disirict sample in order
to update the Abt Associates study are Dallas, "Cexas; Montclair, New Jersey;

Montgomery County, Mnryland; and Stockton, California.

The resulting sample of 20 school districts is quite varied in terms of
most populationvéharacteristics ranging from the huge predominantly minority
Houston school district to the tiny predominantly white Montclair school

district. “Table 3-3 shows the 1970 city or county population?, income and

- T Two of the schonl discricts in this umple‘(Mohtaomery ‘County and
Jefferson County) are coratywide school districts and therefore their
population characteristics are-fqr the county, not the city.,




TABLE 3-3

COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS FOR 20 SCHOOL DISTRICTS

POPULATION

1970

MEDIAN INCOME*

MEDIAN

EDUCATION

DD D e e D D S - - - - .- - (S " = = A S T En - - . . - . - . . A = ma = e -

BUFFALO
CINCINNATI
HOUSTON
MILWAUKEE
MONTCLAIR
PORTLAND
SAN DIEGO

SAN BERNARGINO
TACOMA

AVERAGE

MANDATORY

BOSTON
DALLAS

DAYTON
DESMOINES

LOUISVILLE**
MONTGOMERY CO.
RACINE
SPRINGFIELD

STOCKTON, CA
ST PAUL
TULSA

AVERAGE

GRAND AVERAGE

* Household

470528
452524
1231394
717099
44043
382619
693931

104251
154581

472330

641071
844403

243405
200587

695055
522809

95162
163905
107644
309980
330409

377675

420270

Income

78
71
€1
82
72
90
76

84
8y

78

79
66

69
92
86
91
85
84
58
93
85

81
80

6568
6411
8056
8138
9633
6705
6225
6848
7293

7320

5921
7984

7236
7504
8309
14090
8982
7298
6706
7695
8231

8178

7792

** Jefferson County, Kentucky

5307
4645
5080
6168
6500
4805
5157
5186
6442

5477

5023
5307
6831
5358
4732
7460
6544
5646
3988
5094
3726

5428

5450

10.8
11.1
12.1
i1.9
12.7
12.3
12.5
12.1
12.2

12.0

12.0
12.3
11.4
12.4

11.6
13.8
11.9
12,0
12.1
12,2
12.4

12,2

12,1

11.6
10.2
10.8
11.6
10.1
12.9

9.6
10.7
10.0
11.2
11.0

10.9

10.9



TABLE 3-4

AVERAGES AND CORRELATIONS OF PREDESEGREGATION
SCHOOL DISTRICT AND COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
WITH VOLUNTARY AND MANDATORY PLANS

AVERAGE VOLUNTARY PLANS
COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS MANDATORY VOLUNTARY r
CITY POPULATION 377675 472330 0.16
$ WHITE CITY 1970 _ 80.€ 78.1 _ ~0.12
INCOME 1970 8178 7320 0,24
MINORITY INCOME 1970 5406 5477 0.04
EDUCATION 1970 12.2 . 12.0 -0.19
'MINORITY EDUCATION 1970 10.9 10.9 0,02
SCHOOL DISTRICTY CHARACTERISTICS
$ WHITE T=2 73.2 64.0 -0.30
ENROLLMENT T-1 74088 82178 0.08
WHITE ENROLLMENT CHANGE T-1 -4.4 -4.3 0.01
WHITE: ENROLLMENT CHANGE T-2 -3.0 -4,5 -0.29
WHITE 'ENROLLMENT CHANGE T-3 -2.8 -3.7 -0.14

- WHITE. ENROLLMENT . CHANGE T-4 -2.7 -5.8 * -0.47
INTERRACIAL EXPOSURE T-2. 44.3 40.8 -0.09
YEAR OF DESEGREGATION PLAN 74 75 0.18

RACIAL IMBALANCE T-2 63,6 47.4 -0.15

* Significant at .05 level.
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education characteristics of the 20 school districts.® As Table 3-3 and Table
3-4 indicate, the mandatory desegregation plans were in cities that before
desegregation were smaller in population and perceatage minority, and higher
in income and education than the cities where voluntary pians were
fmplemented. In other words, in this sample, the districts with voiuntary plans
are at a predesegregation disadvantage in comparison to the mandatory plans.
By 1980, the differences between the two groups kad diminished due to a

slightly greater increase in median income and educational level in the school

districts with voluntary plans. (See Appendix 1) There is no significant

differenée, however, between the two types of plans snd their predesegregation

interracial exposure or the year of desegregation.

Magnet Programs

There are basically two types of magnet school structures: 1) those where
the magnet program is an enclave in a larger regular schocl, that is, not all
the students in the school are in the program, and 2) those where the magnet
program .encomps;aes the eatire school, that is, all students in the school are
enrolled in the mugnet program. The former we call 2 *program within a
school” (PWS). Some distriscts, such as Houston, call this a "school within a
school® (SWAS). The latter type of magnet structure, where all students
enrsiled in the school are in the magnet program, we call a "dedizated”
magnet. |
. The data ir Table 3-5 do not distinguish between these two types of

p:.rogr'am_beca\;se'bnly a few school districts sent us separate data for students

, par!_i_ciph'ﬁﬂg “ib the niaanet program. Therefore, all percentages of students

8 Appendix 1 shows these same characteristics in 1980, and shows the

- change between 1970 and 1980,




TABLE 3-5 34
PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN MAGNET SCHOOLS 1982

% % $ ALL  AVERAGE %

MAGNET # $ MINOR. WHITE STUDENTS MINORITY
1982 GRADE MAGNET MAGNET 1IN IN IN IN
DISTRICT % MIN LEVEL SCHOOLS SCHOOLS MAGNETS MAGNETS MAGNETS MAGNETS
VOLUNTARY
BUFFALO 54 elem/mid 14
mid/hs 3
hs 2
total 19 27.2 32.9 31.3 32.2 54.4
CINCINNATI S8 elem 26
k-12/4-1 4
k-8 1
mid 7 =
h.s. 2
7-12 1
total 40 51.3 24.2 24.9 24.5 61.1
HOUSTCN 78 elem/k-8 37
mid 12
h.s. 16
total 65 28.0 30.6 37.3 32.1 74.4
MILWAUKEE 58 elem 13
j.h. 7
h.s. 15
total 35 26.9 36.7 46.2 40.7 55.1
MONTCLAIR 48 elem 6
mid 2 :
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
7 total 8 88.9 59.5 65.6 64.5 45.7
ponm{m 27 elem 8
k-12 1l
h.s. 4
total 13 13.1 33.4 15.0 19.9 50.2
SaN 52 elem 23
BERNARDINO mid 2
elem & m 25 62.5 63.0 54.3 59.0
total 25 54.3 47.4 37.7 42.7 56.8
SAN DIEGO 50 elem 24
) j.h.s. s
k=12/4-1 3
h.s. 8
total 40 25.5 32.2 21.0 26.6 60.0
TACOMA 26 elem 5 12.5 22.0 10.0 13.0
' 5 8.2 12.3 5.4 7.2 44.7

:otalr-
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TABLE 3.5 (cont.)

3 % % ALL AVERAGE %
MAGNET # % MINOR. WHITE  STUDENTS MINORITY
1982 GRADE MAGNET MAGNET IN IN IN IN
DISTRICT % MIN LEVEL SCHOOLS SCHOOLS MAGNETS MAGNETS MAGNETS MAGNETS

MANDATORY

BOSTON 71 elem
6-8
7-12
9-12
total

-

N
ww oW uabdn Wwuummwo

19.3 28.9 31.8 29.7 71.4

DALLAS 74 elem
7-8
h.s.
total 1 8.2 10.9 6.2 9.7 82.5
DAYTON 59 elem
7-=9
10-12
total 21.9 24.7 23.3 24.1 60.2
DES elem
MOINES 18 total

6.9 12.3 4.6 6.0
4.9 6.7 2.4 3.1 37.7

LOUIS- 30 elem

VILLE K-12
7-12
"j.l.
h.s.
total

0O 1= = = >

5.7 4.8 5.6 5.4 27.8

MONT - 26 elem

GOMERY jJh.s.
h.s.
total

-

-

11.4 18.0 5.) 8.4 54.1

RACINE 27 elem
7-12

total 11.4 7.5 7.5 7.5 23.5

SPRING- 52 elem

FIELD j.h.s.
elem. &
total

27.8 42.1 26.6 34.8
25.0 32.0 19.6 26.1 6l1.7

oo [ ~NSwNn

=

‘ ‘t-,;ﬂ5:;:;i? [P
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TABLE 3.5 (cont.)

$ $ % ALL AVERAGE %
MAGNET # 3 MINOR. WHITE STUDENTS MINORITY
1982 GRADE MAQNET MAGNET 1IN IN IN IN

DISTRICT % MIN LEVEL SCHOOLS SCHOOLS MAGNETS MAGNETS MAGNETS  MAGNETS

ST. PAUL 3l elem

4
k-8 1l
k=12 1l
total . 6 9.2 12.2 9.7 10.5 34.9
STOCKTON 68 elem 3 11.1 8.7 8.3 8.6
total 3 7.7 5.0 4.9 4.9 66.5
TULSA 33 elem 8 N
' mid 1l
elem. & 9 10.3 25.7 8.3 24.0
total 9 9.4 19.9 6.4 10.8 6l.2

A5
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pﬁrticipating in magnet schools are based on the 1982 enrollment in those
schools. Those school districts, San Diego and Houston, which did give us
data on program participation suggest that the district percentage of students
gctually participating in the magnet programs could be aimost half the number
of students in the district participating in magnet schools. For example, in
San Diego there were 30,834 students earolled in schools with magnet
programs, but on_ly 17,687 were actually participating in the magnet programs
in 1982. In Houston, there were 62,343 students enrolled in schools with
magnet programs, but 6nly 30,100 students actually pargicipatins‘in the magnet
program in 1982. Since most magnet programs are placed in minority schools,
there is less of a disparity between the white enrollment in the school and in
the program. For example, in San Diego there were 8,000 more minority
students enrolled inlmsnet schools but not in the program. There were only
4,500 more white sfudents enrolled in magnet schools, but not in the programs.

These data show considerable variation within the two categories of
mandatory and voluntary desegregation plans. Among the school districts with
voluntary plans, Tﬁcom has the lowest percentage of magnet schools and
students participating and Moctclair the highest. The average percentage
minority in magnet schools is within five percentage points of the percentage
niinority in the sc’hgol.district in every school district except San Diego,
Tacoma and Portland. San Diego’s average is within 10 percentage points of
the dnstnct’s racial composntion In Tacoma and Portland, the goals of the
magnet schools are to have a racnal composntnon that is 50-50, although the
district percentage minority is 26 and 27 percent respectively.

A word should be said about Houston which is often mentioned as a
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school district with an "unsuccessful” voluntary magnet desegregation program.®
As these data indicate, in 1982-83, 28 percent of the schools in Houston are
magae: schools, and almost 1/3 of the students in the district are enrolled in
them. The average percentage minority in these magnet schools, however, is
75 percent, and it is from this fact that Hoﬁston gets its reputation. Few
observers notice that this is within five percentage points of the-school
district’s racial composition. As Appendix 4a and Table 4-10 show, the
dismantling of the mandatory plan and the adoption of a voluntary plan
produced no resegregation whdtsoevér, contrary to popular belief. Indeed, the
level of racial imbslance dropped by another thirteen percentage points over
the next decade and every single year, including the most recent, shows
improvement.)® We know of no other school district which is 82 percent
minority with as much interracial exposure (12.8 in 1985) and as much racial
balance (57.4 in 1985). By these standards, the Houston magnet school plan is
a successful one.

.Another st_nrprise for us was the San Bernardino magnet school plan. The
plan has received no favorable publicity that we are aware of. As Table 3-5
indicates, however, San Bernardino has more students in magnet schocls than
ecither Milwaukee or Buffalo, the school districts usually touted as having the

most successful magnet-voluntary desegregation plans. Moreover, although it

9 The 1979 Abt Associates report, for example, classifies Houston as low
district desegregation/low program effectiveness. They found that as of 1977-
78, only 8 percent of students were participating in magnet programs and "that
magrets, because of their limited coverage of the population have contributed
little to district desegregation” (Royster, et al,, 1979: 72). This was only the
second year of their plan, however. -

. 10 Nevertheless, it should be noted that the 1970 mandatory plan was
limited. It only reassigned between 3 and 6 percent of the white students and
reduced racial balance by only nine percentage points from 1970 to 1974.

- Indeed, in terms of change, the 1968 plan was the most successful of all -- it
reduced racial imbalance by 11 percentage points from 1968 to 1969.
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has a percentage minority that is only 6 percentage points below Milwaukee in
1982 and only 2 percentage poiniz below Buffalo, the level of interracial |
exposure in the tenth year of desegregation in San Bernardino was nine
percentage points higher than Milwaukee and a half percentage pcint higher
than Buffalo. By these s_t'andards, the San Bernardino plan is at least as
successful as Buffalo and more successful than Milwaukee. This is especially
;g_n-prisins because San Bernardino is one of two school districts in our sample
\(Cincinnati is the other) with no‘ specific numerical desegregation goals (i.c.,
all schools reflect the district’s racial composition with an allowed deviation).-

On the other hand, Cincinnati turned out to be less successful in
desegregating its schools than we had expected given its rather good national
reputation as a comprehensive magnet-voluntary plan. In terms of racial
balance and interracial exposure, it is the least successful magnet-voluntary
plan in our sample among the districts with the same racial composition. The
Cincinnati school district, however, signed a consent decree in 1984 promising
to expand its desegregation program. It now has an ambitious numerical
desegregation goal, (See Chapter 5, footnote 4).

Table 3-6 summarizes these data. The magnet-voluntary plans clearly
rely on magnet schools as théir primary desegregation tool. The magnet-
voluntary plans have almast'three times the number and percentage of magnet
schools as the magnet-mandatory plans. The average number of magnet
schools in di;tricts with voluntary plans ié 28, representing 36 percent of the
schoolé in the district. The average number of magnet schools in districts
with ma’ndatoryl plans is 10, representing 12 percent of the schools in the
district. 'i‘he percentage of students in magnet schools in the districts with
volnnthry plans is 32'perccn‘t. but only 13 percent for the districts with

mandatory plans. The districts with voluntary plans have a slightly higher
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TABLE 3-6

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN MAGNET SCHOOLS 1982
IN VOLUNTARY AND MANDATORY PLANS

% % $ ALL AVERAGE %
# % MINOR. WHITE STUDENTS MINORITY
1982 MAGNET MAGNET IN IN IN IN

DISTRICT % MIN SCHOOLS SCHOOLS MAGNETS MAGNETS MAGNETS  MAGNETS
VOLUNTARY
SUM 250
AVERAGE 50 z8 35.9 34.4 31.6 32.3 55.8
(N=9)
MANDATORY
SUM 107
AVERAGE 44 10 12.2 15.5 11.1 12.7 52.9
(N=11)
GRAND SUM 357
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average percentage minority in their magnet schools because they have a
higher percentage minority in their school system. These data aiso show little
difference between white and mincrity participation in magnet schools.

Table 3-7 shows the type of magnet school programs in the 20 school
districts. Of our total sample, 228 magnet programs are in ciementary schools,
53 are in middle schools and 76 are in high schools. Middle schools are in the
same group as clementary schools because the ‘programs at this level are more
similar to those at the elementary level than they are to those at the high
school level 11 Elemehtary and middle programs tend to be more curricular
oriented and kigh school proiram tead to be more vocational or career
oriented. There is also some overlap. Both groups include college prep,
creative and performing arts, foreign languages, and math/science/computers.
It is really only the éreative and performing arts magnets, however, which
seem to be equally popular at all grade levels.

Most of the magnet programs are in elementary schools. There are two
r:easonsfor this. First and most importantly, most of the schools i a d_istrict
will be elementary schools. Secondly, and related to that, because clementary
schools have smaller attendance zones, they are less likely to be desegregated
by redrawing coatiguous attendance zones and thus, in a magnet-voluntary
ﬁlan, to be more in need of a magnet program to attract opposite race
students. In a masnet-mndatbry plan, the elementary schools and middle
schools typicaliy will have suffered more white flight and thus will be more in
need of @ magnet program to desegregate them.

Table 3-8 shows the location of magnet schools for the entire sample and °

for voluatary and mandatory plans. Since we have no data on the racial

‘u In addition, one of our school districts, Buffalo, has no middle schools.
Schools are cither k-8 (or preschool - 8) or high schooi.
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TYPE OF MAGNET SCHOOL PROGRAMS
TOTALS FOR ALL DISTRICTS

a b
MAGNET PROGRAM 'I'O‘I‘AL ELEM MIDDLE HIGI-I

ELWNI‘ARY/MIDDLE&HOOLS‘ N % N % N % N %
Basic Skills/:[ndividualized 32 12

Foreign Languages 31 11
Science/Math/Computers 31 11

Gifted and Talented 27 10
Visual/Perfoming/Creanve Arts 25 10

Fundamental /7 ‘raditional 22
College Prep 20
Early Childlood/Montessor i 18
mlticulture\l/mtematmnal 13
Extended Day 11
Physical Education

Life Skills/Careers
Reading/Mriting/Humanities
Open School

University Lab School
Ecology/Environment

Other

Special Needs

oONhWwWwUIONhI I
OHKFHFRFEMMDNWWRERUVIIJ©

N
~J
[
o

HIGH SCHOOLS:

5cience/Aviation/mgmeezing/Can 14
Vocational/Career Preparation 10
Business/Marketing

Creative & Performing Arts
College Prep

Medical Careers
International/Multicultural
Cammunications/Mass Media
Law & Criminal Justice
Foreign Languages

Teaching Careers
Fundamental’

Transportation
Individualized, Open Ed
University t.abozatozy
Cammunity/Gov'!t/Life Skills
Hotel and Restaurant Careers
TOTAL

=
~NO M h WO

NFEFEFENDFNDDDNDWE WV NI
OFHFFFWHWWWhbONONOI

~
[
o

- - ‘_ c
TOTAL NUMBEROF MG\IE'I‘ SCHOOLS 357 100 228 64 53 15 76 21

a Includes. K-12 and K-8 schools.

b Includes 5-10 and: 7-12. schools. :
' e 'I'otal in each ‘category does not add up to total number
e - gt  to missing data on magnet progzams.
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TABLE 3-8

PERCENTAGE OF MAGNET SCHOOLS IN LOCATIONS
OF DIFFERING RACIAL COMPOSITIONS

MANDATORY VOLUNTARY TOTAL

% % %

WHITE LOCATIONS a 37 32 33
INTEGRATED LOCATIONS b 18 22 21
MINORITY LOCATIONS 44 47 46
100 100 100

a School < 25% minority predesegregation.
b School 25 - 49% minority predesegregation.
¢ School >= 50% minority predesegregation.
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composition of the neighborhood in which these schools are lacated, location is
operationalized as the predesegregation percentage minority in the school.

White locations are schools which were less than 25 percent minority
predesegregation, integrated lc;catiohs are schools which were bstween 25 and
49 percent minority predesegregation, and minority locations are schools which
were at or above 50 percent minority desegregation. These data show that for
the entire sample, 33 percent of the magnet programs are in white locations,
21 percent are in integrated locations and 46 percent are in minority locations.
We were surprised that as high as 1/3 of the magnet programs were in white
locations since we expected school districts to place n,'ln;ost' all of their
magnets in their hardest to desegrégnte schools - the¢ minority schoois.
Districts with vbluntary blam hm)e a slightly higher percentage of magnet
proﬁram located in formerly minority schools and integrated schools, and a
slightly lower percénthse in formerly white schools, but the differences are
small and ingignificant.

Tab‘ley 3-9 shows the correlation between predesegregation percentage
minority and the type of magnet school program. In other words, are certain
kinds of magnet programs placed in certain locations? These data show 2
tendeacy for foreign lanﬁunc and multicultural/international magnet themes to
be placed in formerly white locations and for early childhood /Montessori
magnet themes to be placed in minority locations. For the other nine magnet
themes, there is no reldtionship between the magnet theme and location. This
is particularly inrbriains for gifted and talented programs. Given their reputed
success in atiiactieg whites to predominantly minority neighborhoods
(Rosenbaum and Presser, 197§; Levine and Eubanks, 1980; Flemin‘g, et al,, 1982),
we expected schobludistricu to place all of their gifted and talented programs

in minority neighborhoods.



TABLE 3-9

CORRELATION BETWEFY PREDESEGREGATION
PERCENTAGE MINORITY AND CURRICULUM

Predesegregation
$ Minority
r

Math/Science -0.01
Gifted 0.05
Creative 0.09
Foreign Languages - -0.12
Bagic Skills/Individualized ) 0.00
Fundamental 0.01
Extended Day 0.00
Multi-cultural/International -0.10.
College Preparatory 0.03
Early Childhood/Montessori 0.12
Physical Bducation 0.04
Careers 0.04

* Significant at .05 or better level




46
Masgnet Sucgess

Table 3-10 compares voluntary and mandatory plans in terms of three
indicators of magnet success. The first measure of magnet success is the
percentage white in the school. The second measure of magnet success is the
absolute deviation of a school’s racial compesition from a 50/50 racial
composition. These two measures are limited in that they do not tell us the
- extent to which a school is filled to capacity. Therefore, the third measure of
magnet success is the percentage of predesegregation enrollment achieved in
1982, This is a crude measure of the extent to which .the school utilizes its
capacity.

These results are also surprising. Although the ma;:datory plang have the
presumed threat of mandatory reassignment as & stimulus to volunteering, there
is little difference between disiricts with voluntary plans and mandatory plans
in terms of the percentage white, deviation from racial balance, and the
percentage of predesegregation enrollment achieved in magnet schools. Both
types of plans have a percentage white earollment that is close to 40 percent
in their magnet programs, an average deviation from racial balance a little less -
than 20 percentage peints, and both types of pians have managed to fill their

schools to their predesegregation level.

Table 3-10

Magnet Success in Voluntary and Mandatory Plans

SUCCESS INDICATORS YOLUNTARY MANDATORY
% White 1982 38.7 40.8
Deviation from 50% white (in % pts.) 17.2 19.4

% of Pfcdesesrejation Enrollment 101.0 103.0
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Table 3-11 shows the average for the indicators of magnet SuUCCEss -
the percentage white, the average predesegregation enrollment achieved, and
deviation from racial balance -- by inagnet scheol grade level, locaticn, and
cw.riculum. First, these data suggest that middle schools are the problem
schools. They have the lowest percentage white in them and the lowest
percentage of predesegregation earollment ackieved. This pretty much
conforms to the national assessment of middle schools as the most problematic
grade levell? These data show high schools, on the other hand, to have the
greatest deviation from a 50/50 racial .balance. )

Second, these data show the powerful effect of location in achieving
racial balance. The average percentage white in magnet schools in minority
locations is 28.7, in integrated locations it is 40.8, asd in white locations it is
52.8 percent. White locations also have the least deviation from racial balance
and minority neighborhoods the greatest. In other words, schools in white
locations are more successful in attracting minorities than schools in minority
locations are in attracting whites. Almost the opposite is true for percentage
of predesegregation cnrollment achieved. The minority locations have the
highest percentage of predescgregation enrbllment, and the integrated
neighborhoods hm)e the least.

Third, these data indicate that contrary to popular belief the gifted and
talented programs, which comprise almost 10 parcent of the total programs, do
not do the best job of desegregating schools. The major problem with gifted
and talented magnet programs is that, because they have a rigorous selection
criterion, they remain relatively small programs. Small elite programs such as

these will often have difficulty desegregating an entire school. The most

22 Middle schools also constitute a problem ir. so far as many districts
have K-8 schools and 8-12 schools. This makes it very difficult to analyze
them separately.

1_}! . 56
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Table 3-11

Magnet Success Indicators
and School Characteristics

Deviation
% of from
% Predeseg 50/50
White Enrollment Racial
1982 1982 Balance
Average Average Average
GRADE LEVEL =
Elementary 40.70 103.80 16.80
Middle 35.60 84.90 17.90
High 38.00 107.50 20.90
PREDESEG. RACIAL COMP.
Minority Location 28.70 106. 40 24.10
Integrated Location 40.80 88. 20 13.80
White Location 52.80 96.10 12,10
CURRICULUM
Basic Skills/Individuals 48.00 92.80 14.90
Fundamental 45.00 122.30 18.90
Multicultural/International 43.90 85.90 13.80
Physical Education 43.50 115.40 10.30
Foreign Language 41.40 88.20 14,30
Other 39.70 137.20 16.30
College Preparatory 39.20 66.10 17.50
Early Childhood/Montessori 39.10 37.20 16.40
Creative and Performing Arts 38.70 107.10 19.30
Math/Science 37.50 89.50 18.30
Gifted and Talented 36.30 105.40 20.20
Extended Day 34.20 116.10 18.50
Careers 30.40 119.20 23.50
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successful programs are those v.vith the least distinctive magnet theme -- the
basic skills and individualized instruction programs. Next in popularity are the
fundamental or traditional programs with a strict dress and discipline code.
This both confirms and disagrees with Royster et al."s (1979) findings. They
found as we did that non-traditional magnet themes -- that is, individualized,
child-centered programs -- were the most popular. Contrary to our finding,
however, t. r found traditional programs the least popular.

Table 3-12 shows the zero order correlations (r) between the same three
indicators of magnet success - the percentage white ix_: a magnet sfchool. the
percentage of predesegregation enrollment achieved, and dcviatiox;’ from racial
balance -~ and magnet school grade level, location, and curriculum. Tabie 3-12
also shows the partial correlations (partial r) between the magnet success
indicators and school characteristics controlling for the predesegregation
percentage minority. These data confirm the preliminary assessment shown in
Table 3-11. Magnet schools are most successful at the clementary level and
least successful at the middle and high school level. The most successful
magnet themes are the basic skills/individualized programs and the fundamental
programs. Although it appears tfmt the carcers magnet themes (business,
computer processing, medical, engineering, aerospace, etc.) are the least
successful, this is confouaded by the fact that 83 percent of these programs
are in high schools.

Table 3-13 shows the average percentage white and the zero order
correlations (r) between percentage white and school characteristics in
minority locations.‘ We find pretty much the same relationships as for all
schools. The elementary schools have the highest percentage white and the
mfddle schools the_ least. In minority neighborhoods, the basic

skills/individualized magnet program is still the most popular and that is



Table 3-12

Correlations between Magnet Success Indicators
and Magnet School Characteristics

MAGNET SCHOOL INDICATORS

Partial Correlations Controlling

Zero Order Correlations for Pzedesegregation % Minority
a a
' Deviation Deviation
L] Y of from % %t of from
White  Dredeseq, 50/50 White Predeseg, 50/50
1982 Enrollment Balance 1582 Enrollment Balance
i - : r r r partial r partial r partial r
GRADE LEVEL e R T T
‘Blenentary 0,09 0,04 -0,10 * 0,08 0,04 0,10 *
Middle "0.08 -0.11 * 0.01 "0.11 t -0011 * 0.02
“‘gh -0003 0005 0.11 * "0.01 0004 0.10 *
REDESEG. RACTAL COMP.
A Minority 0,52+ - 0,08 39,60 *
‘Minozity location ~0,48 * 0,07 39,90 *
‘Integregated location 0.04 0 ~15,30 ¢*
Mhite location 0.47*  -0,07 =29,00 )
CURRICULUM
Math/Bcience -0.04 -0,07 0,01 -0.05 -0,07 0.02
Gifted and Talented -0,05 0,02 0,05 ~0,07 0,01 0,05
‘Creative and Perf. Arts -0,01 0,03 0.04 0,04 0,02 0.01
Poraign Language 0.03 -0,08 -0.08 -0,03 -0,07 -0.04
Basiec Bkills/Individ, 0,15 ¢+ «0,05 -0.07 0,17 * «0.05 -0.06
Pundamental/Traditional 0,08 0,09 ¢ 0.02 0,14 ¢+ 0,09 ¢+ 0,01
Brtended Day | ~0,05 0.04 0.01 -0.06 0.04 0,01
College Preparatory 0 -0,17 *  -0,01 -0,01 -0.16 -0,01
‘Bat1¥ Childhood/Montessori 0,01 -0,02 -0,02 0.07 ~0,03 -0.08
Physical Education 0,03 0,03 -0,08 0,04 0.03 -0.11 ¢*
Careers . =0,17 ¢ 0,1 0.15 ¢ -0,15 ¢ 0,10 ¢+ 0.13 »
othet } ot 0003 0015 * -0003 "0.06 0.16 * 0.01
. Bignificant at ,05 level or better,
a ‘

A negative 8ign means léss deviation from racial balance; a positive sign means more deviatibn;?

R |




Table 3-13

Average % White and Correlations of
%t White with Magnet School Characteristics
in Minority Locations

% %
White White
1982 1982
. Avg. r

GRADE LEVEL

-Elementary 29.5 0.05

Middle ‘ ’ 25.6 -0.06

High A 28.5 -0.01
PREDESEGREGATION RACIAL COMPOSITION

% M1nor1ty -0.12

Minority Location 28.7
CURRICULUM

Basic Skills/individual 40.5 0.21

Fundamental 38.9 0.14

Physical Education 36.5 0.07

Early Childhood/Montessori 34.2 0.09

Gifted and Talented o 32.1 0.06

College Prep 30.5 0.02

Creative and Performing Arts 29.0 0.01

Math/Science 25.8 -0.05

Multicultural/International 24.8 -0.02

Other 20.5 -0.10

Foreign Language 19.3 -0.13

Extended Day 18.6 -0.09

Careers 18.2 -0.22
* v.1cant at .05 or be .»e level,

i | 6-0
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statistically significant. Fundamental programs are the next most popular and

that is statistically significant. Foreign language programs and careers

- programs in minority locations are the least popular among whites and these

relationships are statistically significant.

Table 3-14 shows the average percentage minority and correlations
between percentage minority and school characteristics in white locations.
Middle schools, eveh in white locations, have the highest percentage minority.
These data also indicate that gifted and talented programs have the highest
percentage minority and early childhood or Montcssori programs the lowest
percenfase minority. Since gifted and talented progra;ns are monitored by the
courts to make sure that minorities are adequately represented, this finding
makes a certain amount of sense. None of these relatiox{ships are statistically
significant, however, perhaps because of the smaller number of schools in
white locations than in minority locations or perhaps because, as the success
of M to M programs suggests, white schools are morev prestigious to begin with
and thus the specific type of program matters less.

| Table 3-15 shows the relative strength of all of the school district
variables, the achobl éharacteristica. and the magnet programs when compared
to ecach other in predicting a magnet school’s percen;ase white in 1982. The
first column represents the average for that variable in this sample. The r
represents the simple correlation between percentage white and each of the
independent variables on the left. The b represents the change in percentage
white for a one unit change in each of the variables listed on the left, holding
all the other variables constant.® The Beta is a standardized regression

coefficient which tells us the relative strength of each of these variables in

13 The term e-9 to the right of the b coefficient means to add 9 decimal
places to the left of the decimal place shown.



Table 3-14

Average % Minority and Correlations of
t Minority with Magnet School Characteristics
in White Locations

$ $
Minority Minority
1982 1982
Avg, r
GRADE LEVEL
Elementary ' 46.7 -0.05
Middle 58.0 0.23
High 43.0 -0.12
PREDESEGREGATION RACIAL COMPOSITION
White Location 47.2
CURRICULUM
Gifted and Talented 54.8 0.14
Careers 52.4 0.14
Physical Education 49.8 0.03
Extended Day 48.1 0.02
Multicultural/International 47.8 0.03
Foreign Language 47.2 0.03
Other 47.1 0.02
College Prep 46.4 0.00
Creative and Performing Arts 44,6 -0.03
Math/Science 43.9 -0.05
Basic Skills/Individual 41.2 -0.12
Fundamental 41.1 -0.11
Early Childhood/Montessori 33.1 -0.12

62
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Table 3-15

Predictors of Magnet School Percentage White 1982

Variable Avg r b Beta SE b

Percentage White 1982 0.39

SCHOOL DISTRICT VARIABLES

Pct. Minority in Dist 1982 55.54 -0.475 -0.006 -0.,498 =* 0.001
City or County Educ Level 12,00 -0.034 -0.047 -0.200 * 0.010
Year of Major Plan 74.52 0.070 0.011 0,148 =* 0.003
Major Plan Is Voluntary 0.70 -0.046 0.014 0.033 0.019

Total Enroll in Dist 1982 54539.97 ~0.144 -9,10e-9 -0.001 2,75e-7
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

Percent Min Year Before Deseg 0.50 -0.523 -0.290 -0.514

* 0.023
Middle.High, High Dummy 0.21 -0.034 0.083 0.:69 = 0.032
Total Enrollment 1982 718,84 -0.064 3,29e-5 0,083 2.0%e-5
New School 0.05 -0.032 0.062 0,066 0.038
Elem,Elem.Middle,K-12 Dummy 0.64 0.087 0.007 0.018 6.025
MAGNET PROGRAMS
Basic skills/Individual 0.12 0.153 0.115 0.182 * 0.038
Careers Mag * High 0.10 -0.179 -0.093 -0.136 0.113
Creative and Performing Arts 0.11 -0.014 0.080 0.123 0.039
Gifted and Talented 0.09 -0.049 0.072 0.100 0.040
Physical Education 0.02 0.030 0.102 0.076 0.059Y
Fundamental 0.07 0.076 0.048 0.062 0.042
Careers Mag * Elem 0.01 -0.002 0.098 0,058 °~ (0.127
Early Childhood/Montessori 0.05 -0.005 0.046 0.050 0.047
College Prep: 0.07 -0.024 0.039 0.049 0.044
Foreign Language Program 0.10 0.030 0.032 0.046 0.039
Math/Sciences 0.11 -0.035 -0.023 -0.036 0.038
Careers/Life Skills 0.12 -0.168 -0.021 -0.033 0.112
Multicultural/International 0.05 0.050 -0.010 -0.011 0.047

I sguare 0.569 \\,\
adjusted r square 0.535
standard error of estimate 0.138
af 300

* gignificant at .05 or better level.

 ”,w=i;.;,_”"A9, : 6;3.



predicting percentage white, iu standard deviation units. holding all other
variables constant. The standard error of the b (SE b) is the variability in b
regression coefficients which g_i;ht be found in subsequent samples drawn from
the same population. If the s':;hdii;rd error of the b is larger than the b, we

can have no confidence in the sign of the coefficient (that is, whether it is a
positivé or negative relationship). If the b coefficient is 1.95 times the
standard error of the b, the relationship betwecen that variable and a magnet
school’s percentage white is significant at the .05 level or better (using a two-
tailed test).

This equation indicates that the higher the percex;tage minority in the
school district, the lower the percentage white in a magnet school. Obviously, '
the pefcem;ase white in the district is something of a éodstrainins factor in
how high the percentage white can be in any one magnet school when it is
competing with a number of other programs. This is particularly true when
school districts and courts try to maintain racial balance in all or almost ali of
the schools. The higher the median educational ievel, the lower the
percentage white in a magnet school. In other words, magnet schools do
better in school districts where the social class of the community is lower and

the competition with private schools not as great. The later the year of
| implementation of a magnet program, the higher the percemage white in a
magnet. This may be a function of the fact that all desegregation plans
produce some implementation year white flight and the later this occurs, the
less reduction in percentage white by 1982. It may also be a function of a
tapering off of the dramatic declines in white birth rates in the 70’s. The

school district’s total enrollment and whether or not 4 plan is voluntary make

no difference in the magnet school percentage white.

35
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Only two school characteristics are statistically significant predictors of
percentage white, Fir.ft. the higher the predesegregation percentage minority
in the magnet schooi, the lower the percentage white. Second, high school
magnets which arc not career or vocational specialty magnets have a higher
percentage white,14 No magnet program curriculum is significautly better than
the others except the basic skills/individualized curriculum.

Table 3-16 shows the school district, school, and magnet program
characteristics that predict deviation from racial balance (50/50). In this
equation, a positive sign means more deviation from rgcial balance and a
negative sign means less deviation 83 a function of that variable. There are
fi\)e significant predictors of deviation from racial balance and four of these
are school district variables, The higher the percentage .minority in the school
district, the more deviation from racial balance. The later the plan is
implemented, the less deviation from racial baiance. The higher the median
educational Ievel, the more deviation from racial balance. Districts with
voluntary plans have less deviation from racial balance in their magnet schools
than do mandatory plans. This wtnay be because mandatory plens are more
likely to require racial baiance that conforms to the district’s racial
proportions, rather than 50/50. At the school level, the higher the percentage
minority, the more deviation from racial balance. None of the magnet
curriculum variables does a better job than the others of predicting deviation

from racial balance.

4 The coefficient for a high school magnet can only be interpreted by
adding it to the coefficient for the interaction variable, carcers times high
school. The net effect is -.01 for high school carcers magnets and a positive,
significant .08 cocfficient for the 17 percent of high schools that are not
vocational or carcers magnets.
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Table 3-16

Predictors of Magnet School Deviation From Racial Balance 1982

Variable Avg r b Beta SE b

Deviation from Racial Balance 0.18

SCHOOL DISTRICT VARIABLES

0.001

Pct. Minority in Dist 1982 55.54 0.308 0.003 0.309 =

Year of Major Plan 74.52 -0.134 -0.011 - 0,196 =* 0.003
City or County Educ Level 12,00 0.061 0.029 0.171 * 0.009
Major Plan Is Voluntary 0.70 -0.068 -0.034 - 0,109 * 0.016
Total Enroll in Dist 1982 54539,97 0.166 2,.62e-7 0.057 2,3%e-7
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

Percent Min Ycar Before Deseg 0.50 0.396 . 0.159 0.400 =* 0.02¢
New School 0.05 0.034 -0.038 - 0,057 0.033
Elementary School 0.64 -0.096 0.013 0.043 0.022 -
High school 0.21 0.111 -0.014 - 0.040 0.028
Total Enrollment 1982 718.84 0.102 -4.42e-6 - 0.016 l.8le-5
MAGNET PROGRAMS

Careers Mag * High 0.10 0.190 0.131 0.271 . 0.098
Careers/Life Skills 0.12 0.149 -0.054 - 0,122 0.097
Multicultural/International 0.05 -0.064 -0.006 - 0.088 0.041
Physical Education 0.02 -0.082 -0.080 - 0,084 0.051
Basic skills/Individual 0.12 -0.074 -0.030 - 0.068 0.033
Early Childhood/Montessori 0.05 -0.022 -0.036 - 0.056 0.041
Creative and Performing arts 0.11 0.038 -0.026 - 0.056 0.033
Foreign Language Program 0.10 =0.079 -0.025 - 0,052 0.034
Careers Mag * Elem 0.01 -0.045 -0.052 - 0,044 0.110
Fundamental 0.07 0.023 0.022 0.041 0.036
Gifted and Talented 0.09 0.052 -0.017 - 0,033 0.034
Math/Sciences . 0.11 0.012 0.012 0.027 0.033"
Extended Day 0.03 0.010 0.017 0.021 0.046
I square 0.346

adjusted r square - 0.293

standard error of estimate 0.120

af ' 300

* Significant at .05 or better level.

Notez A’negative 8ign means less deviation from racial balance.

-V b6
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Summary

The analysis of the magnet school programs in our sample demonstrates
that magnet schools themselves enroll on average one-third of the students in
a school district in c_listricts with voluntary plans and 13 percent of the
students in a school district in mandatory plans. The ceiling on magnet
participation, however, scems to be 100 percent in small school districts such
as Montclair (or Cambridge) w»hich have eliminated attendance zones.

These data confirm that Rossell (1985) was correct in coﬂcluding that the
three wost important variables in predicting the success of a magnet program
are location, location, location and that Royster et al. (1979: 92) were correct
in stating that magaets in minority neighborhoods have trouble meeting their
enrollment goals. Blank et al. (1983: 88) were thus wrong in concluding there
is no significant correlation between magnet location and magnet desegregation
success.!® This is not a very policy relevant finding for most school districts,
however, since they cannot exclude all minority schools from desegregation nor
can they simply close all of them.

We found, as did Royster et al. ( 1}979: 92) that one-third of the programs
arc in white locations. Another 21 percent aré in integrated lccations,
presumably to stab_ili& their racial balance. The largest proportion of magne:
program = 46 percent - are in minority locations, but this is still less than
we believe is optimal for the most efficient utilization of resources. (We
return to this point in Chapter 6.)

There are Qome discernible patterns in the location of particular magnet

themes. Foreign language and multi-cultural/international magnets tend to be

18 Their measure of desegregation success is, however, incorrect. See
Rossell, 1979:20 for a more detailed discussion of the problems with that study.
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in white locations. The former are probably placed in white locations because
of white demand for such programs, not as a desegregation tool, bu; as an
educational option. The latter may be placed in white locations because they
are attractive to minorities. Early childhood and Montessori programs tend to
be in minOrity locations. Such programs are thought to be very attractive to
the kind of middle class whites who would transfer their child to a superior
school in & minority neighborhood. Moreover, if the magnet fails to

desegregate the school, it is still 8 form of educational enrichment for

_minority students. . -

The programs in minority neighborhoods with the highest percentage
white are the basic skills/individualized and the fundamental programs. The
programs with the lowest percentage white in these locations are the foreign
language, extended day, uid carecers magnets. However, only the
individualized/basic skills mianets remain significantly related to percentage
white in a multiple regression equation when other variables are controlled for.
Thus, this is the only masnet' curriculum which does significantly better than
the other mgnef programs in attracting whites regardless of its location. No
magnet theme is differentially attractive to minorities when placed in white
locations. It should be stressed thit this analysis does not demongtratc that
the magnet theme of a school is not important to individual parents, whether
white or minority, only that overalt they are equally popular.

There are four district variables that are consistently important in
predicting magnet school success. The higher the percentage minority in the
school district, the lower the percentage white in a magnet school and the
greater the deviation from racial balance. The lower the median educational

level, the higher the percentage white in a district and the less deviation from

~ racial balance. In other words, the lesser the ability to use private schools,

v 68
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the more use of magnet schools. The later the plan is implemented, the higher
ihe percentage white in a magnet school and the less the deviation from racial
balance. In part this is a function of the advantage one gains from having
l?ss post-implementation years of white enrollment decline. In part it may
also be a function of changing attitudes. Evory year whites become more
liberal and so plans implemented later have less of a négative impact. There
is no difference between »districts with voluntary plans and districts with
mandatory plans in terms of the perceatage white in their magnet schools, but
the districts with voluntary plans do have less deviation from racial balance
than the districts with mandatory plans,

We turn now to the syﬁtemwidé effect of these magnet programs. Can
magnet-veiuntary plan§ which rely principally on voluntary transfers ef fectively

desegregate a school system?



61
CHAPTER FOUR

THE DESEGREGATION EFFECTIVENESS OF VOLUNTARY AND MANDATORY
DESEGREGATION PLANS

As with the original Abt sample, the school districts within the categories
"voluntary" and "mandatory” are classified into those above and below 30
percent minority predesegregation. School districte above that point are
thought to have sishificantly greater long-term white flight that is detrimental
to interracial exposure. (Rossell, 1978:31; Smylie, 1983; Armor, 1980; Coleman,
1977; Ross, Gratton, and Clarke, 1982; Farley, Wurdoc.k. and Richards, 1980).
Moreover, because interracial exposure is limited by the predesegregation
percentage white, dividing the districts into those above~ and below 30 percent
minority is @ means of controlling for percentage white and thus making the
voluntary and mandatory plans comparable on that variable for the purposes of
an interrupted time series anaiysis.

Table 4-1 compares the average percentage white enrollment change for
voluntary and mandatory descgregation plans in school dfstricts above and
below 30 percent minority. Figure 4-1 illustrates these data for school
districts above 30 pefcenf minority, and on the same¢ page, Figure 4-2
illustrates the data for school districts below 30 percent minority. (These data
are shown for each school district by category in Appendix 2.) The year of

desegregation is indicated by the heading T+0.© Each year before

1 The implementation year for the voluntary plans is the year that the
first magnet programs were established. Most of these school districts,
however, had already had majority-to-minority transfer programs for several
years prior to that. The implementation year for the mandatory desegregation
plans is the year of the major plan. If there is a court-ordered plan, it is
usually that year. The only exception to this occurs when & significant plan
with mandatory white reassignments precedes a court-ordered plan (as in
Stockton). Although this rarely happens, the prior plan would be considered
the major plan. -




Table 4-1

White Enrollment Change
Voluntary and Mandatory Desegreqation Plans

YEARS PRE AND POST MAJOR DESEGREGATION YEAR

AVER 4 oo e e oo
DESEG,WHITE DESEG
YEAR O T-l N T3 T2 el TH0 ML M2 M3 T M5 46 T4 T4 e
»30%
MINORITY
VOLUNTARY 1975 5409 7 '501 "5.9 '5.4 "5.5 '602 "6.3 "707 "503 "306 "401 2.5 '306 "303
MMNDATORY 1974 56,5 5 - ~dd =4,1 =5,3 -12,7 9.4 1.1 -B.2 wlif -0.1 -5.1 -8.5 -5.5 -5
a0
- MINORITY
VOLUNTARY 1969 8806 2 1.5 "1.6 2.0 "1.4 ‘305 "4.1 '4.1 "408 '302 "402 '5.0 '3.8 '4.0
MANDATORY 1975 8309 6 '105 '202 '307 "6.9 "6.2 "5.4 "503 "506 '4.4 '6.4 "2.9 4.7 "302

T

<9
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DISTRICTS >30 % MINORITY
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desegregation is ‘indicated by T-1, T-2, T-3 and each year after the
implemeniation year of the major desegregation plac is indicated by T+l,

T+2 ... T+9.2 Because all of the school districts in this sample have magnet
schools as a componént of their plan, the analysis presented here is a test of
the effect of voluntary versus mandatory reassignment of white students. In
other words, it tells us whether placing magnet programs within a mandatory
plan will make the mandatory plans just as effective in maximizing interracial
exposure as & predominantly voluntary plan with magnet schools.

These data indicate that, as expected, the mandagory desegregation plans
produce significantly greater white enroliment loss not only in the
implementation year (T+0), but in subsequent years, alth_ouah predesegregation
they had les