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THE 14TH AMENDMENT AND SCHOOL BUSING

THURSDAY, MAY 14, 1981

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in room
5110, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Orrin Hatch (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Biden, DeConcini, Thurmond, and Grassley.

Staff present: Stephen Markman, general counsel; Pete Ormsby,
professional staff assistant; Kim Beal, assistant clerk.

Senator BIDEN [acting chairman)]. The hearing will come to order.

It is a slightly unusual procedure for the ranking member of the
full Judiciary Committee on the minority side to begin a hearing
on a subcommittee on which he is not a member, but by way of
brief explanation, Senator Hatch and I are both conferees on the
budget markup over at the Capitol.

e have worked out a situation where I am going to give my
opening statement and return to the budget conference where the
Democrats need a little more help. By the time I am finished,
Senator Hatch will be here to begin hearing the witness list.

I have an opening statement I would like to proceed with.

OPENING STATEMENT OF JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR.,, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM DELAWARE

Senator BIDEN. In my 8 years in the U.S. Senate, no issue has
consumed more of my time and energies than the question of court-
ordered busing of students to achieve integration in our public
school system.

It is, of course, a matter of great concern to the citizens of my
State as well as many of the large cities in the North and Midwest
where cases are now pending for metropolitanwide interdistrict
remedies.

I use the words busing of students to achieve racial integration
deliberately because I believe that the Federal courts have gone
beyond their appropriate mandate in implementing the 14th
amendment. The courts have taken it upon themselves to go
beyond simply dismantling deliberate segregation as an illegal Gov-
ernment policy. They have gone on to attempting to force integra-
tion by reassigning students to achieve particular racial balances.

Part of the reason for such judicial activism in this area, in my
opinion, has been the failure of Congress to develop effective reme-
dies for eliminating segregation. The Federal courts have preempt-
ed the other branches of the Government in interpreting tgne equal

a)
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protection clause of the 14th amendment, especially in the field of
education.

Unfortunately, the vacuum created by the absence of leadership
in the other two branches, and in State government, has drawn the
courts into the busing issue to a degree with which even the courts
themselves appear to be extremely uncomfortable.

The result is that even though a consensus is finally emerging in
the Nation and in the Congress that the courts have gone too far
with busing, especially in the Supreme Court’s most recent opinion
of Dayton v. Brinkman, it is extremely difficult to develop effective
antibusing legislation.

It is difficult for two reasons. First, we want to stop court-ordered
busing, but at the same time not undo the basic ruling in Brown.
Nor do we want to prevent the alternative things that can be done
to end segregation.

Second, it is difficult because Congress has deferred to the Court
for so long in this area, the Court tends not to take seriously any
legislation effort to restrict the Court. The Court tends either to
find unconstitutional, or to interpret in such a manner as to make
ineffective, all congressional legislative efforts in this area. In my
judgment, it is by no means certain that the Supreme Court would
arrive at any more satisfactory interpretation of some of the consti-
tutional amendments that have been put forward on this issue.

I know this is a discouraging view ‘for those of us who oppose
busing, but it is a preface to my general point that we must keep
trying. We have stopped administrative busing with the Biden-
Eagleton legislation, and beginning with the so-called Biden-Dole
legislation of several years ago, and continuing most recently with
the Helms amendment in the last Congress, we are about to end
the Justice Department’s involvement in busing cases. Any legisla-
tion restricting court-ordered busing will be much more difficult.

Senator Roth, my senior colleague, and I have worked for many
iy;ggrs for legislation that would effectively achieve that goal. I have

n asked by Senator Roth to indicate that he concurs in this
statement and that he shares the view that I am expressing.

In fact, in the last Congress, the Roth-Biden bill to end court-
ordered’ busing came within two votes of passage in the Senate.

However, successive court decisions have made this legislation
harder and harder to write and the effect of it somewhat more
problematic. ‘

At this hearing, we are going to hear from many distinguished
Americans, many of whom have testified in the past when I was
holding hearings—back in the good old days when we were in the
majority—on the Roth-Biden legislation.

I will listen with great interest to what you have to say. For
those portions which I am unable to attend, I will read the record.
Especially in light of the recent Supreme Court decisions, I am
very anxious to hear what our constitutional experts have to say
about the workability of any legislative proposal for ending court-
ordered busing.

I still believe it is not impossible to write such legislation. I
congratulate the subcommittee and the subcommittee chairman for
renewing the efforts to find a solution.
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I cannot conclude without offering one final observation, an ob-
servation with which I believe the justices themselves would find it
hard to quarrel.

At the heart of this issue lies a dilemma much more compellin
and much more urgzgt than the legal and legislative dilemmas
have already described. Its ramifications are endless, but it can be
simply stated: Court-ordered busing is a failure. Court-ordered
busing does not achieve its goals, any of the several goals that
people will say it was set out to achieve.

It is a failure for several reasons. First, it is a failure because it
does not achieve its purpose. It has resulted in dismantling many
geood black schools as well as white schools. It has not generally

nefited black or white students.

In metropolitan areas where it has been applied, it has gone a
long way to ruin the American tradition of the neighborhood
school. It has caused concern in white and black families and has
caused them to flee from the public school systems altogether in
many cases.

Increasing numbers of black students have been forced to attend
formerly all-white schools, where they have encountered teachers
unfamiliar with their needs, classmates who are often hostile and
somewhat violent, and all too often, are in an atmosphere not
calculated to improve the quality of education for anyone.

Not surprisingly, recent studies have shown no signficant im-

rovement in the achievement of students who have n caused
y court order to be bused outside of their original school into
other communities and neighborhoods.

Certainly some combination of voluntary open enrollment, at-
tractive curricula, teacher transfer and training, and equitable
alloclation of school funds would have been able to achieve better
results.

Although court-ordered busing of black and white students has
resulted only in negligible gains, if any, for students, busing has
caused widespread inconvenience, anxiety, and resentment among
many segments of the community affected by it.

In some cases, desegregation by busing has resulted in the con-
solidation of many schools into one large district. In these cases,
local influence over and parental participation in the management
of the schools have been replaced first by a district court judge and
then by a distant impersonal school district administration in mat-
ters such as curricula design, educational methods, and expendi-
ture of school funds.

In my own State, we have a situation where 70 percent of the
State’s school population is in one superdistrict. Until recently,
none of them were elected. The entire school board was appointed.
The school board was not answerable to any of the parents, black
or white, in the school system.

More and more urban and suburban white families have reacted
by placing their children in private schools or fleeing beyond the
compass of the court order. Ii‘hxs‘ white flight from court-ordered
busing has been documented in many studies, especially those by
David Armor, who will testify here today.

The racial segregation of neighborhoods in the United States has
resulted from many factors, including redlining and restrictive cov-
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enants, but also including differences in family income, property
values, and individual preferences.

However, the courts have recently sought to establish racial
quotas in student populations for each district for each school. The
resulting collision between the quotas and the composition of
neighborhoods formerly served by many schools, if it continues,
means that there will no longer be any functioning neighborhood
schools, in the many cities and suburbs of this Nation.

I do not believe this result is necessary and I do not believe it is
good. Surely a remedy providing for desegregation of the Nation’s
school system must be available that is more consistent with the
American tradition of local control of institutions, a remedy that
would avoid disastrous effects of court-ordered busing and achieve
the educational goals toward which all Americans strive for all the
children in this country.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me say that no one I know of
who has been active in this debate in the U.S. Senate in the 8
years that I have been here is suggesting that in a situation where
it is established that authorities or a State or a municipality delib-
erately set up a system whereby they were attempting to preclude
black students from attending a school they otherwise would have
gone to—no one is saying that that practice should be allowed to
continue. No one is suggesting that that is something that we
should not deal with.

What we are suggesting is that when it is dealt with, it should be
dealt with in a manner that goes to the cause of the problem. The
idea that we should have an integrated society is laudable, and I
support it; however, it is not constitutionally mandated to be car-
ried upon the back of the educational system of the United States
of America.

There is a difference between desegregating a segregated institu-
tion and integrating an educational system, a distinction we do not
often make and a distinction, I believe, the courts have blurred
over the years.

As I said, Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, and I mean this sincere-
ly, I have spent more hours and more time in my 8 years as a U.S.
Senator on this subject than any other.

However, in my opinion, it is an absolute disaster. I once said on
the floor of the Senate that busing is the atom bomb of integration.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will be in and out. I
thank you for your time; I am only an ex-officio member because I
happen to rank on the full committee.

I know you know of Senator Roth’s interest in this subject. He is
not here because of the Finance Committee. I am sure you will be
pestered by both Senator Roth and myself as you attempt to devel-
op some workable legislation.

I thank you again. I will go and protect your interests at the
budget markup. Thank you very much.

Senator HATCH. Thank you, Senator Biden. We appreciate the
passionate concern that you have on this particular subject and
appr:iate your starting this hearing and giving your opening re-
marks.



b

1 apoloiize for being late, but I was at the bud%et conference
between the House and the Senate. I will have to go back shortly. I

also have a meeting with the majority leader in just a few minutes.
" However, I would like to say a few words before we turn to our
witnesses.

OPENING STATEMENT OF ORRIN G. HATCH, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM UTAH AND CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
THE CONSTITUTION

Senator HaTcH. The Subcommittee on the Constitution today
begins a series of hearings on the subject of school desegregation
and forced schoolbusing. The issue of mandatory busing has, over
the past decade, proven to be one of the most passionately, and I
might add one of the most persistently, divisive issues throughout
our Nation.

It has now been more than 25 years since the court in Brown v.
Board of Education outlawed the doctrine of separate but equal.
Public schools that were characterized by this doctrine would be
required “with all deliberate speed” to rectify that situation.

It has now been more than 10 years since the court in Swann v.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg sanctioned the use of forced busing as a
remedy for still segregated or dual school systems.

- Despite the passage of years, there is little evidence that forced
busing has become any more widely accepted as an institution by
large numbers of the American people.

The scope of today’s hearing is extremely broad. We are not yet
focusing upon any individual legislative vehicle relating to busing.
Indeed, among the purposes of this and subsequent hearings will be
to determine whether or not a legislative response is justified, and,
if so, what particular legislative response.

Among the threshold questions that this committee will be pur-
suing are the following: What is a dual-school system? Is it one in
which the school district has taken actions designed to establish
racially identifiable schools? Is it one in which racially neutral
actions adopted by a school district have resulted in racially identi-
fiable schools? Or is it one in which forces acting entirely apart
from public policy decisions have come together to produce racially
identifiable schools?

What is the current law in this regard? What should be the law?
What are the constitutional imperatives?

What has been the impact of the past congressional actions in
this regard: The Esch amendment to prevent Federal agencies from
.implementing schoolbusing orders; the Byrd amendment to forbid
appropriated funds from being used to transport students pursuant
to schoolbusing plans; and the Eagleton-Biden amendment to limit
HEW-ordered busing plans? Have any of these amendments had a
salutory affect on the difficulties at hand? How have they been
interpreted by the courts and the executive branch?

Has schoolbusing been successful in achieving its apparent objec-
tives? In other words, has it worked? What is the state of social
science evidence with respect to schoolbusing? Have minority and
nonminority students benefited from busing? Have the benefits
outweighed the disruptions and dislocations that busing has cre-
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ated? What has been the impact of busing upon parental and
community involvement public schools?

Finally, what ought to be the future of schoolbusing as a means
for desegregation? Are metropolitan busing plans necessary to curb
so-called white flight? What are the alternatives to schoolbusing?
What, if anything, should be done by Congress: a constitutional
amendment, a limitation upon the courts to order busing, or per-
haps a limitation upon the ability of the Justice Department to
litigate schoolbusing?

The entire issue of schoolbusing has been a unique political
phenomenon. Each new busing order mandated by the Federal
judiciary has been accompanied by a wave of local protest and
controversy: school boycotts, disruptive activites, racial animosities,
and political turmoil.

Just as regularly, however, the passions seem to have subsided.
Have they subsided—and there are few issues more important here
in my opinion—because busing has gradually come to demonstrate
its value, or because the protestors have voted with their feet by
fleeing communities or by enrolling their children in private or
parochial schools?

The schoolbusing controversy, in other words, is not a narrow
controversy. Integrally involved here are issues that relate to the
health of our public school system, and that relate to the extent to
which the Federal Government is going to impose its own policy
preferences and social objectives upon an often unwilling neighbor-
hood or community.

We have an excellent group of witnesses today. They represent a
broad cross-section of viewpoints on these issues. I very much look
forward to today’s hearing.

5 Our3 next hearing, for information purposes, is scheduled for

une 3.

Our first witness today will be Mr. James Turner, the Acting
Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights.

It is my understanding that the Department, because of the
continued absence of a permanent head, is still in the process of
formulating administration policy in the area of schoolbusing.

I note, nevertheless, that the Department has been active on a
number of fronts—St. Louis, Shreveport, Chicago—in participating
in schoolbusing controversies. The St. Louis plan exchanging tu-
ition payments for voluntary integration efforts, has been particu-
lar"ll‘i controversial.

e subcommittee very much looks forward to your testimony,
Mr. Turner, on behalf of the administration. We will take your
testimony at this time.

If I could just mention again that I am supposed to be over in the
Cannon Building at the budget conference between the House and
Senate as a member of the Budget Committee, and as chairman of
the Labor and Human Resources Committee. Also, I have to meet
g'it?s the majority leader in 5 minutes. I apologize for these con-

icts.

What I am going to do is try to get Senator Thurmond to come
up and assist us, but during that time that I will be absent, I would
like to have my staff take the testimony.



7

Senator Thurmond and Senator Grassley have asked that their
statements be made a part of the record at this point.
[The material follows:]
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND (R-SC) BEFORE THE SUB-
COMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
REFERENCE HEARINGS ON THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT AND SCHOOL
BUSING, MAY 14, 1981, ROOM 5110, 9:30 A.M,

MR. CHAIRMAN:

I want to thank the distinguished Chairman of thc Subcommittee
for beginning hearings on the subject of school busing.

As nmost people recognize, this is a controversial subject
which has both ardent advocates and opponents. As time has
gone by, however, I believe more and more people have reached
the conclusion that busing of children away from neighborhood
schools is not in the best interests of all concerned. The
strains that are placed on families, schools, and local public
officials to meet'the requirements of busing orders have had
a :profound effect. A renewed look at this issue is timely and
again I commend the Chairman for holding these hearings.

I am a cosponsor of S. 528, a bill to limit the injunctive
relief courts may impose in busing suits. I support that bill
because it is a move in the right direction. It would orient
the actions of the.courts and the Justice Department toward
equal educational opportunity and awaf from racial quotas
through forced busing.

I would be willing to consider any measure in this area
that will make>qualitx’education for our children its primary
purpose. I look forward to hearing from the witnesses who are

with us today.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE oF lowa

Mr. Chairman: I can be here only a limited period of time due to the executive
iessipn of the Finance Committee, but I do want to thank you for holding these

earings.

Racial-integration-motivated forced busing of school children is a concept born of
a noble cause, but I am afraid that we in Congress have been negligent in looking at
two aspects of this that our constituents have been well aware of:

First, that forced busing, by undermining the concept of the neighborhood school
does not achieve the educational goals that this concept is supposed to achieve, and

Second, when we choose children for school assignment based upon the color of
their skins, we are raising very serious constitutional questions.

These are questions which must be examined by this Congress in a much more
thorough manner than they have been before. These hearings are definitely a much
needed part of that examination, and I look forward to studying the testimony of
these witnesses.

Senator HATCH. I have just learned the meeting has been can-
celed. I am able to stay here and hear testimony.
~ Mr. Turner, we will turn the time over to you. We look forward
to what you have to say and to asking you some questions.

STATEMENT OF JAMES TURNER, ACTING ASSISTANT ATTORNEY
GENERAL FOR CIVIL RIGHTS, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE; AC-
COMPANIED BY BRIAN HEFFERNAN, ATTORNEY, AND
MURIEL MORISEY, ATTORNEY

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is
Jim Turner. As senior career attorney, I am Acting Assistant At-
30rney General in the Civil Rights Division for the Department of

ustice.

As you initiate your inquiry into the issue of student transporta-
tion and school desegregation, the Attorney General thought it
would be useful for me to describe to you the Justice Department’s .
recent action in two important school desegregation matters which
illustrate how our Department has sought to work with local school
systems to make effective use of the full range of available reme-
dies for unconstitutional school segregation.

I must make clear, however, as you indicated, that I am not
authorized to present any administration policy views on school
desegregation remedies. Nor can I present to you any legal or
- constitutional analyses of this issue on behalf of the Department.
That role should properly be reserved for the permanent Assistant
Attorney General for Civil Rights after that individual has been
confirmed by the Senate and has had an opportunity to direct the
development of the administration’s policy positions.

Within those limits, I can describe to the committee briefly two
major litigative actions which demostrate in the context of actual
cases how a number of the tools to facilitate school desegregation
fan be used to fashion practicable solutions to very complex prob-

ems.

I have given committee counsel for the record, and to each
member of the subcommittee, copies of papers we filed recently in
the Federal district courts handling those cases in Jones v. Caddo
Parish School Board, which is in Shreveport, and Liddell v. the
Board of Education, which is in St. Louis. Both submissions are
now the subject of district court considerations so it would be
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inappropriate for me to testify here on the legal predicate for these
submissions.
I believe that our work in these cases clearly illustrates that we
have been able effectively to enforce the Constitution as the courts
"~ have construed its requirements regarding school desegregation
without relying on busing as a principal component of the remedy
and by deferring, to the greatest extent possible, to the desires and
interests of the affected local communities.

CADDO. PARISH, LA., PLAN

Turning to the Caddo Parish, La., plan, on May 7, 1981, the
Department of Justice and the Caddo Parish School Board filed in
Federal court a consent decree settling a school desegregation suit
that began 16 years earlier in May 1965.

The suit was initially filed by private plaintiffs under 42 U.S.C.

1983 to enjoin the continued operation of, in the words of their
complaint, ‘“a compulsory biracial school system” and the assign-
ment of ‘“students, teachers, and other school personnel—on the
basis of race.”

The Caddo Parish School Board and a number of individuals

~were named as defendants. In July 1965, the United States moved
to intervene in the action under title IX of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit allowed and
mandated this intervention in United States v. Jefferson County
Board of Education.

In the 16 years that this matter has been pending there have
been numerous orders, plans, judgments, appeals, modifications,
and alterations of plans, including the July 1973 court-ordered

“implementation of a desegregation plan developed by a biracial
committee appointed by the district court at the request of the
United States.

Since 1976, the board and the United States have been involved
in a protracted process arising from the board’s attempts to have
the school system declared constitutionally desegregated and the
pending case dismissed. )

We and the school board have engaged in extensive negotiations
to develop a plan to resolve this suit without the necessity of
further litigation. Those efforts moved very close to success this
month when the parties filed with the court a consent decree
embodying a plan to create a unitary, desegregated school system
for Caddo Parish with its student population of 45,469, which is
55.1 percent black and the balance white. That plan begins at the
beginning of the 1981-82 school year.

The key features of the plan are the following: First, the estab-
lishment of magnet schools to attract racially integrated student
populations through innovative or special focus educational offer-
ings. The board will establish procedures for application, accept-
ance, and admission to those schools consistent with assignment
priorities spelled out in the decree to facilitate desegregation, sib-
lings attending the same school, and program continuity for stu-
dents in magnet schools as they proceed to higher grade levels.
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Second is the creation of a laboratory school to be operated in
conjunction with universities and colleges in the Caddo Parish
area.

Third is the construction of a combination elementary-junior
high school complex.

Fourth is some modification of attendance zone boundaries and
grade restructuring.

Fifth is permission for any student who attends a school in which
his or her race is a majority to transfer to a school where his or
her race is in the minority, that transportation to be provided by
the school system.

Sixth is the school board efforts to make any needed improve-
ments in educational programs at the remaining one race and
predominantly one-race schools which it will not be practically
possible to desegregate effectively, and attempts to attract white
students to those schools through the establishment of some special
programs.

The plan requires the board to file with the court and the United
States a yearly report which will include student enrollment statis-
tics by race, a description of the progress of construction of the new
elementary-junior high complex, and a description of efforts with
re}s‘pe(l:t to the remaining one race or predominantly one-race
schools.

After the 1983-84 school year, the board may file a notice of
compliance with the decree, and unless the United States believes
the board has failed to comply, the board shall enter an order
declaring the system unitary and terminate this case at long last.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to emphasize a few points about this
consent decree. First, although it is a major step toward the resolu-
tion of a protracted legal dispute that has been costly to all parties
concerned, it is not yet final. The decree is before the court. There
is a 10-day comment period that began on May 7. If objections are
raised to the plan, there could be further litigation.

Second, to address the matter of primary interest to this subcom-
mittee, while the plan does involve some additional busing, the
busing results, by and large, from other changes in the educational
system such as boundary line changes, grade restructuring, and the
employment of magnet schools. It must be pointed out that trans-
portation already exists in the Caddo Parish school system.

Third, as I have indicated, the plan embodied in this consent
decree involves a wide variety of approaches to school desegrega-
tion and is faithful in its priority of remedies to the requirements
of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974, in which Con-
gress set forth its view of the priorities of desegregation remedies.

Finally, I want to emphasize that the negotiation process that
has led to this consent decree has heen very delicate, and the
agreements in the decree reflect many hours of good-faith work on
both sides. The parties acknowledge that the elimination of all
racially identifiable schools in Caddo Parish is impracticable.

At the same time, we are committed to the goals of maintaining
the significant desegregation that has already been achieved and
insuring that the burdens of additional desegregation are borne as
equitably as possible by both black and white students.

83-458 0 ~ 82 - 2
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ST. LOUIS, MO., PLAN

Turning to the St. Louis plan, this is another example of the
Department’s efforts to explore all avenues that may lead to a
voluntary desegregation plan.

On May 4, 1981, the Department and the St. Louis City Board of
Education filed with the U.S. District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Missouri a proposed plan for the voluntary interdistrict
exchange of students among the city of St. Louis and several subur-
ban school districts.

The filing of the plan was the latest major event in a long
history of efforts to desegregate the St. Louis public schools that
began in 1972 with a class action by a group of black parents and
their minor children alleging unlawful racial segregation. -

At that time, the St. Louis public schools enrolled 105,617 stu-
dents, of whom 68.8 percent were black. At the start of'the current
1980-81 school year, the student population had declined to ap-
proximately 63,000, of whom 78 percent were black. The county
enrolled at that time, this year, about 145,000 students of whom 19
percent were black.

Before describing the contents of ‘the plan, I wish to set out
briefly the recent events leading to the filing of the mutually
agreed upon plan.

In Liddell v. Board of Education, the St. Louis litigation, the -
district court held that the State of Missouri shared liability with
the city board of education for the unlawful segregation which
existed in the St. Louis public schools. The court found the State
“jointly and severally liable” with the city board for the ‘“costs

rtaining to the desegregation plan.” The court held that “the

tate defendants stand before the court as primary constitutional
wrongdoers who have abdicated their affirmative duty.”

On December 19, 1980, the district court entered an order requir-
ing the State to produce a voluntary plan wherein ‘“‘the burden of
financing will be borne primarily by the State of Missouri.”

However, the State did not file a voluntary plan and the district
court issued a second order on March 4, 1981, requiring the filing
of a voluntary plan by the State, the city board, and the United
States, jointly, if possibly, upon pain of contempt. Judge Hungate is
sitting on that case in place of Judge Meredith who formerly
handled it.

The plan which was filed this month is the result of several
months of negotiations which began in March with the city school
board, the State of Missouri, and the court appointed chairman of
the St. Louis school desegregation commictee.

The city school board has concurred in the plan and fully sup-
ports it. The State defendants have not concurred, and the subur-
ban school districts have not yet taken a position on it. Therefore,
the plan must be viewed a8 tentative in light of the prospect of
significant further proceedings.

The plan has three broad segments: First, permissive interdis-
trict transfers to existing programs that already have or will have
available space where the transfer would decrease racial segrega-
tion; second, magnet schools and magnet programs; and, third,
part-time educational programs designed to bring together racially
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mixed groups of students from metropolitan area districts periodi-
cally for cultural, career, and academic programs.

The interdistrict transfer program has been carefully designed to
insure, first, that transfers will occur only where there is space
available in the host district; two, that the host district’s racial
percentage would be maintained within the “plan ratio”; and,
three, that the host district would not bear any of the incremental
costs of educating transfer students from other districts.

Additionally, each student transferring under the plan would
receive from the State one-half year of tuition-free education at
any Missouri State institution of higher education for each year
completed in a host district.

The magnet schools would include programs for individually
guided education, basic instruction, investigative learning, and
visual and performing arts, all programs which have demonstrated
appeal to students of all races.

The part-time educational programs will draw upon the cultural
and educational institutions of the city to provide learning experi-
ences beyond what is available in conventional classrooms.

The plan leaves unspecified a number of details about the extent
to which transportation will be necessary for students participating
in any aspect of the plan.

However, the plan’s enumerated general policies and procedures
insure voluntary transportation for students enrolled in the inter-
district transfer program who live more than 1 mile from the
school site. The State will be responsible for any transportation
costs of the plan.

While it is impossible at this point to place the precise dollar
figure on the plan, we expect it will be less costly than a complete
restructuring of the city and suburban schools with attendant
transportation.

Mr. Chairman, this description of the St. Louis plan is necessar-
ily quite brief. As I noted, the plan itself is still tentative. In fact,
Judge Hungate is sitting today on some other aspects of the case
and has scheduled hearings next week to begin taking up the
voluntary proposals before him.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the St. Louis and Caddo Parish plans are offered
for the committee’s information as models of the innovative ap-
proaches that can be developed to insure that our Nation’s schools
conform to the Constitution’s nondiscrimination mandate. No plan
is a panacea. Each must be tailored to the individual circumstances
of the particular district. ,

In this respect, it is worth pointing out that the St. Louis plan is
dependent upon a phenomenon in St. Louis that well may be
national in scope: declining school enrollments. These declining
school enrollments allow school districts to close those schools that
are in poor physical condition or are located in dilapidated areas
and transfer students attending those schools in an effort to assist

desegregation.



14

Declining enrollments also encourage school districts like the
suburban schools districts in St. Louis to attract more students in
order to avoid closing schools there.

The St. Louis plan is built on this phenomenon and illustrates
the efforts of our Department to continue to take into account
changing circumstances and local conditions to develop plans that
encourage voluntary desegregation efforts.

I hope this information will be helpful to your review of this
important matter. As I indicated at the start of my testimony, my
comments on these cases must be limited by the fact that they are
pending litigation. Within those constraints, however, I will be
happy to answer any questions you may have about the contents of
the plans or their factual basis.

Senator HATCH. Mr. Turner, thank you for your testimony.

I am only going to ask one question. Then we will turn the time
over to Senator DeConcini to make a statement.

The question is: Can you give the subcommittee some idea as to
when we can expect a coherent administration schoolbusing policy
to emerge from the Justice Department?

Mr. TurNER. Not with any specificity, Mr. Chairman. The Attor-
ney General has directed that a study be undertaken. It has begun.
The completion of that will necessarily have to await the appoint-
ment of a permanent head of the Civil Rights Division. I think that
matter is underway now. In the foreseeable future, we should be
able to give the committee more help.

Senator HarcH. By “foreseeable future,” do you think within the
next month or so, or within the next 3 months? _

) Mr. TUrNER. I would probably guess more on the 3 month than

Senator HATcH. I see. As I understand it, the prospective nomi-
nee to head the Civil Rights Division is primarily a constitutional
lawyer with fairly limited experience in the area of civil rights. Is
that correct?

I guess that it is not fair to ask you that. My point is: Do you
think that this might delay the development of policy?

Mr. TurNER. I think the efforts of a constitutional expert and
scholar would be most welcome in this area.

Senator HATcH. I agree with that. I am not demeaning the
choice. I think very highly of the nominee. I am just saying that
his lack of close familiarity with civil rights law may delay the
early development of policy in this area.

We have had many articles and books written on the subject of
busing alone, not the least of which is “Disaster By Decree,” writ-
ten by one of our witnesses here today—Professor Graglia.

Thank you, Mr. Turner.

Senator DeConcini, do you have any questions.

Senator DECONCINI. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions of Assist-
ant Attorney General Turner.

Senator HatcH. Why do we not permit the Assistant Attorney
General to leave and take your statement at this time?

Senator DECoNciINI. That would be fine. I just want to thank him
for his statement. I was here to listen to most of it and did read it.
It is a very good statement. I am glad to have it here.
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Senator HatcH. If I could say one other thing: We will allow you
to go now, but I would like to reserve the right to file written
questions. I have a number of them I would like you to respond to
and would like to keep the record open for questions from any of
our colleagues on this subcommittee.

Mr. TurNER. I would be pleased to answer such questions.

Senator HAaTcH. Thank you so much.

Senator DeConcini?

STATEMENT OF DENNIS DeCONCINI, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
ARIZONA

Senator DECoNcCINI. Mr. Chairman, I will be brief. I want to
compliment you, Senator, for holding these hearings. I think the
very complicated subject we are addressing today needs some thor-
ough indepth testimony so we can, hopefully, focus in on a single
direction, if there is such a direction.

In my four and a half years here, I have consistently supported
all amendments which would restrict forced busing and the fund-
ing of it. I have been very frustrated by the continued activity of
the Justice Department.

In the State of Arizona, we have had several cases, only one of
which has been decided. It was a minimal forced busing plan, yet it
caused a great deal of consternation and neighborhood unrest that,
in my opinion, would not have been there had it not been for the
Justice Department’s determination to push such a suit.

I am pleased to see that the Judiciary Committee and the Sub-
committee on the Constitution, under your leadership, is going to
address the problem and make some earnest attempts to present a
good, clear, concise record that forced busing has not been success-
ful. And, perhaps we can find a solution that will guarantee that
there is no discrimination in the public schools, as I think almost
everyone in this body and certainly on this committee subscribes to
that position.

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to say. I look forward to hearing
the testimony being given here today and reading that given
during my absence. I will have questions for several of the wit-
nesses for which I assume the record will remain open.

Senator HATCH. The record will.

Senator DECoNcINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HaTtcH. Thank you, Senator DeConcini.

Our second witness will be Prof. David Armor, who is a senior
social scientist at the Rand Corp. He has taught sociology at Har-
vard University and has been a consultant to the U.S. Office of
Education and the U.S. Civil Rights Commission.

‘Professor Armor is the author of a large number of important
studies on school busing and its effects, including his seminal study
in 1972 entitled “The Evidence on Busing.” He is also the author of
a major study entitled “White Flight and the Future of School
Desegregation,” as well as numerous other surveys in this area.

Dr. Armor has participated as a witness in some of the most
important school desegregation cases.

This subcommittee, to say the least, is honored to have you with
us, professor. We are looking forward to taking your testimony.
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Your complete statement will be made a part of the record follow-
ing your oral presentation.

STATEMENT OF DR. DAVID J. ARMOR, SENIOR SOCIAL
SCIENTIST, RAND CORP.

Mr. ArRMoOR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am very
pleased to be here to express the views on a situation that I have
been studying for some 10 years.

Senator HATcH. If possible, we would like our witnesses to sum-
marize their prepared testimony within 10 minutes if they can,
although we are flexible.

Mr. ArMoR. I will certainly attempt to do so.

This issue has been with us now for more than a decade and it
shows no sign of abating. The recent court ordered busing that
started in Los Angeles, Columbus, Ohio, St. Louis, and major
busing lawsuits that are pending in Cincinnati, Kansas City, In-
dianpolis, and San Diego show that the issue is alive and well. I
think it is a remarkable achievement, indeed, for the most unpopu-
lar, least successful, and most harmful policy since prohibition.

I agree with Senator Biden’s earlier statement that there is no
question here about the Supreme Court’s decision in Brown. Inten-
tional segregation in the schools is prohibited by the Constitution.
The real issue is the method of remedy that the court has chosen,
mandatory busing, which they believe, or they originally believed,
would end racial isolation and eliminate the harmful effects of
segregation.

At this point in history, however, I think the record is clear.
There is more complete evidence and more experience that shows
us that, as a feasible remedy, mandatory busing has failed. It has
failed first because public opposition and white flight in many
cases have been so massive as to increase rather than decrease
segregation.

Second, desegregation has not produced many of the educational
and social gains that have been promised.

Third, by rejecting a neighborhood school policy, the courts have
geprived parents of a traditional right to choose schools close to

ome.

The basic problem today, and the problem faced by the Congress,
is that the courts have not accepted these recent facts and the
evidence on the failure of mandatory busing. :

I think it is essential that if the courts continue to ignore the
facts, the Congress is going to have to take action to solve the
problem. : ‘

Today, I would like to mention a few things that might help the
committee’s deliberations. First of all, I would like to talk about
what has happened in Los Angeles, which is perhaps the most
dramatic illustration of the failure of mandatory busing. I would
like to mention a few other recent studies that demonstrate the
failure of desegregation and mandatory busing to bring about edu-
cational benefits.

Finally, I would like to mention a few things that I think the
Congress might consider in trying to fashion a more reasonable
policy in this area.
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WHITE FLIGHT IN LOS ANGELES

In Los Angeles, mandatory busing began in 1978. A remarkable
amount of white flight took place. Of the 20,000 white students
that were to be bused in that original plan, 60 percent did not show
up at their receiver school.

As a result, most of the minority schools remained segregated. In

spite of this massive white flight in Los Angeles, in 1980, the State
court judge ordered an expanded plan. He did not ignore white
flight, but rather than eliminate mandatory busing, which was the
cause of the white flight, the judge simply cranked in a 50-percent
white flight factor leading to one of the more bizarre busing plans
in the history of desegregation. Clusters of five and six and seven
white schools had to be combined with one minority school in order
to guarantee enough white students to desegregate that one minor-
ity school.
- Even so, in the 1980 expanded plan, the busing did not desegre-
gate most of those schools. Over half of those minority schools in
the plan had fewer than 30 percent white students, again because
of white flight. -

Between 1976 and 1980, Los Angeles lost nearly 100,000 white
students, from a little over 200,000 to a little over 100,000. Not all
of this loss, of course, was due to busing. There are demographic
factors in most-big cities that cause a decline in white enrollment.

Senator HATCH. May I interrupt you? : '

Mr. ArRMOR. Certainly.

Senator HarcH. I did not know that. The city lost 50 percent of
their students in that period of time?
toer‘ ARMOR. In 4 years, the 4 years between the first order and

ay.

Senator HATCH. Fifty percent of the white students.

Mr. ArRMOR. Almost half were gone by 1980. That is correct.

Senator HatcH. In other words, you are making the point that
what schoolbusing is doing is segregating rather than integrating.

Mr. ArMoOR. That is precisely correct. Not all of those white
students were lost due to busing because of demographic declines.

Senator HATCH. Where do you get these statistics?

Mr. ArMoR. I have been studying the Los Angeles case in- partic-
ular for the past several years. I testified in that case. We have
done demographic studies to show us what the natural or normal
trends would have been, had busing not occurred. We compare that
with what actually has happened. Plus, we have the actual number
and percentage of white students who do not show up when they
are ordered to participate in the busing plan. :

Senator HaTcH. If I interpret this correctly, you are saying that
busing not only is not the solution, it actually aggravates the
problem.

Mr. ArMOR. It makes more segregation.

Senator HATCH. Am I misconstruing what you are saying?

Mr. ARMOR. You are absolutely correct.
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PRIVATE SCHOOL TRENDS

What is happening, in fact, is we are increasing segregation not
only between the central cities and the suburbs but also between
private and public schools.

Senator HatcH. This may be a simplistic question, but it is an
inevitable one. If that is so, then why are so many minority indi-
vidﬁglg enthusiastic about schoolbusing, or at least the black lead-
ership?

Mr. ARMOR. It is a bit of a mystery to me. I think many black
leaders have been convinced that it is the only way to obtain
educational benefits for minority students.

However, what continues to puzzle me is how the NAACP and
the ACLU in Los Angeles can pursue mandatory busing remedies
when there are virtually no whites left in a community.

Senator HaTcH. You cannot force white kids to integrate with
black kids if there are not any white kids left in the community?

Mr. ARMOR. That is precisely correct. .

Senator HATcH. What you are saying is if this continues and
forced busing becomes a greater reality, we might have to integrate
on the basis of State jurisdictions rather than city, county, or
municipal jurisdictions?

Mr. ArRMoOR. That might be a strategy in mind. As soon as the
whites are gone from the central city, then we will expand the
busing and include the suburbs, and possibly the private schools.

Senator HATCH. Do you think that would work any better than
intracity or intracounty busing?

Mr. ArRMOR. I think metropolitan plans to involve the suburbs
would, in fact, cut down the white flight. However, what we see
happenmg in Los Angeles and other cities that I have studied is
there is increasing reliance now on private schools as the way to
flee from mandatory-busing.

I think if you look at Louisville, Jefferson County, you will see a
phenomenal increase in private schools. I think you are dealing
with a public opposition that will not go away. If you bring the
suburbs into this plan, in the long run I think you will simply
increase private schools.

Senator HATCH. I am sorry to.interrupt you again, but do you
think that this is the major reason for the upsurge in private
school attendance in America, or is it because people are discon-
tented with public schools in general?

Mr. ArMOR. In many cases, I think it is the last straw. I do agree
that there are serious concerns with American citizens about the
public schools, especially the issue of discipline and the issue of not
feeling in control of what is happening.

When a court comes in and takes over the school district, I think
that simply exacerbates an already existing problem. I do not think
it is a coincidence, however, this change, a reversal in trends of
declining private school enrollment, being turned around the very
year that busing starts.

In Boston, for example, private school enrollment was declining,
~ and the share of white students in private schools was actually
‘. declining. As soon as busing started, there was an incredible surge
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in enrollment in private schools. Now, in Boston, 50 percent of the
white students are enrolled in private schools.

COURT ACTIVISM

Senator HATCH. I am sorry to interrupt you again, but these
thoughts just come to my mind as you are testifying about this.

As a member of the Judiciary Committee, and having sat
through the nomination of 365 judges in the last 4 years by the
prior administration—many of them actively committed to judicial
activism—] am concerned about the impact of these new judges
upon school desegration policies.

Do you expect this to have a dramatic impact on the problem?
Do you anticipate we will have more problems with these “activist”
judges?

Mr. ARMOR. I think in some respects the courts are out of control
in regards to school policy. :

Senator HATcH. This is as a result of intensive study of the area?

Mr. ArRMOR. Intensive study, and, in fact, very recently in Los
Angeles, the judge responsible for this disastrous plan, when the
State supreme court overruled his last plan—I will not go into the
complexities since it is. in my statement about the Los Angeles
case, but it is under State law and not Federal law. The State court
judge resigned when busing stopped in Los Angeles.

Although in one statement he said he was burned out, in fact he
has been on a campaign attacking the school board and claiming
the school board is, in effect—my own term—racist, that the school
board only cares about white students.

There is no question in my mind that judges like Judge Egly in
Los Angeles are idealogically committed to a certain policy. They
are not concerned about what damage they do to the public school
system. They are simply committed to a preconception. It is a
disastrous policy. Since he lost, in Egly’s case, he resigned.

Senator HATCH. They are not committed to the principal of stare
decisis, or judicial precedent. :

Mr. ArRMOR. | think that originally, and I think even now, judges
are concerned about discrimination. Discrimination does exist. Seg-
regation of the illegal sort does exist.

However, I think somehow once the momentum begins and we
set into motion the process of taking over a school district, it
simply has gotten out of proportion to what was intended. I think
they may be sincere, but I do not understand how a judge can
order a plan after he has seen 2 years of massive white flight and
massive failure, how, without great concern, he can simply order
more of it. I mean something is wrong somewhere.

Senator DECoNcCINI. Mr. Chairman, would you yield? I would just
like to follow up on a question.

Senator HATCH. Surely.

Senator DECONCINI. ilot to defend the judges you have men-
tioned because I agree with you in that I think they are activists
and out of control, but on the other hand, would you agree, Mr.
- Armor, that much of it is due to the failure of school boards and
the failure of local government to do something about the problem
of de facto segregated schools?
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I know in the Tucson Unified School District case, we had a
nonactivist judge who finally came to some conclusions. He did not
know what else to do. I happened to know him. He has since
passed away, but I happened to talk to him about that case. He did
not know what else to do. He felt as though the school board had
not done enough. He granted a very small amount of busing, which
was detrimental indeed.

I wonder how much of this is the fact that the judges are not
administrators and, for some reason, they feel that busing helps
the matter. But is not part of it the local government not respond-
ing to the problem?

Mr. ARMOR. There is no question that in some cases the local
scﬁoo% boards have been very intransigent about desegregating the
schools.

Senator DECoNcINI. If that is the case——

NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOL POLICY

Mr. ArRMOR. If I could finish, I think that we do not have a
situation like we did in the South originally where we had State
mandated segregated schools. What- we have are housing patterns
and neighborhood segregation that is at issue. We have some spe-
cific violations of school boards such as gerrymandering or optional
attendance zones.

The problem is that the courts do not want to simply remedy
those specific violations. The courts, I think, have become con-
vinced that racial balance is the goal, even though the Supreme
Court says racial balance is not the goal. In every single plan of
mandatory busing that I know of, that I have studied, the judge
ultimately tries to bring about a certain amount of racial balance.

I think if we have a neighborhood school policy, if we accept that
that is a traditional way of assigning students to public schools,
then there is going to be a certain amount of segregation. Judges
are not prepared to accept that. The Supreme Court has not sancti-
fied the neighborhood school even though that is the preferred
arrangement of the vast majority of citizens.

Senator DECONCINI. Are you satisfied that, s?, in the Los Ange-
les school busing case, the Los Angeles school district did the best
they could in your judgment?

Mr. ArMOR. Without abandoning the neighborhood school policy,
I do believe so. They had a very successful voluntary busing pro-
gram that involved some 20,000 minority students. They had a very
successful magnet school program. -

Senator DECoNcINI. The court should have stayed out of it?

Mr. ARMOR. In my opinion, that is exactly the problem. The
courts are not prepared to accept neighborhood schools if it leaves
some segregated schools in place.

Senator DECoNcINI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HatcH. Professor, Senator DeConcini is going to contin-
ue to conduct the hearings. I have to leave, unfortunately. We are
just about ready to vote in the conference on the budget resolution
conflicts between the House and Senate. We may very well resolve
the problem in the next few minutes and proceed to reconciliation
this afternoon.
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If you will do that for me, Senator DeConcini, I would appreciate
it.
I hate to leave Dr. Armor because I am interested in your testi-
mony as well as our other witnesses today. I apologize again.
ASenat,or DeCoNcINI [acting chairman]. Please continue, Mr.

rmor.

Mr. ArMOR. I think the questions and answers have covered a lot
of the ground I wanted to cover in the area of white flight.

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

Let me mention a couple of other areas that I think are impor-
tant to consider in terms of where the courts perhaps went wron,
in the neighborhood school policy and in believing that racial bal-
ance had to be obtained in most schools.

I think there has been a strong set of beliefs from the original
Brown decision to the present time that equality of o;;lportunity can
only be accomplished by providing a desegregated school situation.
As long as you believe that, then of course it is going to bother a
judge or a court whenever any plan leaves some segregated schools.

I think that this harmful effect of segregation, or the belief in it,
is harmful for race relations and harmful for the academic per-
formance of minority students.

I think there is an abundance of evidence now as we look and
review what has happened that desegregation, per se, does not
improve race relations in a substantial and consistent way. Deseg-
regation does not improve in a significant and consistent way the
academic achievement of minority students.

There is one very excellent study on the achievement issue that
was done a couple of years ago, a review of 129 studies by a
doctoral student at Western Michigan University. This study is
distinguished from some others you may hear about today in actu-
ally testimating the size of the effect of desegregation on achieve-
ment.

Many studies that have been done recently have concluded that
there is a positive effect of desegregation on achievement, but that
effect size has not been estimated. Dr. Krol’s study estimated the
effect. It was very small, although positive, favoring desegregation,
but very small and not what we call statistically significant.

" In my opinion, the Krol study is perhaps the most definitive
work on achievement and desegregation at the present time.

RACE RELATIONS

In the area of race relations, a very important study was com-
pleted a couple of years ago by Professor St. John of the University
of Massachusetts. What she found was really quite surprising.
When we look at the more rigorous studies done in this area, we
find that a majority of them show that race relations are harmed

~ in desegregated settings, or at least desegregated schools settings
brought about by desegregation policies of various tgpes.

I think some of the reasons why it might be harmful are 1e-

,vealed in a recent study by Professor Patchen at Purdue Universi-
ty, who studied Indianapolis public schools and found that the level
of aggression was very different between black and white students.
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It was not so much a discriminatory thing, that is black students
were as aggressive toward their own race as they were toward
white students, but the level of aggression was higher on the part
of minority students.

It does not mean that desegregation always has to lead to 'a
negative result, but it does illustrate the complexity of race rela-
tions and the fact that we do not really understand the conditions -
that we have to bring about in the schools to make a positive race
relations experience. Not only do social scientists not know, but the
"courts do not know how to do that.

Fmally, let me just mention, while on this social science area,
the issue of neighborhood schools. There is no question that the
courts have used certain violations of the Constitution as a trigger
to bring about a districtwide desegregation plan.

The way this is done legally is to hold that various specific school
violations might have been responsible for all of the housing pat-
terns that exist in that community. Without that connection that
the schools might somehow have had an effect on housing, it is
very hard to see a legal justification for a ci (frw:de busing plan that
produces a lot more integration than would have occurred in the
absence of these specific violations.

I think what I am saying here is it certainly appears to social
scientists who study housing patterns that there are more factors
involved than school segregation in bringing about housing segre-
gation, and in cases of citywide busing, like Denver, Omaha, Mil-
waukee, basically the remedy of citywide busing far exceeds the
actual violation that was proven by the court.

WHAT CONGRESS CAN DO

Let me close with a few suggestions that have grown out of my
experience in this field for what might be done. My criticism of
mandatory busing does not mean that Government agencies should
all:andon desegregation or that parents should not participate in
them.

I think the basic values of America demand that we work for an
integrated society. However, those same values, I think, determine
the legitimate methods for ending segregation.

In the absence of evidence that mandatory busing works, it is
neither just nor equitable, I think, for courts to impose it upon
citizens who oppose it.

I think some of the facts I have discussed are not really new to
the committee. I think the concern of the committee is not whether
the policy has failed. I think probably a majority of the Congress
might share that view. But rather it is how to change the policy.

I think the simplest solution, I suppose we all would , 18
that the Supreme Court change its policy on mandatory busing.
There are a number of justices who have dissented in recent cases,
such as the Dallas case. These Supreme Court justices indicate that
they think there needs to be a comprehensive review of mandatory
busing policy.

Unfortunately, the current majority, if we look at the decision on
Columbus and Dayton, a very recent one in 1979, is not ready to
abandon mandatory busing.
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I agree with your colleague, Senator Moynihan, that the Su-
preme Court does eventually correct its own mistakes. The problem
is, if it takes the Court as long to correct this one as it did to
correct the separate but equal mistake, some 60 years, our public
schools may never recover.

I think there are many legal scholars who claim that the Court
got involved in the first place because legislatures did not act. I
think perhaps it is time once again for legislatures to take a very
affirmative and strong role.

What we need, I think, is a division of power that we recognize
in other areas of law where legislatures set the types and ranges of
penalties for various infractions and the courts actually determine
whether an infraction has occurred and select the specific remedy.

Now the Congress has passed legislation before, such as the
Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974. However, this legisla-
tion included clauses that specifically exempt the courts from abid-
ing by that legislation if the 14th amendment is involved.

I think that any future efforts have to avoid the pitfalls of the
past and would have to confront very directly the issue of proper
separation of powers between the courts and the Congress.

What I would recommenad is that the Congress consider affirma-
tive legislation, remedial legislation, to be used whenever a school
violation is found. This legislation should also be very careful to
require the courts to tailor the remedy imposed with the specific
violation. Even in a voluntary plan, if one does not have a school-
district-wide violation, then there is no reason for a school-district-
wide remedy.

Also, I think the Congress has to confront the division of power
directly. There are constitutional authorities, some of whom you
will hear from today, who are more expert than I am on this issue
of whether Congress has this authority.

However, I think the issue is not really whether Congress has
~ the authority to regulate the remedies for constitutional violations
in this area. The basic problem, I think, is the excessive legislation
of the courts to change the way students are assigned to schools.

If the Congress devises fair and reasonable methods to separate
powers, and if the Supreme Court ignores that legislation, then I
think the Congress has a very strong case to take back to the
people for an amendment to the Constitution that would guarantee
a proper division of powers and an end to busing.

Thank you very much.

[The material follows:)
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STATEMENT OF DAVID J. ARMOR *

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee: I am pleased to be here today

to share my views on the critical issue of school busing.

The School busing issue has been with us now for over ten years,
and it shows no signs of abating. Massive mandatory busing has been
ordered recently by courts in Los Angeles, Columbus (Ohio), and St.
Louis; and major busing lawsuits are still pending in San Diego,
Cincinnati, Kansas City (Missouri), and Indianapolis. Clearly, court-
ordered busing is alive and well. This is a remarkable achievement for
the most unpopular, least successful, and most harmful national policy
since Prohibifion. . |
| At the outset let me say I fully agree with the Supreme Court's
policy that intentional segregation of the schools is prohibited by the
United States constitution. Moreover, racial isolation and
discrimination do exist in American society and in the scﬁools, and
these conditions should be combated wherever they are found.

The real issue is the method chosen by the courts to remedy
segregation. The courts adopted mandatory busing because they believed
it to be the most effective way to end racial isolation. Therefore, it
was also seen as the best way to end the harmful effects of segregation
on race relations and on the educational opportunity of minority
students. But, just as Prohibition was not a feasible remedy for

alcohol abuse, so mandatory busing is not a feasible remedy for school

* This statement is not prepared in connection with a Rand con-
tract or grant; the views expressed herein are the author's own, and are
not necessarily shared by Rand or its reseach sponsors.
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ségtegatlon: Like Prohibition, the policy is not merely ineffective; it
is counterproductive.

The federal courts were no doubt sincere, originally, in believing
that mandatory busing was the only feasible method for reducing racial
isolation and alleviating the harmful effects of segregation. By 1970
voluntary methods had not worked well, and many school dlstricts were
maintaining dual school systems with only token efforts to integrate.
Encouraged by the positive views of social.scientists on the benefits of
integration, and realizing that because of housing patterns a
neighborhood school policy would leave many segregated schools, the
courts finally took the more.drastic step of ordering mandatory busing.

At this point in history, however, more complete evidence shows us
that mandatory busing has failed as a4 feasible remedy for school
segregation. It has failed, first, because public opposition and white -
flight have been so extensive as to increase, rather tﬂan decrease,
racial isolation in many cities. It has failgd, second, because
desegregation has not produced the educational and social benefits it
had promised. Therefore, it not on1§ fails to truly desegregate, it
fails to remedy the presumed erfects of segregation.

Mandatory busing fails, third, because it is not an equitable
remedy; By rejecting a neighborhood school policy on the grounds of
housing segregation, the courts deprive parents of their traditional
right to choose schools close to home. Since it is unreasonable to hold
schools accountable for housing patterns, the extent of the remedy far

exceeds the scope of the violation.
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The basic problem is that the courts have not yet accepted these
facts.[1] The facts themselves are frequently obscured by a reluctance
to discuss them, perhaps out of fear of being accused of prejudice or
racism. It is time to use these facts to make a realistic assessment of
mandatory busing, to admit its failure, and to take action. If the
courts continue to ignore the facts, then the Congress should take the

initiative.

LOS ANGELES AND WHITE FLIGHT

After some 10 years of iegal battle in the state courts, mandatory
busing began in Los Angeles in the fall of 1978. Although the plan was
limited to grades 4 through 8, the effects were devastating on those
schools in the plan. An astonishing 60 percent of the 20,000 bused
white students never showed up at their receiving school, and some
individual receiver schools lost over 80 percent of the bused white
students. Most of these students moved to the suburbs or transferred to
private schools. As & result, most of the minority receiver schools
remained segregated. If these figures sound shocking, consider the
geography of Los Angeles: white and minority concentrations live so far
apart that the average bus ;ide was nearly 50 minutes one way, and some
bus rides actually lasted 90 minutes!

In spite of this white flight, which continued in 1979, and in
spite of state law requiring only "reasonable and feasible"

desegregation plans, in 1980 the state court judge ordered an expanded

[1] Supreme Court Justices Powell, Stewart, and Rhenquist have ex-
pressed concern about massive busing plans in a recent dissent (Estes
vs. Metropolitan Branches of Dallas NAACP, 444 U.S. 437, 1980).

83-458 0 - 82 ~ 3



28

busing plan to include grades 1 through 9. The court did acknowledge
the existence of white flight. But rather than eliminate mandatory
busing, the cause of white flight, the court merely allowed for a white
flight factor of up to 50 percent when designing the 1980 plan. This
led to one of the more bizarre desegregation plans in the history of
school busing: in some cases four or five white schools had to be
clustered with a single minority school in order to end up with enough
white children to desegregate the minority school.

Notwithstanding these extreme steps, the 1980 plan still failed to
desegregate most minority schools in the plan (see Table 1). More than
half ended up with white enrollments under 30 percent, and most of the
rest had less than 40 percent white enrollments.[2] A high price was
paid for this token increase in integration. Between 1976 (the year
before the first court order) and 1980 Los Angeles white enrollment
declined from 219,000 (37 percent) to 125,000 (24 percent). About half
of this loss is due to normal demographic factors, such as declining
white births. But nearly 00,600 white students fled the district
because of busing.

Fortunately, this new plan did not last. On April 20 of this year,
mandatory busing came to an end in Los Angeles, the first time this has
ever happened in a major city that had begun court-ordered busing. I
wish I could report that the dismantling of busing was due to a rational
recognition of its failure, but I cannot. As the Committee may know,

Los Angeles has been operating under a state Supreme Court order

[2]) All but one of the minority schools ending up with over 40 per-
cent white had more than 20 percent white in their natural residential
enrollment.
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requiring desegregation regardless of cause. In 1979 the voters of
California passed Proposition 1, which prohibits court-ordered busing
except when ordered as & remedy for violating the federal Constitution
(14th amendment). A state appeals court has ruled that Proposition 1 is
constitutional, and moreover that Los Angeles has not violated the
federal Constitution by intentional segregation policies. Many experts
were shocked when the state Supreme Court, which is responsible for
California's busing policy in the first place, let the appellate ruling
stand. No one was more surprised than the trial court judge who
fashioned the Los Angeles plan, who promptly resigned.

Unfortunately, this does not end the matter for Los Angeles. A new
lawsuit has been filed in federal court by the NAACP, and if recent
cases are any indication, the federal courts could very well reinstate
busing in Los Angeles by next Fall. In fact, the federal district judge
who will hear this case tried to prevent the dismantling of busing just
two days before it was to end, on the grounds that the NAACP's claim of
intentional segregation "had merit." The trial court was overruled by
the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals on procedural grounds, but a final
determination will not be made until a full hearing is held.[3]

White flight from mandatory busing is not confined to Los Angeles.

Massive white flight has occurred in nearly every central city

[3} As further testimony to the bitter emotions raised by busing
cases, even among judges, a dissenting 9th Circuit Court judge accused
the majority of "scanty reasoning” and "precipitous” action, prompting
the majority to release an unusual supplemental memorandum, chiding
their dissenting colleague for "reckless charges" and "intemperate, emo-
tional outbursts". In his written statement, the dissenting judge, who
has not yet officially heard the case, accused the Los Angeles School
Board of being "the worst discriminatory offender in the natjon.”
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undergoing court-ordered mandatory busing, but the federal courts have
paid little attention. Boston public schools, which began busing in
1974, have dropped from 57 percent white to only 35 percent white today;
Denver schools have likewise dropped from 57 to 41 percent oﬁer a
similar period. Although some of this white decline is due to natural
demographic factors, analysis shows that about half of it has been
caused by the busing (;ee Figure 1).

These facts were before the Supreme Court prior to their recent
decisions in Columbus and Dayton, but mandatory busing plans were
approved for these cities nonetheless. Dayton public schools have
dropped from 53 percent white to 43 percent since busing began and
éolumbus is headed in the same direction, having lost 17,000 white
students (out of 64,000) in the three years since.they were ordered to
begin busing.

In recent years a significant fraction of persons, perhaps up to
half, have fled busing by transferring to private schools. In some
instances this has contributed to a reversal in the decline in private
school enrollment, and in fact has produced significant increases in the
share of all white students enrolled in private schools (see Figure 2).
In Los Angeles, for example, the proportion of all white students in
private schools increased from 23 percent in 1974 to 43 percent in 1980.
Between 1978 and 1980, the first three years of busing in Los Angeles,
private schools experienced a massive increase of over 20,000 students.
In Boston, the share of all white students enrolled in private schools

has reached 52 percent, up from 34 percent before busing.
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The trends in private school enrollment can only be reinforced by
Professor James Coleman's new study, which finds that private schools
produce more academic gains than public schools, even after controlling
for the socio-economic background of parents [4]. The danger of
continued mandatory busing is an acceleration of racial segregation, not
only between city and suburb, but between predominantly minority public

schools and predominantly white private schools.

BUSING AND REMEDY

In order for the courts to justify mandatory busing as a feasible
remedy for school segregation, it must have two properties: first, it
must truly desegregate by reducing segregation where other methods fail;
second, it must provide for some educaéiona] and social benefits that
are ﬁot available in segregated schools. From the experience of Los
Angeles and many other school districts, it is glear that white flight
can nullify the first justification.

fhe second major justification for mandatory busing plans is to
eliminate the effects of past discrimination and isolation, and to
provide equality of gducational opportunity for minority students.
According to the courts, equality of opportunity can only be
accomplished by providing a desegregated education. The predominant
view here, from the Brown decision to the present day, is that
segregated schools were harmful for black students by perpetuating

prejudice and by leading to a poor self-concept and lower academic

{4] James Coleman, Thomas Hoffer, and Sally Kilgore, High School
and Beyond: Public and Private Schools, The National Opinion Research
Center, Chicago, Illinois, March 1981.
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performance. Desegregation and school busing were intended not only to
remedy racial isolation itself, but to remedy the effects of {solation
by improving race relations and improving the educational performance of
minority students.

There is no question that minority groups have suffered from
prejudice and discrimination, and that the academic performance of
minority students frequently falls behind that of white students. We
need programs to combat these problems. But there is an abundance of
evidence, now, that desegregation per se does not improve race relations
or the academic performance of minority students. Several recent
studies summarize this evidence.

A doctoral dissertation by Ronald Krol reviewed 129 studies of the
effects of desegregation on minority student achievement [5]. This
study is distinguished from several other recent reviews of
desegregation and achievement by estimating the size of the
desegregation effect.[6] Dr. Krol found that, for those studies having a
segregated comparison group, the.net achievement gain of desegregated
minority students was small and not statistically significant.[7]

An illustration of this lack of effect is shown in Pasadens,

California, one of the first cities to experience massive court-ordered

{5] Ronald A. Krol, "A Meta Analysis of the Effects of Desegrega-
tion on Academic Achievement", The Urban Review, Vol. 12, No. 4, 1980.

(6] Another recent review claimed a positive affect of desegrega-
tion on achievement, but the size of the effect was not estimated.
Robert Crain and Rita Mahard, "Desegregation and Black Achievement: A
Review of the Evidence" Law and Contemporary Problems, 42 (1980).

(7] Dr. Krol reported a larger achievement gain for desegregated
students in studies without a8 comparison group, but there was no way to
estimate how much of this gain would have occurred had the students been
in segregated schools (minority students show some gain from one year to
another in any school environment)
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busing. A special study done in 1974 showed that, after four years of
desegregation, the difference in achievement between minority students
and white students (and the national norms) remained relatively
constant. Both minority and white students showed normal increases in
learning, but desegregation did not close the gap. (See Figure 3)

School busing is also supposed to remedy the effects of segregation
by increasing positive racial contact, reducing prejudice, and improving
race relations in general. Again, there is no consistent evidence that
this has happened in desegregation programs.

One of the more comprehensive reviews of desegregation and race
relations was conducted by Professor Nancy St. John in 1975.[8) She
found that the effect of desegregation on several race relations
measures were mixed, with some studies showing positive effects, some
showing negative effects, and some showing no effect at all. When the
studies were restricted to those with more rigorous research designs, a
majority of the studies actually showed negative effects of
desegregation on race relations.

Some of the reasons why school desegregation might have harmful
effects on race relations is shown in 4n important new study of the
Indianapolis schools by Professor Martin Patchen.[9] He found that white
high school students experienced more unfriendly actions from black

students than vice versa, although a majority of students of both races

(8] Nancy.St. John, School Desegregation: Outcomes for Children,
New York, C. Wiley & Sons, 1975.

[9) Martin Patchen, Black-White Contact in Schools: Its Social and
Academic Effects, West Lafayette, Inc., Purdue University Press, 1981
-(in press). Professor Patchen does not take a position for or against
mandatory busing in this study.
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described relations as "fairly" or "very" friendly. For example, during
one semester 58 percent of white students reported attempts by black
students to extort money; 55 perceht report being blocked in the hallway
by black students; and 51 percent experienced threats of harm by black
students. The same percentages for black students, reporting unfriendly
actions from white students, are 11 percent, 26 perc;nél and 16 percent,
respectively.

Professor Patchen notes that these acts of aggression were not
necessarily racial in purpose; black students tended to report more
aggression towards both black and white students. For example, 34
percent of the black students reported hitting a white student first,
but 33 percent of the black students also reported hitting & black
student first. The comparable figures for white students are 18 percent
(hitting a black student first) and 22 percent (hitting a white student
first). Thus both races tend to be as aggressive with their own race as
with the other race, but the level of aggression is higher for black
students than for white students.

These findings do not mean that desegregation in general is harmful
to race relations; there are many settings and circumstances in which
racial contact is beneficial. They do underscore the fact that we do not
fuliy understand the dynsmics of racial contact and conflict, and that the
way desegregation is being implemented in schools today may well produce
more damage than benefit.

Finally, we must address the equitability of mandatory busing,
which raises the relationship between the scope of the segregative

violation and the extent of the remedy. In many respects the Supreme
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Court's original failure to adopt cbnventional methods of assigning
students to schools--such as a neighborhood school policy--was the
critical turning point in the erroneous path to mandatory busing.

In the South, where state-mandated dual schools existed, the
Supreme Court recognized that school violations might have contributed
to housing segregation, and that a neighborhood school policy might then
build upon this presumed segregative effect. Accordingly, the Court was
unwilling to give blanket approval to a neighborhood school policy that
allowed preexisting black and white schools to remain segregated.
Moreover, voluntary transfer plans proved capable of desegregating white
schools but not black schools. Therefore, mandatory busing eventually
came to be viewed as the only way to desegregate black schools. Of
course, in many cities white flight has proven thiﬁ view wrong, but the
extent nf white flight was not anticipated when mandatory busing was
first proposed.

Some social scientists dispute the courts' view that housing
segregation has been influenced significantly by school segregation, and
challenge the legal thesis that, but for school segregation, housing
segregation would be nonexistent or considerably reduced.[10] The most
compelling evidence that housing segregation does not depend on the dual
school system comes from many northern and western cities, where housing
segregation exists without a history of state-mandated school
segregation. Without the legal thesis connecting school and housing

segregation, the courts have little justification for disapproving a

[10]) The most comprehensive critique of this thesis appears in a
new book by Professor Eleanor Wolf, Trial and Error, Detroit, Wayne
State university Press, 1981.
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neighborhood school policy.

In northern desegregation cases where state-mandated segregation
does not exist, the mismatch between remedy and violation becomes even
more extreme. In cases like Denver, Omaha, Milwaukee, or Los Angeles,
the courts claim that constitutional violations arise from such policies
as voluntary transfers, building schools in expanding neighborhoods tﬂat
were predominately white or black, gerrymandering attendance boundaries,
allowing optimal attendance zones, and so forth. Some of these policies
do have significant segregative effects; some do not. But there is no
basis whatsoever for assuming that these specific violations are
responsible for the extensive housing segregation that exists in these
districts. The courts rarely design a remedy that merely corrects those
specific violations shown to have segregative effect. Rather, the
courts adopt district-wide mandatory busing, on the implausible grounds
that these specific violations might have had a segregative effect
elsewhere in the district or on housing choices. Again, the
neighborhood school policy is abandoned in these cases, and a remedy is
imposed that produces far greater desegregation than if only the known
violations were remedied.

In citing these studies, I do not mean to imply that social
scientists are in agreement about the lack of educational and social
benefits from desegregation, the possible harmful effects of
desegregation on race felations, or the causes of housing segregation.
These issues are controversial and are still being degated, although the
number of scientists critical of mandatory busing is growing. The heat

of that controversy is best illustrated by a recent report from the
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National Academy of Education, which brought together the views of 18
distinguished experts, including some critical of mandatory busing [11].
According to a New York Times story, the fact that a number of the
panelists opposed mandatory busing delayed its publication and prevented
wide distribution by the U. S. Department of Health, Education, and
VWelfare [12].

What I am saying is that studies like the ones cited here.raise
more than a reasonable doubt that mandatory busing is an effective
remedy for the past harms of school segregation. In my own opinion, the
evidence overwhelmingly supports the conclusion that mandatory busing

fails as a feasible and equitable policy.

REMEDIES FOR SEGREGATION

My criticism of mandatory busing does not mean that government
agencies should abandon desegregation programs, or that parents and
children should not participate in them. The basic values of America
demand that we work for an integrated society. But those same values
determine the legitimate methods for ending segregation. In the absence
of evidence that mandatory busing works, it is neither just nor
equitable for courts to iﬁpose it on those citizens, minority or white,
who oppose it. A court-imposed remedy i§ stripped of its leéitimacy
when the facts show that it is not a remedy after all. What we have,

instead, is improper social reform by the courts, imposing their own

[11] "Prejudice and Pride: The Brown Decision after Twenty-five
Years,' National Academy of Education, U.S. Department of HEW, 1979.

[12]) Gene I. Maeroff, "Delay by HEW in Issuing Report on Desegrega-
tion is Questioned," New York Times, May 23, 1979.
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view of how the schools should be run.

I am sure that many of the facts and ideas I have discussed so far
are not entirely new to the Committee. The difficult issue for Congress
may not be deciding that school busing has failed, but rather finding a
way to change the policy. While a constitutional amendment is one
obvious suggestion, it might not be the easiest or quickest way to
resolve the issue. Because busing cases occu; at different times in
different states, it might be hard to find a single time when three-
fourths of the state legislatures feel sufficiently motivated to approve
an amendment.

Obviously, the simplest solution would be for the Supreme Court to
change the policy. There are several Justices (cited abbve) who want a
complete review of the policy. But the Court's recent decisions on
Columgus and Dayton suggest that the majority is not ready to abandon
mandatory busing. Like your colleague, Senator Moynihan, I believe that
the Supreme Court will eventually correct its mistake. [13] But if it
takes the Court as long to correct this mistake as it did to correct its
separate-but-equal policy, nearly 60 years, our public schools may never
recover.

There are many legal scholars who claim the courts became ipvolved
in school segregation remedies only after legislative bodies had failed
to act. If so, perhaps it is time once again for Congress to act, and

to insist that Congress, not the courts, should design feasible remedies

to be used for Constitutional violations by schools. What we need is a

{13} Daniel Patrick Moynihan, "What Do You Do When the Supreme
Court is Wrong," The Public Interest, No. 57, Fall, 1979,
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division of power now recognized in other branches of law, where
legislatures set the types and ranges of penalties for various
infractions, and the courts decide whether an infraction has occurred
and select the specific penalty to be imposed.

The Congress has passed 14th amendment legislation before, such as
the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974, but it has not been
effective. The reason is that this type of legislation does not
confront the division of power issue directly, and in fact usually
contains sections allowing the courts to ignore the legislation when
enforcing the 14th amendment. There are several strategies that might
improve upon these past efforts.[14}

First, the Congress might commission studies to consolidate
evidence showing the feasibility of various types of remedies for school
segregation. This evidence can serve as findings of fact to support new
legislation.

Second, new legislation should represent an affirmative step to
acknowledge the existence of constitutional violations and to address
the need for feasible remedies, rather than legislation that simply
opposes mandatory busing. Such remedies as voluntary transfers,
nejghborhood school policies, special magnet schools, and compensatory
programs might be listed as acceptable remedies; mandatory busing to
non-neighborhood schools could be prohibited. The legislation should

tajlor the remedy to fit actual violations; existence of violations

[14]) Some of these ideas were influenced by discussions with Donald
Lincoln, of Jennings, Engstrand, and Henrikson, San Diego; and Professor
Mark Yudof, University of Texas Law School, Austin; but the author ac-
cepts full responsibility for them.
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affecting some schools should not be used as a "trigger" to impose a
district-wide desegregation plan.

Third, and most important, rather than exempting courts from using
the Congressional remedy law, new legislation should require the court
to use remedies approved by Congress. Although I am not an attorney,
some constitutional experts argue that Congress can regulate the
appelate jurisdiction of the federal courts under Article III, Section 2
of the Constitution. Such authority might be the basis for legislation
allowing the courts to decide the existance of school violations and to
select appropriate remedies, but also limiting the courts to those
rgmedies approved by Congress.

There are likely to be arguments over whether Congress currently
has authority to regulate remedies for 1l4th amendment violations. But
these arguments will miss the essential point. At its foundation, the
busing crisis amounts to excessive intervention by the'courts to
eliminate the neighborhood school policy. If the Congress devises a
fair and reasonable division of powers for enforcing the 1l4th amendment,
and the Supreme Court declares the law uncohstitutional, then Congress
has a8 very strong case to take to the public. If it comes to that
point, there may well be sufficient popular support for a constitutional
amendment to guarantee a reasonable division of powers for 1l4th
amendment violations, and to guarantee an end to mandatory busing.

Thank you for your attention.
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Table 1

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF MINORITY SCHOOLS
IN THE LOS ANGELES BUSING PLAN, FALL 1980

Number of Schools, Based on

Resident Actual
Percent Enrollment Enrollment
White Before Busing After Busing
0 - 19% 35 14
20 - 292 12 12
!
30 - 392 . 2 14
40+ 2 0 9

8pata supplied by the Los Angeles school district.

Figure 1

WHITE LOSS RAT&ZS DUE
TO MANDATORY BUSING PROGRAMS
IN SELECTED CITIES

Taken from David J. Armor, "White Flight and the
Future of School Desegregation", in Stephan and Feagin,
School Desegregation, New York, Plenum, 1980. Cities
are those with at least 20 percent minority in 1968,
suburban development outside the district, and that
began busing by 1975.
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Figure 2

PERCENT OF WHITE
STUDENTS IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS
IN SELECTED CITIES WITH
MANDATORY BUSING

Note: Mandatory busing began in 1978 in Los Angeles
and Seattle; 1975 in Louisville-Jefferson County;
and 1974 1in Boston.
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Figure 3

READING ACHIEVEMENT CHANGES
IN PASADENA AFTER BUSING:
FIRST GRADE COHORT

Note: Grades 1 to 3 were tested with the Cooperative
Primary Test; Grade 4 was tested with the CTBS.



Figure 3
PASADENA READING ACHIEVEMENT CHANGES AFTER BUSING

55 )
Before ' After / NQ‘:;(;NAL
Busing | Busing
|
|
AVERAGE 43 |
READING
SCORES '
|
|
35 WHITE
COHORT
25
|
{
I
15 A i 1 " 1
Crade 1 Crade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4
(1970) (1971) (1972) . (1973)

COHORT GRADE LEVEL

Ly



RESEARCH REPORT

The Evidence on Busing

DAVID J. ARMOR

The legal basis of the national policy of integration—and of the
school busing issue today—is the declaration of the Supreme
Court in 1954 that

= to separate [black children] from others of similar age and qualifications
solely because of their race generates a feeling of inferiority as to their
status in the community that may affect their hearts and minds in a way
unlikely ever to be undone.

~

Few decisions of the Court have provoked so much controversy for so
long, or have had so much impact on the way of life of so many per-
sons, as the case of Brown v. the Board of Education of Topeka, where
this doctrine is stated. Policy makers have used it to restructure po-
Slitical, economic, and social institutions. Groups have rioted and states

Rarely can an unpublished academic article have attracted as much
attention and publicity as has this analysis of busing. Professor
Armor, a sociologist who specializes in research methods and social
statistics, played a leading role in research on the Boston METCO
study, which was one of the earliest evaluations of the effects of bus-
ing on black students. In this article he reports the detailed findings
of that study plus those of scveral other comparable studies. While
his manuscript was being copy-edited in our office, its findings were
being “reported” in the national press (e.g., New York Times, Wash.
ington Post, Boston Globe), and they have even been denounced
publicly by critics who have ncver seen the results of the studies
themselves. We are publishing the full text of this academic article
—all the graphs, footnotes, and references are included at the end
—Dbecause we think that, in so controversial a matter as busing, it
is important to be as precise as possible, even at the risk of ped-
antry. Inevitably, findings such as those of Professor Armor give rise
not only to public but also to scholarly controversy. In our next issue
we shall print comments on Professor Armor’s article by other scholars.
—Editors
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have divided over actions, direct and indirect, that have flowed from
this ruling. And social scientists have proudly let it stand as a premier
axiom of their icld—one of the few examples of a social theory that
found its way into formal law. )

Few persons, perhaps, know of the role played by the social sciences
in helping to sustain the forces behind desegregation. It would be an
exaggeration to say they are responsible for the busing dilemmas
facing so many communitics today, yet without the legitimacy pro-
vided by the hundreds of sociological and psychological studics it
would be hard to imagine how the changes we are witnessing could
have happened so guickly. At every step—from the 1934 Supreme
Court ruling, to the Civil Rights Act of 1964, to the federal busing
orders of 1970—social science research findings have been inestricably
interwoven with policy decisions. ‘

And yet, the relation between social science and public policy con-
tains a paradox in that the conditions for adequate rescarch are often
not mct until a policy is in cffect, while the policy itscll often cannot
be justified until supported by the findings of science. In consequence,
the desire of scientists to affect society and the desire of policy makers
to be supported by science often lead to a relation between the two
that may be more political than scientific. Further, this can mean that
the later evaluation research of a social action program may undo the
very premises on which the action is based—as is the case somewhat
in the Coleman Report on the effect of schools on achievement. There
are obvious dangers for both social science and public poliey in this
paradox. There is the danger that important and significant programs
—which may be desirable on moral grounds—may be halted when
scientific support is lacking or reveals unexpected consequences: con-
verscly, there is the danger that important rescarch may be stopped
when the desired results are not forthcoming. The current controversy
over the busing of schoolchildren to promote integration affords a
prime example of this situation. ‘

The policy model behind the Supreme Court’s 1954 reasoning—and
behind the beliefs of the liberal public today-—was based in part on
social science research. But that rescarch did not derive from the con-
ditions of induced racial integration as it is being carried out today.
These earlier research designs were “ex post facto™—i.c., comparisons
were made between persons already integrated and individuals in
scgregated environments. Since the integration experience ocenrred
before the studies, any inferences about the effects of induced integra-
tion, based on such evidence, have been speculative at best. With the
development of a variety of school integration progrinns across the
country there arose the opportunity to conduct realistic tests of the
integration policy model that did not suffer this limitation. While it
may have other shortcomings, this rescarch suffers neither the artificial
constraints of the laboratory nor the causal ambiguity of the cross-
sectional survey. Thz intent of this essay is to explore some of this
new research and to interpret the findings. What we will do. first, is
to sketeh the evolution of the social science model which became the
basis of public policy, and then review a number of tests of this model



50

as revealed in recent social science studies of induced school integra-
tion and busing.

"The Integration Policy Model:.Stage I

The integration model which is behind current public policy is
rooted in social science results dating back to before World War 11
The connections between segregation and incquality were por-
trayed by John Dollard (1937) and Gunnar Myrdal (1944) in the
first prestigious social science studies to show how prejudice, discrimi-
nation, segregation, and inequality operated to keep the black man in
a subordinate status. Myrdal summarized this process in his famous
“vicious circle” postulate: White prejudice, in the form of beliefs about
the inferior status of the black race, leads to discrimination and seg- -
regation in work, housing, and social relationships; discrimination
reinforces social and cconomic inequality; the resulting inferiority
circles back to solidify the white prejudice that started it all. The
ricious circle theory was the integration policy model in embryonic

orm.

Along with these broad sociological studies therc also appeared a
number of psychological experiments which were to play a crucial
role in the policy decisions. The most notable were the doll studies of
Kenncth and Mamie Clark (1947). They found that preschool black
children were much less likely than white children to prefer dolls of
their own race. Though this tendency tapered off among older children,
the Clarks concluded that racial awareness and identification occurred
at an carly age and that the doll choices suggested harmful and lasting
effects on black self-estcem and performance. Other studies confirmed
these carly findings (Proshansky and Newton, 1968; Porter, 1971).
Thesc studies added a psychological dymamic to explain the operation
of the vicious circle: Prejudice and segregation lead to feclings
" of inferiority and an inability to succced among the blacks; these

sustain incquality and further reinforce the initial white prej-
udice. In other words, segregation leads to scrious psychological
damage to the black child; that damage is sufficient to inhibit the kind
of adult behavior which might enable the black man to break the
circle.

How could the circle be broken? This question plagued a genera-
tion of social scientists in quest of a solution to America’s race prob-
lems. Of a number of studics appearing after the war, two which
focussed upon the effects of segregation and integration upon white
rarial attitndes had esnecial impact. The first was a section of Samuel
Stoutfer’s massive research on the American soldier during World War
I1 (1949). Stouffer found that white soldiers in combat companies
with a black platoon were far more likely to accept the idca of fighting
side by side with black soldiers than were white soldicrs in non-
integrated companies. The second was the study by Morton Deutsch
and Mary Evans Collins (1951) of interracial housing. Comparing
residents of similar backgrounds in segregated and integrated public
housing projects, they found that whites in integrated housing were
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and to have positive attitudes towards blacks in general than were
whites living in the segregated projects. Though neither of these
studics could ascertain the beliefs of these individuals prior to inte-
gration, ncither author had rcason to believe that the integrated
whites differed from the segregated whites before the former's eox-
pericnce with blacks. They concluded, therefore, that the positive
results were due to the effect of interracial contact and not to prior
positive belicf.

The culmination of this research was Gordon Allport’s influential
work, The Nature of Prejudice (1953). Using the work of Stouffcr,
Deutsch and Collins, and others, he formulated what has come to be
known as the “contact theory™:

Contacts that bring knowledge and acquaintance are likely to engender
sounder beliefs about minority groups. . . . Prejudice . . . may be reduced
by equal status contact between majority and minority groups in the pur-
suit of common goals. The effcct is greatly enhanced if this contact is
sanctioned by institutional supports (i.e., by law, custom, or local atmos-
phere), and if it is of a sort that leads to the perception of common
interests and common humanity between members of the two groups.

The clear key to breaking the vicious circle, then, was contact. By
establishing integrated environments for black and white, white prej-
udice would be reduced, discrimination would decline, and damaging
effects upon the black child’s feelings and behavior would be reduced.

While the Supreme Court based its 1954 decision upon the narrower
relationship between legally sanctioned segregation and  psycho-
logical harm, it is clear that the modus operandi by which the damage
would stop is implied by the contact theory. With the 1954 decision,
then, contact theory became an officially sanctioned policy model,
and the Southem public school systems became prime targets for its
implementation.

The Integration Policy Model: Stage II

In the eyes of the Northemer, segregation had always been a South-
em problem. The Supreme Court’s action at first reinforced this belicf,
since state-sanctioned school segregation was rare outside the South.
But events in the 1960's changed this for good. While the modem civil
rights movement began in the South, its zenith was reached in the
March on Washington in the late summer of 1963. Organized to
dramatize the failure of court action to end segregation in the South,
the March brought together 250,000 persons in the most impressive
organized protest meeting in the history of the United States, and
showed President Kennedy and the Congress the decp and massive
support for anti-discrimination legislation.

The Congress answered this appeal by passing the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, the strongest such act since the Reconstruction period. The
Act included strong sanctions against discrimination in education,
employment, housing, and voting (the last supplemented by the Vot-
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South, it also set standards that could be used against de facto segre-
gation in the North (for example, the Title VI provisions directed the
withholding of federal funds from localities which intentionally main-
tain segregated schools—and this has recently been applied to the
city of Boston). Equally important, it sct in motion a social science
study that was to have an immense impact upon public policy in the
North as well as the South. As part of the Act, the Congress commis-
sioncd the United States Office of Education to conduct a survey
“conceming the lick of cqual educational opportunities for indi-
viduals by rcason of race, color, religion, or national origin in public
educational institutions at all levels in the United States. . . .” Sociolo-
gist James Coleman was selected to head a team to design and con-
duct the survey.

The Coleman Report (1966), as it has come to be known, contained
striking evidence of the extent of school segregation not only in the
South but in all parts of the country. While the South was more
~-segregated than the North, fully 72 per cent of black first graders in
- the urban North attended predominantly black schools. The report

also confirmed onc of the basic assumptions of the Stage I model:
that black students performed poorly compared to white students.
Using results from a variety of achievement tests, Coleman reported
that throughout all regions and all grade levels, black students ranged
from two to six years behind white students in reading, verbal, and
mathematics performance. Equally, black students were shown to
have lower aspirations, lower self-cstecem about academic ability, and
" a morc fatalistic attitude about their ability to change their situation.
The Coleman study, however, also reported some findings that sur-
prisingly were not in accord with the carly model. For one thing, black
children were already ncarly as far behind white children in academic
performancc in the first grade as they were in later grades. This raised
some question about whether school policies alone could eliminate
black/white inequalitics. Adding to the significance of this finding
were the facts that black and white schools could not be shown to
differ markedly in facilitics or services, and that whatever differences
there were could not be used to explain the disparitics in black and

. white student achievement. This led Coleman to conclude that

schools bring little influence to bear on a child’s achievement that is
independent of his background and general social context; and this very
lack of an independent effect means that the inequalities imposed on
children by their home, ncighborhood, and peer environment are carried
along to become the inequalities [of their adult life].

While the findings about segregation and black/white differences
have been widely publicized and largely accepted, this concluding
aspect of Coleman’s findings has been ignored by educational policy
makers. Part of the reason may derive from the methodological con-
troversies which surrounded these findings (e.g., Bowles and Levin,
1968), but the more likely and important reason is that the implica-
tions were devastating to the rationale of the educational establish-
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‘culturally deprived; the connection between public policy and social
science does have its limitations. ‘

' We must retum to the policy makers one more time for an important
input into the final policy model. In 1965, President Johnson requested
the United States Commission on Civil Rights to conduct an investiga-
tion into the effects of de facto segregation in the nation and to make
recommendations about how it might be remedicd. He expressed
hope that the findings “may provide a basis for action not only by
the federal government but also by the states and local school boards
which bear the direct responsibility for assuring quality education.”
The Commission recommendations, in its 1967 volume entitled Racial
Isolation in the Public Schools, constitute the most comprchensive
policy statement to date on the subject of school integration; it is the
policy which is, indeed, being followed by many states and local
school boards throughout the country.

Using data from the Coleman study and several other original
. studies prepared for the Commission, the report concluded that

Negro children suffer serious harm when their education takes place in
public schools which are racially segregated, whatever the source of
such segregation may be. Negro children who attend predominantly
Negro schools do not achieve as well as other children, Negro and white.
Their aspirations are more restricted than those of other children and
they do not have as much confidence that they can influence their own
futures. When they become adults, they are less likely to participate in
the mainstream of American society, and more likely to fear, dislike, and
avoid white Americans. The conclusions drawn by the U.S. Supreme
Court about the impact upon children of segregation compelled by law—
that it “affects their hearts and minds in ways unlikely ever to be undone™
—applies to segregation not compelled by law.

To remedy this situation, the Commission recommended that the
federal government establish a uniform standard for racial balance
and provide financial assistance to states that develop programs to
mect the standard. The Commission did not recommend a precise
standard, but it did suggest that the standard be no higher than 50
per cent black in any single school. Likewise, the Commission dic not
specifically recommend that busing be the method whereby integra-
tion is accomplished. But the realities of residential segregation in
many cities throughout the nation offered little altemative to the use
of busing if these integration standards were to be attained.

his, then, became the basis for the integration policy model as

applied to public schools. While the implementation of racial
balance programs has differed from one locality to the nest, the un-
derlying rationale of all these programs is similar to that first form-
ulated by the Supreme Court and extended by the Civil Rights Com-
mission. The full policy medel may be summarized as follows: The
starting point is white prejudice consisting of stercotyped lu-lic-_fs
about black people These belicfs lead to discriminatory behavior in
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employment, housing, schooling, and social relationships in general.
Discrimination in turn leads to social and economic inequality on the
one hand, and segregation on the other hand. Inequality and segrega-
tion are mutually rcinforcing conditions, reflecting not only the judicial
doctrine that separation is inherently unequal, but also the sccial re-
ality that segregation of a deprived group can cut off channels and
networks that might be used to gain equality. Segregation and in-
cquality combine to cause psychological damage in children resulting
in lower achievement, lower aspirations, and less sclf-esteem. As
the child grows older, this damage leads, on the one hand, to further
social and economic inequalities in the form of inadequate education
and inferior jobs and, on the other hand,to black alicnation, prejudice,
and hostility towards whites. This in turn leads to increased white
prejudice (the vicious circle) and a general polarization of race rela- -
tions. Given these cause and effect relations, the climination of seg-
regation in schooling should act as a countervailing force for black
students by increasing achievement, raising aspirations, enhancing
self-esteem, reducing black/white prejudices and hostility, and en-
abling black students to find better educational and occupational
opportunities. It then follows that social and economic inequali-
ties would be lessened and the vicious circle would be bent if not
broken.

It must be stressed that this model is construed from public policy.
While many of the causal relationships assumed in the model are,
indeed, based on many years of scientific research in psychology and
~sociology, it is doubtful that any two specialists in the ficld of race

relations would agree on all of the components of the model. Be that

as it may, it is more to the point to stress that we are not setting out
to test the full model. We are specifically interested in those aspects
of the model that postulate positive effects of school integration
for black students; namely, that school integration enhances black
achievement, aspirations, self-esteem, race relations, and opportuni-
ties for higher education. We do not have data on the effccts of inte-
gration on adults, nor on the effects of other types of integration, such
as neighborhood housing, employment, and other forms. More im-
portant, the school integration programs we review here have two
“important characteristics in common that may limit generalizability.

First, they are examples of “induced” integration as opposed to

“natural” integration. Induced integration is brought about by the

decision of a state or local agency to initiate a school integration pro-

gram (sometimes voluntary, sometimes mandatory ), rather than by

Uic natuaal” process whercby a black family makes an individual

decision to relocate in a predominantly white community. Second,

all of these programs have had to use varying amounts of busing to
accomplish integration. This makes it difficult to separate out the
potential effects of busing, if any, from the integration experience
per sc. In other words, we will be assessing the effects of induced
school integration via busing, and not nccessarily the effects of inte-
gration brought about by the voluntary actions of individual families
that move to integrated neighborhoods. This is a more limited focus,



66

is precisely the policy model that has been followed (or is being con-
sidered) in many communities throughout the country.

The Data

Many of the c'ties which desegregated their schools to achieve a
racial balance hzve conducted rescarch programs to cvaluate the
outcomes of desegregation. It is from these studies that we can derive
data to test the school and busing hypotheses stemming from the
integration policy model. Since the evaluations were conducted in-
dependently, the variables studied and the research designs differ
from one study to the next, and the quality of the research and the
reports varies considerably. Accordingly, we have been sclective in
choosing studies to include in our analysis. Our choices have been
guided by two considerations: 1) A study must employ a longitudinal
time-span design, with the same tests administered at different times
during the integration experience so that actual changes can be
assessed; and 2) a study must have a control group for comparison
with integrated black students. The ideal control group, of course,
would consist of black students who are identical to the integrated
students in every way except for the integration experience. Since
such studies are rare, an “adequate” control group for our present
purposes is either a group of non-bused black students who are
reasonably comparable to the bused black students, or a group
of white students in the same school as the bused black students.
In the latter case, the cffects of integration are revealed in the
changes in the black/white differential for the measure in ques-
tion.?

The data we will use can be classified into two parts. The first part
consists of findings from a study of Boston’s METCO program, for
whose research design, execution, and analysis we are partly respon-
sible (Walberg, 1969; Armor and Genova, 1970).* The data are more
complete and offer a more thoroughgoing test of the policy model
than many other studies we have seen. The METCO program buses
black students of all age levels from Boston to predominantly white
middle-class schools in the suburbs. Approximately 1500 black stu-
dents and 28 suburban communitics have participated since the
program began in 1966; the study from which our data will be taken
covers the period from October 1968 to May 1970. The study used
a longitudinal design that called for achievement testing for all stu-
dents and a questionnaire for the junior and ‘senior high students in
three waves: the first at the beginning of the school year in October
1968; a second in May 1969; and a third in May 1970. (For a variety
of reasons, the achievement testing was not done for the third
wave.) The questionnaire covered several areas, including aca-
demic performance, aspirations and self-concept, relations with
and attitudes toward white students, and attitudés toward the
program,

The METCO study also included a small control group consisting
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The fact that the siblings were from the same families as the bused
students means that there is an automatic control for social class and
other tangible and intangible family factors, Since the high applica-
tion rate usually prevented the busing program from taking more
than one applicant per family, we had reason to believe that the con-
trol students would not differ substantially from the bused stu-
dents along the important dimensions of ability, aspirations, and
so forth. This belief is confirmed by the findings presented in the
next scction,

In addition to the data for black students, there are also data from
a single cross-sectional study done in the spring of 1969 to assess the
impact of the program on white sophomores in cight of the subur-
ban schools (Uscem, 1971 and 1972). We will cite some of the find-
ings from the Uscem study whenever such comparisons scem rele-
vant.

_ The second part of the data comes largely from reports on integra- .
“tion programs in four other Northem cities throughout the country.
In 1964, White Plains, New York, closed down one racially imbal-
anced inner-city clementary school and began busing the children
to predominantly white inner-city schools; the study we cite covers
a two-year period from 1964 to 1966 (White Plains Public Schools,
1967). In Amn Arbor, Michigan, there was a similar pattem: A
racially imbalanced clementary school was closed in 1965 and the
students were bused to predominantly white schools; the study covers
a one-year period with a three-year follow-up (Carrigan, 1969). A
program in Riverside, California, followed a graduated program of
closing its racially imbalanced clementary schools and integrating
its predominantly white schools; the program began in 1965 and the
study covers a five-year period ( Purl and Dawson, 1970; Gerard and
Miller, 1971). The fourth program, Project Concern, is similar to
METCO. Elementary school children from two inner cities (Hart-
ford and New Haven, Connecticut) are bused to suburban schools

" in surrounding towns; this program began in 1966—the studies
sclected cover two years for Hartford (Mahan, 1968) and one year
for New Haven (Clinton, 1969). In addition to these five major
studics, we will also refer at certain points to studies of other inte-
gration programs that seem relevant. One such study is an cvaluation
of A Better Chance (ABC), a program which places high-ability
black students in white preparatory schools in the Northeast ( Perry,
1972).. This evaluation research used techniques and instruments
similar to those used in the METCO study; therefore comparisons
Wiae ADC siay Le mure valid than comparisons with some of the
other studies.

To test the integration policy modcel we can group our findings
under five major headings—the cffects of busing and integration on:
(1) academic achievement; (2) aspirations; (3) sclf-concept; (4)
race relations; and (5) educational opportunities. In addition, we
will examine a sixth area, program support. In each case, we shall
compare bused students with the control groups to assess those
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' The Findings: Achievement

Nonc of the studies were able to demonstrate conclusively that
integration has had an cffect on academic achievement as measured
by standardized tests. Given the results of the Coleman study and
other evaluations of remedial programs (c.g., Head Start), many
experts may not be surprised at this finding. To date there is no
published report of any strictly educational reform which has been
proven substantially to affect academic achievement; school integra-
tion programs are no exception.

The changes in reading achievement for elementary and secondary
students in the METCO program are shown in Figures 1 and 2.° For
the elementary students, the grade-equivalent gains for bused third
and fourth graders after one year are somewhat greater than those
for the control group (.4 to .3), but this is not a statistically significant
difference. For grades 5 and 6 the situation is reversed: the control
group outgained the bused group (.7 and .5), but again the differ-
ence is not significant. We can see that the control group is somewhat
higher initially for both grade levels, but this difference, too, is not
significant.* : .

In the case of high school students, the bused group scores some-
what higher than the control groups initially (but not significantly
s0).” Nonctheless, the gain scores present no particular pattern. While
the bused junior high students increased their grade-cquivalent score
from 7.5 to 7.7, the control group improved from 7.4 to 7.5; the bused
gain is not significantly diffcrent from that for the control group, For
senior high students the effect is reversed; the control students gain
more than the bused students (9 percentile points compared to 4
points), but again the gains are not statistically significant for either
group.

The results for reading achicvement are substantially repeated in
a test of arithmetic skills; the bused students showed no significant
gains in arithmetic skills compared to the control group, and there
were no particular patterns in evidence,

The White Plains, Ann Arbor, and Riverside studies also found no
significant changes in achicvement level for bused students in the
elementary grades when comparisons were made with control groups.
Although the White Plains report did show some achievement gains
among the bused students, these were not significantly different,
statistically, from gain scores of inner-city black students in 1960.
Morcover, when comparisons were made with white students in the
integrated schools, the black/white achievement gap did not diminish
during the period of the study. The Ann Arbor study compared bused
black student gains to white gains and to black student gains in a
half-black school.® The bused students did not gain significantly
more than the black control group, nor did their gains diminish the
black/white gap in the integrated schools. On the contrary, a follow-
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up done three years later showed that the integrated black students
were cven further behind the white students than before the integra-
tion project began.® The Riverside study compared minority students
(black and Mexican-American) who had been integrated for differ-
ing number of ycars with the city-wide mean (which consisted of
about 85 per cent white students). The minority/white gap had
not diminished for fourth graders who had been integrated since
kindergarten; the gap in 1970 was as great as it was in 1965 when
the program began (Purl and Dawson, 1971). Similar results oc-
curred for minority pupils at other grade levels with differing num.
bers of years in the integration program.

Studies in the fifth program, Project Concern, showed mixed re-
sults. A study of the Hartford students compared bused black stu-
dents who received special supportive assistance with non-bused
inner-city black students (Mahan, 1968). (Although two separate
one~year periods were covered, problems with missing data allow
valid comparisons for only one full academic year, fall 1967 to spring
1968 ). The bused students showed significant 1Q gains only in grades
two and three; the gains in kindergarten and grades one, four, and
five were cither insignificant or, in two cases, favored the control
group. In a study of New Haven students, second and third grade
students were randomly assigned to bused and non-bused conditions
and were given reading, language, and arithmetic tests in October
1967 (when the busing began) and again in April 1968 . ( Clinton,
1969). Of the six comparisons possible (three tests and two grades),

~only two showed significant diffcrences favoring the bused students.®

While none of these studies are flawless, their consistency is strik-
ing. Moreover, their results are not so different from the results of
the massive cross-sectional studics. An extensive reanalysis of the
Coleman data showed that even without controlling for social class
factors, “naturally” integrated (i.e., non-bused) black sixth-grade
groups were still one and one-half standard deviations behind white
groups in the same schools, compared to a national gap of two
standard deviations (Armor, 1972). This means that, assuming the
Coleman data to be correct, the best that integration could do would

_ be to move the average black group from the 2nd percentile to the
Tth percentile (on the white scale, where the average white group is
at the 50th percentile). But the social class differences of integrated
black students in the Coleman study could easily explain a good deal
of even this small gain. Other investigators, after examining a num-
ber of studies, have come to similar conclusions (St. John, 1970).

While there are no important gains for the METCO group in
standardized test scores, there were some important differences in
school grades (Sce Fig. 3). Even though the bused secondary school
students have somewhat higher test scores than the control group,
the bused group was about half a grade-point behind the control
group in 1969, and the bused students dropped even further behind.
by 1970."* The average control student is able to maintain a grade
average at above a B— level in the central city, while the average
bused student in the suburbs is just above a C average. Although it is
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average white student academic grade average (i.c., excluding non.
academic courses—an exclusion not made for the black students) at
about 2.45, or between a B— and C+- average.

Again, if we take into account the Coleman findings, we should
not be too surprised. Since black students of the same age are, on
average, behind white students in all parts of the country with respect
to academic achicvement, we should expect their grades to fall when
they are taken from the competition in an all-black school to the com-
petition in a predominantly white school. In addition, the bused stu-
dents may not be adequately prepared for this competition, at least
in }:ctms of the higher standards that may be applied in the subwrban
schools.

Aspiration and Seclf-concept

In the METCO study we found that there were no increases in
educational or occupational aspiration levels for bused students (sece
Figs. 4 and 5); on the contrary, there was a significant decline for
the bused students, from 74 per cent wanting a college degree in
1968 to 60 per cent by May 1970. The control panel actually increased

its college aspirations over the same period, but this is probably not
a meaningful finding. (The cross-sectional data show a slight decline
for the control group in 1970; this cautions us about our interprota-
tion).

At the very least, we can conclude that the bused students do not
improve their aspirations for college. The same is true for oceupa-
tional aspirations, and in this case both the bused students and the
controls show a similar pattern. We should point out, however, that
the initial aspiration levels are already very high; Coleman found
that only 54 per cent of white twelfth graders in the urban North
aspired to college, and 53 per cent expected a professional or tech-
nical occupation. Therefore, even the slight decline we have found
still leaves the bused students with relatively high aspirations com-
pared to a regional norm. Moreover, when achievement is taken
into account, black students actually have higher aspirations than
white students at similar levels of achievement (Armor, 1967; Wil-
son, 1967). In this respect, some educators have hypothesized that
integration has a positive cflect in lowering aspirations to more realis-
tic levels; of course, others would argue that any lowering of aspira-
tions is undesirable. However, we shall see in a later section that the
METCO students were more likely to start college than the control
group.

Since the other cities in our review included only clementary stu-
dents, they do not provide data on regular educational or occupa-
tional aspirations.’? But two of the studies did examine a concept

. closely related to aspirations—“motivation for achievement.” The
findings of the Ann Arbor and Riverside studics corroborate the pat-
tem of high aspirations for black children in both the pre- and post-
integration periods. In addition, the Ann Arbor rescarchers concluded
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that'the overly high aspiration of black boys may have been lowered
by the integration experienice. The Riverside study, on the other
hand, concluded that there were 1o significant changes in achiceve-
ment motivation,

In the METCO study we also found some important differences
with respect to academic sclf-concept (Fig. 6). The students were
asked to rate how bright they were in comparison to their classmates.
While there were some changes in both the bused and control groups,
the important differences are the gaps between the bused students
and controls at cach time period. The smallest difference is 1S per-
centage points in 1970 (11 points for the full cross-section ), with the
control students having the higher academic self-concept. Again, this
finding makes sense if we recall that the academic performance of
the bused students falls considerably when they move from the black
community to the white suburbs. In rating their intellectual ability,
the bused students may simply be reflecting the harder competition
in siburban schools.

Both the Ann Arbor and Riverside studies made much more ex-
tensive inquiry into the rcalm of self-esteem of black children, al-
though there were no directly comparable data for our academic
self-concept measure. The Riverside study did report that, in a special
test, minority children (black and Mexican-American) tended to
choose white students more often than black students as “the [ones]
with good grades.” While we will not go into detail on the many
other measures used in these studies, we can summarize their findings
bricfly as follows: 1) Minority children do tend to have lower sclf-
esteem before integration, particularly in the later elementary grades;
and 2) integration doces not seem to affect the sclf-esteem measures
in any clearly consistent or significant way.

Race Relations

One of the central sociological hypotheses in the integration policy
model is that integration should reduce racial stereotypes, increase
tolerance, and generally improve race relations. Needless to say, we
were quite surprised when our data failed to verify this axiom. Our
surprise was increased substantially when we discovered that, in fact,
the converse appears to be true. The data suggest that, under the
circumstances obtaining in these studies, integration heightens racial
identity and consciousness, enhances ideologies that promote racial
segregation, and reduces opportunities for actual contact between
the races.

There are scveral indicators from the METCO study that point to°
these conclusions. The question which speaks most directly to the
50 per cent racial balance standard suggested by the Civil Rights
Commission asked: “If you could be in any school you wanted, how
many students would be white?” Figure 7 reports the percentage
which responded in favor of 50 per cent or fewer white students.
While both the control and the buscd students started out fairly close
togcether in 1968 (47 per cent and 51 per cent, respectively), two
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school years later the bused students were 15 percentage points more
in favor of attending non-white schools than the controls (81 per cont
compared to 66 per cent), although the differential change is not
statistically significant. The changes for the controls (both the panel
and the full cross-scctions) indicate that the black community as a
whole may be changing its attitudes toward school integration, but
the bused students appear to be changing at a more rapid rate,
Ironically, just as white America has finally accepted the idea of
school integration (Greeley and Sheatsley, 1971), blacks who begin
experiencing it may want to reject it.

That these changes reflect ideological shifts is supported by Figures
8 and 9. The bused students are much more likely to support the idea
of black power than the contiol students, going from a ditference of
11 points in 1969 to 36 points in 1970. We were also able to construct
a Separatist Idcology Index from responses to a serics of statements
about black/white relations (e.g., 1. “Most black people should live
and work in black areas, and most whites should live and work in
white arcas.” 2. “Black and white persons should not intermarry.”)
The scores range from 0 (anti-separatist) to 4 ( pro-separatist). From
1968 to 1970 the control group barely changes, increasing from 1.4
to 1.5. The bused group, however, changed from 1.4 to 1.8—a sta-
tistically significant change of about one half a standard deviation,
This is the clearest indication in our data that integration heightens
black racial consciousness and solidarity.

The changes do not appear to be in ideology alone. From 1969 to
1970 the bused students reported less friendliness from whites, more
free time spent with members of their own race, more incidents of
prejudice, and less frequent dating with white students (Fig. 10).
In other words, the longer the contact with whites, the fewer the
kinds of interracial experiences that might lead to a general improve-
ment in racial tolerance.

To what extent might these changes be a result of negative ex-
periences with white students in the schools? We do not doubt that
there has been considerable hostility shown by certain groups of
white students. Nonetheless, although the evidence is not complete,
what we have indicates that the white students themselves were
negatively affected by the contact. Support for the busing program
was generally high among white sophomores in the cight high schools
studied, especially among middle-class students in the college prepa.
ratory tracks (Uscem, 1972). For example, 46 per cent of all students
were “very favorable” to METCO (only 11 per cént were “not favor-
able”); 73 per cent felt METCO should be continued; and 52 per
cent agreed that there should be more METCO students (20 per cent
disagreed and 27 per cent were not sure). But those students who
had dircct classroom contact with bused black students showed less
support for the busing program than those without dircet contact.
In fact, the kind of students who were generally the niost supportive
—the middle-class, kigh-achieving students—showed the largest de-
cline in support as & result of contact with bused black students,
This finding is based on cross-sectional data and does not indicate
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a change over time, but it is suggestive of the possibility that a gen-
eral polarization has occurred for both racial groups.

The data from the Ann Arbor and Riverside studies give some
support to these findings, although again there were no directly
comparable mcasures. Morcover, it is unlikely that the concept of
idcology is relevant to elementary students. The Ann Arbor study
included a sociometric test, whereby children could indicate how
much they liked cach classmate. Black students at all grade levels
suffered a loss of peer status when they switched from a segregated
to an integrated school, although the results were statistically sig-
nificant only for second and third grade girls and fourth and fifth
grade boys. That is, these black children were liked less by their new
white peers than by their previously all-black peers. Also, the level
of acceptance was considerably lower for black students than for
white students. On the other hand, the black students tended to be
more positive about their white peers after integration than they
were about their black peers before integration, although the changes
are not statistically significant.

The Riverside data r-ore clearly support the conclusion that in-
tegration heightens racial identity and solidarity. Data from a test in
which.children rate pictures of faces portraying various ethnic and
racial groups showed that fewer cross-racial choices were made
after integration than before integration. For example, one rating
task required that the children choose the face that they would “most
like for a friend.” Both black and white children tended to choose
their own race to a greater extent after one year of integration than
before integration (Gerard and Miller, 1971). The Riverside study
also concluded that these effects were stronger with increasing age;
that is, the cross-racial choices declined more in the later grades than
in the earlier grades. ‘

To avoid any misinterpretation of these findings, we should caution
that the measures discussed here do not necessarily indicate increased
overt racial hostility or conllict. This may occur to some extent in
many busing programs, but our impression based on the METCO
program is that overt racial incidents initiated by black or white stu-
dents are infrequent. The polarization that we are describing, and
that our instruments assess, is characterized by ideological solidarity
and behavioral withdrawal. Our inferences pertain to a lack of racial
togethemess rather than to explicit racial confrontations or violence,
While it is conceivable that a conncction may exist between these
ideological shifts and open racial conflicts, such a connection is not
established by the studies reviewed.

There are two other qualifications we must place on the interpre-
tation of these data. First, as of 1970 the majority of the bused METCO
students still supported general integration ideology. Only 40 per cent
of the METCO students would ideally prefer schools with a major- .
ity of black students (compared to 28 per cent of the controls); 60
per cent of METCO students believe that “once you really get to
know a white person, they can be as good a friend as anyone clse”
(compared to 78 per cent of the controls); and 58 per cent of



63

.METCO students do not agree that “most black pcople should live

and work in black areas, and most whites should live and work in
white arcas” (compared to 71 per cent of the control students).,

The main point we are making is that the integration policy model
predicts that integration should cause these sentiments to increase,
while the evidence shows they actually decrease, leaving the bused
students more opposed to integration than the non-bused students,
Only further rescarch can determine whether this trend will continue
until the majority of bused students shifts to a general anti-integra-
tion idcology.

Second, group averages tend to obscure important differences be-
tween individual students. While we do not deny the existence of
racial tension and conflict for some students, other students and fami-
lies (both black and white) have had very meaningful relationships
with one another, relationships made possible only through the bus-
ing program. It is very diflicult, indeed, to weigh abjectively the
balance of benefit and harm for the group as a whole. The main point
to be made is that a change in a group average does not necessarily
reflect a change in every individual group member.

Long-term Educational Effects

In view of the fact that most of the short-term measures do not
conclusively demonstrate positive effects of busing in the arca of
achievement, aspirations, self-concept, and race relations, it becomes
even more important to consider possible longer-term changes that
may relate to eventual socio-cconomic parity between blacks and
whites. Since no busing program has been in operation for more than
seven years or so, this arca, obviously, has not been studied exten-
sively. There are, however, some preliminary findings on long-term
educational cffects. Specifically, two studies havé investigated the
effects of integration on college attendance, and some tentative con-
clusions have emerged.

Seniors from the 1970 graduating class in the METCO program,
as well as the seniors in the 1970 control group, formed samples for
a follow-up telephone interview in the spring of 1972. Approsimately
two thirds of both groups were contacted, resulting in college data
for 32 bused students and 16 control group students. The results of
the follow-up are striking and they are summarized in Figure 11,
The bused students were very much more likely to start college than
the control group (84 per cent comparcd to 58 per cent), but by the
end of the sccond year the bused students rescinbled the control group
(59 per cent compared to 58 per cent). In other words, the METCO
program seems to have had a dramatic cffect upon the impetus for
college, and many more of the bused students actually started some
form of higher education. But the bused drop-out rate was also sub-
stantially higher, so that towards the end of the sophomore year the
bused students were not much more likely to be enrolled full-time
in college than the control group.

In spite of this higher drop-out rate, the bused students were still
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enrolled in what are generally considered higher-quality institutions.
That, is, 56 per cent of the bused students were in regular four-year
colleges, compared to 38 per cent for the control group. An even
greater difference was found for those enrolled in full universities
(which include a graduate school). The figures are 47 per cent and
12 per cent for bused and control students, respectively.

Similar findings emerged from a special college follow-up study
of the ABC program (Perry, 1972). A group of ABC students were
matched with a control group of high-ability black students not in
the ABC program. Since ABC is a highly selective program, the
matching was carricd out so that the ABC and control groups had
very similar family backgrounds, socio-economic status, and achieve-
ment levels. Approximately 40 matched pairs were followed until
their first year of college (academic year 1971-72). All of the ABC
students entered college, wherceas only half of the control aroup did
so. While it is too carly to assess differential drop-out rates, it is very
clear from the data that even if half of the ABC students drop out
of college, the quality of colleges attended by the ABC students is
considerably higher than those attended by the control group. Of the
matched pairs attending college, two thirds of the ABC students
attended higher-quality institutions.

Ncither of these studics is large enough, of course, to draw any
definite conclusions. But there does seem to be some strong evidence
that middle-class suburban or prep schools have an important “chan-
neling” effect not found in black schools. The effect is probably due
to betterr counsceling and better contacts with college recruiting of-
ficers. Whatever the reason, black students attending such schools
may have doors opened for them that are closed to students attend-
ing predominantly black schools. Given the lack of positive effects in
other arcas, these findings may have great significance for future bus-
ing programs, and further research is urgently needed.

Program Support

Although it is not explicitly part of the integration policy model
we are testing, it scems appropriate to consider the extent of the
support for the busing program among the students and communi-
ties involved. As might be cexpected from the changes already de-
scribed, there was a general decline in the enthusiasm for the METCO
program over time, with the bused students showing greater changes
than the controls: 80 per cent of the bused group said they were “very
favorable” to the progrium in 1968, compared to 50 per cent by 1970.
Yet we cannot infer from this alone that there is a decline in support
for the program. The drop-out rate in the METCO program is al-
most non-cxistent in spite of some of the changes we have reported.
The families involved in the program appear to feel that their chil-
dren will get a better education in the suburbs in spite of the incon-
venience and the problems. Our data indicated that the most im-
portant reason cited by the bused students for being in the busing
program was to receive “a better education.” Morcover, this did not
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change as much as many of our other indicators from 1969 to 1970;
88 per cent said this was a “very important” reason in 1969, and S1
per cent indicated the same in 1970. Very few reported that “getting
out of the city” or “more contact with whites” were important rea-
sons for being in the program.

In other words, the justification of the program in the black com.
munity has little to do with the contact-prejudice components of the
policy model; instead, busing is scen in the context of enlarging
educational opportunities for the black students.

We do not have much systematic data from the white receiving
schools other than those cited carlier (i.c., a sample of white soph-
omore students was generally supportive of the program in 1969).
It is our impression, however, that most of the 28 communitices that
reccive METCO students are enthusiastic about the program, and
only a few communitics have tumed down the opportunity to par-
ticipate. The other programs reviewed reccive moderate to strong
support from the community and participants. In Project Coneern
the drop-out rate was only 10 per cent, half of which was due to the
program directors’ initiative in withdrawing students. After two years
of urban-to-suburban busing, nine additional suburban towns chose
to participate and over 1,000 additional elementary school children
were bused to suburban schools. In White Plains both black and white
parents expressed more positive than negative attitudes about inte-
gration, although black parents were more favorable to the program
than white parents after two years of desegregation. In Ann Arbor
the black parents felt more positive toward the program after one year
of desegregated schooling, but the children were slightly less positive
than they were prior to the integration experience. In both groups,
however, support was high; only 20 per cent of each group expressed
negative attitudes toward the program.

We must conclude that the busing programs we have reviewed
secm to have considerable support from both the black and white

- communities. In most cases, black parents were highly supportive of
the various busing programs. Like the students in our own study,
black parents stressed quality education as the most important bene-
fit of such programs, whereas white parents in recciving schools
tended to stress the experience of coming into contact with other
races. We must point out, however, that none of the programs re-
viewed involved mandatory busing of white students into black com-
munities; citics facing this situation might present a very different
picture of white support. Morcover, it is unlikely that many in the
black community have seen the data on achicvement reported here;
much black support may be based upon premises regarding academic
gain which our findings call into question. Whether or not black sup-
port will be affected by such findings remains to be seen.

Social Class and Other Background Factors

Most of the data we have presented so far summarize the cffects
of busing on all students considered as a single group. A question
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might be raised about whether these effects (or lack of same) are
consistent for all students regardless of their background. In particu-
lar, it might be hypothesized that social class differences between
black and white students can explain the changes (or lack of changes)
we have reported. We shall briefly indicate the major trends for stu-
dents of differing social cluss and other characteristics, such as sex
and age level. -

It is difficult to separate race and social class, since black families
as a group tend to be lower than white families on most socio-eco-
nomic measures. To the cxtent that the distinction can be made, how-
ever, no uniquely social class factors have been reported that would
contradict the findings presented so far. The Riverside study selected
a group of white students whose social class scores were less than or
equal to the minority students; achievement test scores of the black
students” were still significantly lower than the low-SES white
students (although the original difference was diminished somewhat;
Gerard and Miller, 1971). For the METCO data, special analyses

" were made of the race relations changes among bused students who

were children of blue-collar as compared to white-collar workers; no
significant differences emerged. What small changes there ‘were
usually revealed that the black students from white-collar families

. changed more (in a negative direction) than those from blue-collar

families.

There is also the possibility that, contrary to the assumptions be-
hind many school integration programs, some of the predominantly
white schools to which black students are sent are in fact worse than
the inner-city black schools. In the METCO study there were no
data to examine this issuc in detail, but it is our impression that per-
haps only one or two suburbs would approximate the inner-city
socio-cconomic level. In any event, while there were some differences
from one town to another in the absolute levels of the various mea-
sures, there were no important variations in the changes over time
that appeared to be related to any socio-economic differences in the
communitics.

With the exception of achicvement test scores, there was some
sex and age diffcrential on various measures both before and after
integration; but there were no important differences in the relative
changes in these groups duc to integration. That is, in METCO we
found that girls generally had a more difficult time adjusting to the
program (reflected in lower program support, stronger separatist
ideology, and less contact with white students ). There seemed to be
some important differences in cross-sex, cross-race relationships,
which were better between black boys and white girls than between
white boys and black girls. This situation secins to have left some
black girls with resentful feclings over white girls “stealing their
men.” But the amount of interracial contact was small for both
groups, and, more important, the changes in our race relations mea-
sures for bused students were about the same for both boys and girls.
A similar finding emerged for age levels. Younger students were
somewhat more supportive of the program and were more positive .
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on the various racc relations measures than older students, but the
degree and dircction of change were siwmilar for all ages. This was
true for the METCO sccondary school data as well as the Riverside
elementary school data.

In sum, while there were some over-all differences according to
the sex and age levels of students in busing programs, the effects of
busing on changes (if any) in achievement and attitudes tended to

be uniform for all groups.

t scems clear from the studics of integration programs we have re-
viewed that four of the five major premises of the integration
policy model are not supported by the data, at least over the one-
to five-ycar periods covered by various reports. While this does not
deny the possibility of longer-tenm effects or effects on student char-
acteristics other than those measured, it does mean that the model is
open to serious question. ‘

The integration policy model predicted that achievement should
improve as black students are moved from segregated schools to
integrated schools. This prediction was based in part upon the classi-
cal works of Kenneth Clark and others which argue that, because of
segregation, black students have lower regard for themselves. It was
also based in part upon reanalyses of the Coleman data which
showed that black students achieve less than white students, but
that black students in integrated schools achieve more than black .
students in segregated schools. But four of the five studies we re- .
viewed (as well as the Berkeley and Evanston data discussed in
footnote 4) showed no significant gains in achievement scores; the
other study had mixed results. Our own analyses of the Coleman data
were consistent with these findings (see Armor, 1972).

Although there were no gains in general standardized achievement
scores that we might attribute to integration, neither were there any
losses for black or white students. Unfortunately, we cannot say the
same about academic grades of black students. The grades of the
METCO sccondary students in suburban schools dropped consider-
ably. We did not measure the bused students’ grades before they
entered the program, but the fact that their test scores are somewhat
higher than the control group's offers substantial evidence that this
difference does represent a change. Along with this change we ob-
served a difference in academic self-concept that scems to indicate
that the bused students are aware that they are experiencing more
difficult competition in the suburbs. While we might cxpect this
result if we bclieve the Coleman finding of black/white achievement
differences, it does not mean there is no problem. It is possible that
there are psychological conscquences of this increased competition
that may be harmful to black children. Being moved from an en-
vironment where they are above average to one in which they are
average or below may be frustrating and discouraging. It might be
one of the rcasons why the bused black students have become less
supportive of the program and more supportive of black separatism.

We tested this latter possibility by examining the relationship
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between support for the Black Panthers and academic grades in our
1970 sample from METCO (sce Fig. 12). Consistent with our find-
ings, the bused students are more favorable to the Panthers than
the control group. But among the bused students we find that the
METCO group which has college aspirations but which has a C
average or below stands out clearly as more pro-Panther than the
other groups. In other words, the increased militancy and anti-in-
tegration sentiments among the bused students may arise partly
from the fact that their aspirations remain at a very high level even
though their performance declines to the point where they may
question their ability to compete with whites at the college level. The
fact that this group is proportionally a large one (about 25 per cent
of the total bused group compared to 13 per cent for the analogous
control group) may be an indication of a potentially serious problem.

The integration policy model predicted that integration should
" raise black aspirations. Again, our studies reveal no evidence for such
an‘effect. Unlike poor achicvement, however, low aspirations do not
appear to be much of a problem. The black students in our busing
program seem to have aspirations as high as or higher than white
students. If anything, given their academic records in high school,
these aspirations may be unrealistic for some students. The emphasis
on equality of educational opportunity may be pushing into college
many black students whose interests and abilities do not warrant it.
The fact that only half of the 1970 METCO scniors are still enrolled
in four-year colleges (after over 80 per cent had started) may at-
test to this possibility.

The integration policy model predicted that race relations should
improve as the result of interracial contact provided by integration
programs. In this regard the effect of integration programs seems
the opposite of that predicted. It appears that integration increases
racial identity and solidarity over the short run and, at least in the
case of bLlack students, leads to increasing desires for separatism.
These effects are observed for a variety of indicators: attitudes about
integration and black power; attitudes towards whites; and contact
with whites. The trends are clearest for older students (vacticularly
the METCO high school students), but similar indications are present
in the elementary school studics as well. This pattern holds true for
whites also, insofar as their support for the integration program de-
creases and their own-race preferences increase as contact increases.

It is this set of findings that surprised us most. Although many re-
cent studics have questioned the meaning of black/white differ-
ences in achievement and aspirations, to our knowledge there have
been no research findings which challenged the contact theory. The
idea that familiarity lessens contempt has been a major feature of
liberal thought in the westem world, and its applicability to racial
prejudice has been supported for at least two decades of social sci-
ence rescarch. It may be true that, under certain conditions, greater
contact will lead to a reduction of prejudicial feelings among racial
or ethnic groups. But the induced integration of black and white
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students as it is being carricd out in schools today does not fulfill
the conditions.

In all faimess to the Allport contact theory, it must be said that he
placed many qualifications upon it. One major qualification was that
the contact must be made under equal-status conditions. Many be-
havioral scicntists might assume that an integration program pre-
sumes cquality of status, at least in the formal sense that all races
are treated cqually and have equal access to educational resources.
But there is another way to look at status. Integrating black and
white students does very little, in the short term, to climinate the
socio-economic and academic status differentials between black and
white students that exist before integration. Therefore, we have to
question whether integration programs for black and white children
fulfill the equal-status conditions as long as socio-cconomic and
academic inequalities are not climinated. Allport wamned that con-
tact under the wrong conditions can reinforce stercotyped beliefs
rather than reduce them; this may be occurring in our current inte-
gration programs. In other words, the social class differences between
blacks and whites—the differences that integration programs are
supposed to eliminate eventually—may heighten the sense of black
identity and solidarity, leading to an increasing opposition to inte-
gration.

What Allport did not say, but what his emphasis on cqual-status
conditions may imply, is that contact between two groups with strong
initial prejudices may increase prejudice to the extent that sterco-
types are reflected by actual group differences. For black students,
initial stercotypes about white students as snobbish, intellectual, and
“straight” may be partially confirmed by actual experience; the same
may be truc for white stercotypes of black students as non-intellec-
tual, hostile, and having different values. We might make the same
observations about some of the other cthnic and religious conflicts
we see in the world today, particularly the Protestant-Catholic con-
flict in Northem Ireland and the Isracli-Arab battles in the Middle
East. It is certainly true in these cases that the amount of contact
has not lessened the hostilities; it seems to have heightened them to
dangerous levels in the first place.

hiy has the integration policy model failed to he supported by

the evidence on four out of five counts? How can a sct of al-
most axiomatic relationships, supported by years of social science
research, be so far off the mark? Part of the réason may be that the
policy model has failed to taken into account some of the conditions
that must be placed upon contact theory; but we believe that there
may be other reasons as well having to do with (1) inadequate re-
search designs, (2) induced versus “natural” factors, and (3) chang-
ing conditions in the black cultural climate.

Most of the methodological procedures which have been used to
develop various components of the integration policy model are not
adcequate. The single most important limitation is that they have
been cross-sectioral desiuns. That is, the studics have measured
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aspects of achievement or race rclations at a single point in time,
with causal inferences being drawn from comparisons of integrated
groups with scgregated groups. Such inferences are risky at best,
since the cross-sectional design cannot control for sclf-sclection
factors. For example, the Coleman study showed that integrated
black students had slightly higher achievement than segregated
students, but it is more than likely that families of higher-achieving
students move to integrated ncighborhoods in the first place (for
reasons of social class or other issues involving opportunity). Thus
the causc-and-cffect relationship may be the opposite to that sug-
gested by the U.S. Civil Rights Commission report. In the Deutsch
and Collins housing study, which found that integrated whites were
more tolcrant of blacks than segregated whites, it is possible that self-
selectian factors were operating which led the more tolerant white
persons to choose the integrated housing project in the first place.
It is fair to say that none of the studics before the ones we have
reviewed had an opportunity to study the effects of large-scale
induced integration over a reasonable period of time. Yet this is the
only way the cffects of integration can be sorted out from differences
which may originally exist between any two groups of persons.

The sccond reason for our findings in the race relations realm may
have to do with the relatively contrived nature of current school in-
tegration programs. In all of the programs reviewed, the integration
has been induced by the actions of state or local agencies; it has not
occurred in a more natural way through individual voluntary actions.
The use of busing, the relatively instantancous transition from an
all-black to an all-white environment, the fact of being part of a read-
ily identifiable group in a new and strange setting, may all combine
to enhance racial solidarity and increase separatist tendencies for
black students. (We might find a very different picture for black
families that move into predominantly white neighborhoods and al-
low their children some time to adjust to the new environment.) On
the other hand, this set of mechanisms would not explain why white
student attitudes in the receiving schools also tended to become less
favorable to black students, as shown in the Ann Arbor, Riverside,
and METCO studies. Moreover, these mechanisms—if they are, in
fact, operating—do not invalidatc our evaluation of those current
policies that focus preciscly on induced school integration,

he final major rcason why the integration policy model may fail

is that the racial climate has changed drastically in the years since
the Allport work and the Supreme Court decision. The most note-
worthy change, of course, has been in the attitudes of black people.
Although the majority of blacks may still endorse the concept of
integration, many younger black lcaders deemphiasize integration as
a major goal. Black identity, black control, and black equality are
scen as the real issues, and integration is regarded as important only
insofar as it advances these primary goals, Some black leaders, albeit
the more militant ones, feel that integration might actually defeat
attainment of these goals by dispersing the more talented blacks
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throughout the white community and thercby diluting their power
potential. Integration is also scen as having white paternalistic over-
tones and as the means whereby the white man allays his guilty
conscience while ignoring reform on the really important issucs.
Given these sentiments, school integration programs are scen by
blacks not as a fulfilliment of the goal of joining white socicty, but
only as a means of obtaining better educational opportunities, which :
would ultimately lead to a more competitive position in the occupa-
tional and economic market.

Integrated schools per se are not the real issue; if schools in the
black community provided education of the same quality as those in
white communitics, blacks would not be so interested in busing pro-
grams. In fact, when we asked students in the METCO program this
question, almost 75 per cent said they would prefer to attend their
own community school if it were as good as the suburban schools. Of
course, it is by no means clear that the suburban schools actually
olfer better education. Any improvement in facilitics or teacher
quality (the ultimate importance of which is called into question by
the Coleman report) may be counteracted, as our data show, by
stiffer competition and a more hostile and unfriendly student atmos-
phere. Black leaders who view school integration only as a means to-
better opportunity must take these other factors into account.

In the context of these new black attitudes, the Allport model may
not be applicable, and contact with white students provided by in-
duced school integration may enhance idecological tendencices towards
separatism. The reality of contact secems to sensitize black students
to the heightened racial identity and separatism that has been grow-
ing in the black community since the late 1960's. The cxplanation
may be, in part, that the large socio-cconomic differences between
black and white students are fully recognized only when contact
enables them to witness these differences. The difficulty of bridging
this gap, coupled with the knowledge that they are viewed by whites
as having lower status, leads black students to reject white standards
and relationships. They tum inward, as it were, stressing the unique-
ness and value of their own race, shutting off contact with whites,
and embracing a point of view which endorses separatism as a means
toward preserving and elevating their own position. Those black
students not in contact with whites may exhibit some of these ten-
dencics due to the over-all contact with white socicty, but the lack
of direct contact postpones the problem or avoids it altogether. This
type of “contact-conflict” modcl may be used to expliin the con-
flicts which occur between two different cultural groups which come
into dircct contact (e.g., Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ire-
land; Israelis and Arabs in the Middle East). Whether or not it is
applicable on a larger scale, it would fit the data better and would
provide a more realistic model for the school integration case.

It would be a mistake, of course, to view the increased racial
solidarity of black students as a completely negative finding. The
differences between black and white cultures make a certain amonnt
of culture conflict incvitable and even necessary if an integrated
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society is to be realized. In fact, it would te reasonable not to expect
conflict—which always accompanies the contact of two cultures—
only if we did not bLelicve that a” distinct black culture exists in
Amcrica. Although this belicf was held at one time by a large number
of social scicntists, it is not so popular today. There is now growing
recognition that a black culture does exist, at least in the eyes of
many blacks, and that this culture stresses values, goals, and be-
havioral pattems that differ considerably from those of the predomi-
nant white culture (Jones, 1972; Metzger, 1971).

Up to this point, we have said little about the one positive finding
of our rescarch, the “channcling” effect whereby black students who
attend white middle-class schools tend to get into higher quality
colleges (even though they may not finish college at a higher rate
than segregated black students). This finding should be heartening
to those who have believed that integration does provide educational
opportunities not found in inner-city black schools, although the
findinig must be considered a tentative one since it has been shown in
only two fairly small studics. Also, the positive effects are limited to
the college-bound, so that there still may be a question about the
benefits of integration for the non-college-bound black students. And
it may be that the “channeling” effect works only when the number
is relatively small. Nonetheless, this kind of longer-term effect—and
perhaps others as yet undiscovered—may tum out to provide a basis
for certain types of integration plans.

Policy Implications

It is obvious that the findings of integration research programs
have serious implications for policy. Given the momentum which
has built up over the last few ycars for the school integration move-
ment, however, it is likely that in some quarters the data we have
presented will be attacked on moral or methodological grounds and
then summarily ignored. In other quarters the data may be met with
rejoicing over the discovery of a club which can be used to beat back
the pro-integration forces. But we hope these extreme reactions will
be avoided and that a more balanced interpretation of our findings
will prevail.

The most serious question is raised for mandatory busing (or in-
duced integration) programs. If the justification for mandatory bus-
ing is based upon an integration policy model like the one we have
tested here, then that justification has to be called into question. The
data do not support the model on most counts. There may be justi- .
fications for school integration other than those in the integration
policy model, but then the burden must fall upon those who support
a given school integration program to demonstrate that it has the
intended cffects (with no unintended, negative side-cfects). It also
must be demonstrated that any such program is at least supported by
the black community,

We want to stress this last point. Decisions must be based upon
feelings of the black community as well as the white community.
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Many liberal educators have been so intent on selling integration to
reluctant white communities that they risk the danger of ignoring the
opinion of the black community. While many black leaders favor
school integration, there are also many black persons who would
much prefer an upgrading of schools in their own community, The
recent (March 1972) National Black Political Convention in Gary,
Indiana, condemned mandatory busing and school integration, argu.
ing that such plans are racist and preserve a black minority structure.
These views may not represent the entire black community, but they
arc indicative of the complexity and heterogenceity of bluck political
opinion." Whether or not a white community wants integration (and
there arc obviously many that do not), we must take into account
the feelings of the group on whose behalf integration is advocated.

Although the data may fail to support mandatory busing as it is
currently justified, these findings should not be used to halt voluntary
busing programs. For one thing, we have stressed that the studies of
integration so far have been over fairly short periods (one to five
years), and there are possibilitics of longer-term effects which are
not visible until adulthood (not to speak of effects on characteristics
not measured by the present research). More important, however,
we have tentatively demonstrated one very significant longer-tenn
benefit of integration for college-bound blacks. The “channeling”
effect, if substantiated by further rescarch, could form a substantial
basis for voluntary programs whose focus is upon the college-hound
black student. Even for this subgroup, of course, we have docu-
mented the trend towards separatist ideology. But the gain in edu-
cational opportunity may well outweigh this consequence in the
eyes of the black community, as indeed it does now for programs like
METCO. In fact, some persons will view these ideological changes.
as well as any conflict that may accompany them, as an inevitable
conscquence of contact between two different cultures. If blacks and
whites are ever to live in an integrated culture, they mwust begin
leaming and accepting their diffcrences; and this cannot happen
without contact. If contact engenders a certain amount of racial
friction, many persons will feel the gains from school integration—
both long-term and symbolic—more than make up for it.

To these questions of the symbolic and long-run benefits of induced
school integration, the existing studies provide no answer. What
they do show is that, over the period of two ar three years, busing
does not lead to significant measurable gains in student achievement
or interracial harmony (although it does lead to the channeling of
black students to better colleges). The available evidence thus indi-
cates that busing is not an effective policy instrument for raising the
achievement of black students or for increasing interracial harmony.
On the other hand, the existing studies do not rule out the possibil-
ity that in the longer run, or in other respects, busing may indved
prove to have substantial positive consequences.

The available evidence on busing, then, seems to lead to two clear
policy conclusions. One is that massive niandatory busing for pur-
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poses of improving student achievement and interracial harmony is
not efcctive and should not be adopted at this time. The other is
that voluntary integration programs such as METCO, ABC, or Proj-
ect Concern should be continued and positively encouraged by sub-
stantial federal and state grants. Such voluntary programs should be
encouraged so that those parents and communities who believe in
the symbolic and potential (but so far unconfirmed) long-run
Lenefits of induced integration will have ample opportunity to send
their children to integrated schools. Equally important, these vol-
untary programs will permit social scientists and others to improve
and broaden our understanding of the longer-run and other con-
sequences of induced school integration. With a more complete
knowledge than we now possess of this complicated matter, we shall
hopefully be in a better position to design eflective public educa-
tion policies that are known in advance to work to the benefit of all
Amecricans, both black and white. ,

Even in voluntary school integration programs, however, our data
indicate that certain steps should be taken which might help alleviate
the problems of achicvement and race relations. Wholesale integra-
tion without regard to achievement levels of white and black stu-
dents can lead to potentially frustrating experiences. Some selectivity
might be desirable so that both groups reflect a similar achievement
capacity. Although a certain amount of racial problems may be in-
evitable, full education of both groups about the possibilities and
causes of differences might ameliorate the kind of polarization that
would endanger the program,

One must also consider the possibility that other types of integra-
tion programs may be more successful. We have said since the outsct
that our data do not necessarily apply to ncighborhood integration
brought about by the individual choice of black familics. It is possible
that such programs would be more successful over the long run, at
least in terms of race relations. Being a member of the community
might tend to ameliorate black fcelings of separateness that are
fostered in the relatively contrived busing situation. Whether or not
this kind of program could also change standardized achievement
levels remains to be secn. Since the differences between black and
white achievement are so large and consistent across so many differ-
ent settings and studics, we must entertain the possibility that no
plan of school integration will lessen this gap. Rescarch will have to
be continued in this area before the full causal mechanisms are un-
derstood and a firm basis is established on which social action can
accordingly be planned.

Although we have been critical of some aspects of the connection
between social science and public policy in the integration move-
ment, we do not want to imply that their connection should be less-
cned. On the contrary, the real goals of social science and publie
policy are not in opposition; the danger is rather that the connection
may not be close enough to enable us to make sound decisions. Soci-
ety can only benefit by those ties which combine the advantage of
scientific knowledge with a clear awareness of its limitations.
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sMetropolitan Achievemeat Tests; no statistically significant gains when bused compared to
controls for either age group.
®N==88 for. Third-Fourth graders and 39 for Fifth-Sixth graders.
¢N==14 for Third-Fourth graders and 27 for Fifth-Sixth graders.
dFull cross:sections for grades:
3-4: bused 3.4 (N=131); control 37 {N=38)-not significant {sde= .96)
5.6: Lused $.5 (N=:90); control 5.4 (N=55)-not significant (3d==1.5).
*Full cross-sections for grades:
3-4: hused 3.7 (N=111); control 3.8 (N=23)-not significant (sd=1.1)
5-8: bused 6.0 (N=T74); control 5.8 (N=52)-not significant (sd=1.7),

Ficure 2. Reading Achievement—Junior and Senior High.
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¢Full cross-section for junior high: bused 7.5 (N=197); control 7.4 (N=T4)=n. 5. (sd:-1 91
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Ficure 3. Grade Point Average—]Junlor and Senior High.
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sN==16S3; statistically signifcant change (.01 level).

SN=23; no significant change.

¢Sel{-reported; a grade of A is 4.0, B is 3.0, etc.

$Full cross-section: buced 2.33 (N=210); control 2.73 (N=359)-significance at .001 level.
*Full cross-section: bused 2.20 (N=467); control 2.59 (N=228)-significance at .001 level,

Ficure 4. Per Cent Wanting a Bachelor's Degree.
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'N=132; bused changes significantly different from control changes (.02 level).
SN=34.

¢Full cross-section: bused 716 (N=323); controls 88% (N=87)-nct significant.

9Full cross-section: bused 69% (N=211); controls 88% (N=60)-not significant,
oFull cross-section: bused 807% (N=486); controls 585 (N=228)~not significant, =~
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Ficure 5. Per Cent Expccting a Professional or Technical Occupa-
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:NleO; bused changes not significantly different from control changes.

N=31. . .
¢Full cross-section: bused 63% (N=311); controls $5%°* (N=01)-not significant.
4Full cross-section: bused 829 (N=203); controls 52¢% (N=58)-not significant.
*Full cross-section: bused 66% (N=482); controls 66% (N=228)-not significant.

FiGuRe 6. Per Cent Fecling More Intelligent than Classmates.
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*N=130; bused changes not significantly different from control changes.

MN=33.

¢Full cross-section: sused 25% (N=320); controls 475 (Nr:99)=significance under .01.
4Full cross-section: bused 31 (N=211); controls 427% (N:=.60V=nit s'-‘mﬁﬂ!"-

eFull cross-section: sused 236 (N=483); contruls 34% (N=2301~ngnificance undes 0.
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Ficure 7. Per Cent Wanting to be in a School with no More than
50 Per Cent White Students.
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*N=133; bused change not significantly different from control change,

“Full cross-section: bused 569 (N=323); controls 560 (N=97).

‘Full cross-section: bused 879, (N= 209); controls 59% { N=61)-not significant.

*Full cross-section: bused 719 (N=485); controls 626 ( N=229)-significance under .001.

Ficure 8. Per Cent Favoring Black Power.
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FiGURe 9. Separatist Ideclogy Index.
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sA score of 4 indicates strongest separatist feelings; reliability = ,76; sd = .8.
'l§=135; bused change significantly greater than control change (under .0l level).
*N=34. .
4Full cross-section: bused 1.4 (N=324); contro} 1.4 (N=97)~not significant.
¢Full cross-section: hused 1.8 (N=213); control 1.5 (N=060)~not significant,
fFull cross-section: bused 1.8 (N=489); control 1.5 (N=230)-significance under .001.

Ficure 10. Bused Students Relations with White Students.
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Ficure 11, Per Cent Attending College Full-time.
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sN=32 for all time periods.

MN=186 for al! time periods.

eIncludes 2-year junior college; bused change significantly greater than control change (.08
level).

4Universities with a graduate program.

Ficure 12. Percentage of Bused and Control Students Who Sym-
pathize with the Black Panthers, by College Plans and
Academic Performance.
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FOOTNOTES

1In spite of these precautions, we must still warn that it is difficult to make com-
parisons and generalizations when data are derived from dilferent studies. Also,
all of the studies we review were done in Northern cities, so that our fndings may
not be generalizable to the South. Nonetheless, the studies do reveal sufliciently
clear and consistent findings in certain arcas to enable at least a preliminary as-
;Jcssn}llcnt of the cffects of induced integration in de facto segregated citios of the
orth.
2The data summarized in the reports cited were subjected to extensive reanalysis
for the present study.
3The number of junior and senior high students participating in the METCO
study are as follows: wave one, 357 bused (80 per cent of the total poupulation)
and 112 controls (54 per cent of the eligible population): wave two, 229 hused
(51 per cent) and 67 controls (32 per cent ); wave three, 492 bused (87 per cent)
and 232 controls {65 per cent). Because of clerical errors in relating achicvement
tests to questionnaires, the questionniire data for waves one and two are hased on
about 10 per cent fewer respondents in each group. Given the Jow turnout rates
for wave two and other factors ( drop-outs, graduates, transfers from control to
bused status), our panel of sccondary school students with achievement data for
both testing periods consists of 195 buscd students and 41 control students: for the
questionnaire data the panel consists of 135 bhused students with data from all
3 waves and 36 control students with data from wave ane and wave three, (Ouly
18 students in the control group had questionnaire data from all three waves, Of
" the initial sample of control students, over a third had cither graduwted or trans-
ferred into the busing program by the third wave.) In addition, achicvement
data for elementary grades is availuble for panels of 147 hused students (66 per
cent of the wiave one sample) and 41 controls (44 per cent). Given the relatively
small proportion of both bused and control students in the pancls, there is the
chance that the panels are not representative of the full population of bused
students and their matched siblings. In the comparisons we make in the next
section, thercfore, we shall also present data from the complete cross-sections for
all waves. The bused panel does not differ significantly from the full cross-wection
of bused students, and the control pancel differs in no way that would affect our
main conclusions. In other words, the cross-sectional data can be used as a check
on the panel data; the absence of any divergence between the two sets of find-
ings indicates that the attrition of the panels does not invalidate the panel fundings.
( Analysis was carried out on the 240 bused students who were in both waves one
and three, representing 74 per cent of the wave one sample, and there were no
important differences between these results and the results from the smaller three-
wave panel.)
*Research reports for a number of widely-discussed busing programs were not
included for various reasons. For example, the Berkeley, California, busing pro-
gram has not been systematically studied; a report is available, however, which
shows that black student achievement is as far behind (or further bhehind ) white
achievement after two years of integration as before integration { Dambacher,
1971). A study of the Rochester busing program also lacked a proper pre-test
design (Rochester City School District, 1970). The study had pre-test and
post-test achievement scorcs from different tests, and control groups with gen-
erally lower pre-test scores; and it used analysis of covariance to make adiust-
ments for post-test scores. Such statistical adjustments do not necessarily elimi-
nate initial differences between the bused and control groups. A third study—
of the Evanston integration program—was received too late for inclusion ¢ Hsia,
1971). This report did show, however, that after two to three years of intogra-
tion, integrated black students were still as far—or farther=behind white students
as before integration. This rescarch also confirmed the reduction in black avae
demic sclf-concept after integration and the tendency for black student grades
to decline. We know of no other studies of induced school integration in the
North which have the research design necessary for establishing canse and ef-
fect relationship—to wit, a longitudinal design with @ control group.
sAbout half of the clementary stucents and two thirds of the secondary studdents
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weir new to the program in 1968. Howeves, there were no differences in gain
ser res for the newly-bused compared to the previously-bused students.

Oemtial differences between the newly-bused and-the previously-bused revealed
s particulae pattern; for thied and fourth graders the prcviously-bn.\‘g:d were
bigiws by .15 points, but for fifth and sixth graders the newly-bused were higher
ty 3 points; in any cvent there were no statistically significant differences in
K110 OIS,

% newly-hused students were somewhat higher than the previously-bused
initially for both junior and senior high students (.3 and 2.5, respectively), but
the dilferences were not significant,

*The controd school was a “naturally” integrated school with an increasing pro-
portion of black students; it was scheduled to be closed down the following year.
¥The pattern of black achicvement falling further behind white achievement at
later strade levels has been extensively documented ( Coleman, 1966; Rosenfeld

and Hilton, 1971).
1wEven these two significant results might not have occurred if the data had been

analyzed differently. The author controlled for pre-busing scores using analysis
of cavariance rather than analyzing gain scores (sce footnote 4). Since the
author did not present pre-test means, we cannot know if the bused and con-
trol groups differed initially.

U The grade-point system used here has an A as 4 points, B as 3 points, and so on.
12The Ann Arbor study did include a measure of occupational aspiration, but
the variation was so great (not to speak of the coding problems presented by such
choices as “superman” and “fairy princess”) that interpretation was difficult.
13A recent Gallup Poll reported that 46 per cent of a national non-white sample
are opposed to husing for racial balance; 43 per cent were in favor, and 11 per
cent were undecided (August 1971).
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DISCUSSION

Busing: a Review of “The Evidence”

THOMAS F. PETTIGREW, ELIZABETH L. USEEM,
CLARENCE NORMAND & MARSHALL S. SMITH

avip ARMOR's “The Evidence on Busing,” (The Public Interest,

No. 28, Summer 1972) presented a distorted and incomplete re-

view of this politically charged topic. We respect Armor’s right to

publish his views against “mandatory busing.” But we challenge his

claim that these views are supported by scientific evidence. A full

discussion of our reading of the relevant research would be too

lengthy and technical for the non-specialist. We must limit oursclves

here to outlining and discussing bricfly our principal disagreements
with Armor, which center on four major points.

First, his article begins by establishing unrealistically high standards
by which to judge the success of school desegregation. “Busing,” he
claims, works only if- it leads—in one school year—to increased
achievement, aspirations, self-esteem, interracial tolerance, and life
opportunities for black children. And “busing” must mecet these
standards in all types of interracial schools; no distinction is made
betwcen merely desegregated and genuinely integrated schools.
This “integration policy model,” as it is labeled, is not what social
scientists who specialize in race relations have been writing about
over the past generation. Indeed, Armor’s criteria must surcly be
among the most rigid cver employed for the evaluation of a change
program in the history of public education in the United States.

Sccond, the article presents selected findings fromn sclected studics as
“the cvidence on busing.” The bias here is twofold. On the one hand,
the few studies mentioned constitute an incomplete list and are
sclectively negative in results. Unmentioned are at least seven inves-
tigations—from busing programs throughout the nation—that mecct
the incthodalesical aiteria for inchosion and report positive achicve-
ment e fon L el nts, The e evon stadies sre widely known,

On e -0 5 e Doty e e eriptions are provided of the
few investion inns that are reviewed, Mitigating circumstances sur-
rounding bl responses to dewcarogation are not discussed. For
example, ve oo ot told et edneational services for the transported
hlack pupils were actnally reduced with the onsct of desegregation in
three of the cited cities. In addition, negative findings consistent with



86

BUSING: A REVIEW OF “THE EVIDENCE" 1]

the paper’s anti-busing thesis are emphasized, while positive findings
from these same citics are either obscured or simply ignored. Newer
studies from three of the cited cities showing more positive results
are not discussed.

Positive findings arc also obscured by the utilization of an unduly
severe standard. The achievement gains of black students in deseg-
regated schools are often compared with white gains, rather than
with the achievement of black students in black schools. But such a
standard ignores the possibility that both racial groups can make
more meaningful educational advances in interracial schools. Indeed,
this possibility actually occurs in three of the cities mentioned by
Armor. Yet he does not inform us of this apparent dual success of
desegregation; instead, “busing” is simply rated a failure because the
black children did not far outgain the improving white children.

Third, the paper’s anti-busing conclusions rest primarily on the find-
ings from one short-term study conducted by Armor himself. This
investigation focused on a voluntary busing program in metropolitan
Boston called METCO. Yct this study is probably the weakest re-
ported in the paper. Our rcexamination of its data finds that it has
extremely serious methodological problems.

Two major problems concern deficiencics of the control group. To
test the cffects of “busing” and school desegregation, a control group
should obviously consist exclusively of children who neither are
“bused” nor attend descgregated schools. But our check of this critical
point reveals that this is not the case. Among the 82 control students
used to test the achiecvement effects of METCO at all 10 grade
levels, we obtained records on 55. Only 21 of these 55 actually at-
tended segregated schools in the tested year of 1968-69. Many of the
34 (62 per cent) desegregated children by necessity utilized buses
and other forms of transportation to get to school.

Incredible as it sounds, then, Armor compared a group of children
who were bused to desegregated schools with another group of
children which included many who also were bused to descgregated
schools. Not surprisingly, then, he found few differences between
them. But this complete lack of adequate controls renders his
METCO rescarch of no scientific interest in the study of “busing” and
school desegregation. Since this METCO investigation furnished the
chicf “evidence” against “busing,” Armor’s conclusions are scverely
challenged by this point alone.

Serious, too, is an enormuns non-response rate in the sceond test
administration, a problem alluded to by Armor only in a footnote. For
the elementary students, only 51 per cent of the elicible METCO
students and 28 per cent of the cligible “control” <t *o 5 v gt in
Lith of the achicvement tost sossions, The whioe e T
junior and senior high students are also renderc:? vittally vieaninee.
less by the participation of only 44 per cent of the Jigible METCO
students and 20 per cent of the eligible “control” stud nis. Cowpare
these percentages to the survey standard of 70 to 80 per cent, and one
can appreciate the magnitude of the possible selection bias intro-



87

w THE PUBLIC INTEREST

duced into the METCO results by the widespread lack of student
participation. Efforts to compensate for these high non-response
rates through the use of cross-sectional samples that also suffer from
extensive non-responsc are insufficient.

There are other problems in the METCO study. Some children
were included who initially performed as well as the test scoring
allowed and therefore could not possibly demonstrate “improve-
ment”; in fact, these pupils comprise one sixth of all the junior high
pupils tested for achievement gains in reading. Moreover, the condi-
tions for the third administration of the attitude tests were different
for the METCO students and the “controls”: The former tock the tests
at school and the latter took them at home with their parents as
proctors. Even apart from the severe control group problems, then,
the faulty research design makes any conclusion about differences in
racial attitudes between the two groups hazardous.

The inadequate discussion of the METCO study in Armor’s article
makes it virtually impossible for even the discerning reader to evalu-
ate it properly. We uncovered its many errors only from unpublished
earlier materials and from reanalyzing the data ourselves. The
METCO discussion is inadequate in other ways. Differential sta-
tistical standards are employed, with less rigorous standards applied
to findings congruent with the article’s anti-busing thesis; attitude
differences among METCO schools are not shown; and misleading
claims of consistency with other rescarch findings are made.

From this assortment of “evidence,” Armor concludes authorita-
tively that “busing” fails on four out of five counts. It does not lead, he
argues, to improved achievement, grades, aspirations, and racial atti-
tudes for black children; yet, despite these failures, he admits that
descgregated schools do scem somchow to lead more often to college
enrollment for black students.

The picture is considerably more positive, as well as more complex,
than Armor paints it. For example, when specified school conditions
are attained, research has repeatedly indicated that desegregated
schools improve the academic performance of black pupils. Other
rescarch has demonstrated that rigidly high and unrealistic aspira-
tions actually deter leaming; thus, a slight lowering of such as-
pirations by school desegregation can lead to better achievement and
cannot be regarded as a failure of “busing.” Moreover, “militancy”
and “black consciousncss and solidarity” are not negative character-
istics, as Armor’s article asserts, and their alleged development in
descgregated schools could well be regarded as a further success, not
a failure, of “busing.” Finally, the cvidence that desegregated educa-
tion sharply expands the life opportunities of black children is more
evtendive then he has indicated,

Corengaenthyy Aoen 0 epsing policy conclusion against “man-
datory busing” is neither substantialed nor warranted. Not only docs
it rely upon impaired andd inemnplete “evidenee,” but in a real sense
his paper is not about “husing” at all, inuch less “mandatory busing.”
Three of the cities disenssed—among them Boston, the subject of
Arnuor's own rescarch-had coluntary, not “mandatory busing.”
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“Busing” was never cited as an independent variable, and many of
the desegregation studies discussed involved some children who
were not bused to reach their interracial schools. Indeed, in Armor’s
own investigation of METCO, some of the METCO children were
not bused while many of the controls were.

Fourth, objections must be raised to the basic assumptions about
racial change that undergird the entire article. Public school de-
segregation is regarded as largely a technical matter, a matter for
social scientists more than for the courts. Emphasis is placed solely on
the adaptive abilities of black children rather than on their consti-
tutional rights. Morcover, the whole national context of individual
and institutional racism is conveniently ignored, and interracial con-
tact under any conditions is assumed to be “integration.”
Now we wish to pursue these basic points in more detail.

Unrealistic standards for judging the effects of “busing.” The article
advances an “integration policy model” which it claims grew out of
social science and guided “the integration movement.” The model
allegedly maintained that all school desegregation would result in
improved black achievement, aspirations, self-estcem, racial atti-
tudes, and educational and occupational opportunities (Armor,
p. 96). This interpretation of “the integration policy model” is at
sharp variance with what specialists in this field Lhiave been writing
over the past generation.! The fundamental premise of social scien-
tists over these years was that racial segregation as it is typically
imposed in the United States leads directly to a multitude of negative
effects not only for black America but for the nation at large. (The
evidence for this premise is extensive, and Armor docs not contest
the premise.) But social scientists have not made the crror of con-
tending that because enforced racial segregation has negative effects,
all racial desegrcgation will have positive effects. It requires little
imagination to think of hostile conditions of school descgregation
that would limit its bencfits for both races.

At the heart of this misconception is a persistent misrcading of
Gordon Allport’s (1954) theory of intergroup contact. Armor cites
a quotation from Allport delincating the crucial conditions that he
held to be essential before positive effects could be expected from
intergroup contact: equal stalus, common goals, institutional sup-
ports, and a non-competitive atmosphere that is likely to lead to “the
perception of commeon interests and common huwanity.” Yet Armor
sunumarizes this quotation by stating: “The ¢lew Loy G0 Leeaking the
vicious circle, theny was venita 17 Phis iy ne? v A0 Gl wiale,
the key, Allport argned, is contact under particular conditions.

Later in his article Armor adds a hricf disaussion of one ol these
condlitions —cqual status hetween the two groups. Allport and sthor
contact theorists have maintained that this condition is met by conal
status, dignity, and access to resour o awithin the contact situation

- -
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itsclf (ec.g., Pettigrew, 1971). Armor reinterprets this condition so
that it is met only if the two groups bring equal societal status to
the situation, a rigorous test indeed in a society where racial dis-
crimination has long been endemic. We know of no relevant contact
rescarch that supports this reinterpretation of the theory, and vague
references to conflict in Northem Ireland and the Middle East hardly
suffice as evidence. But armed with his own reinterpretation, Armor
(p- 111) writes: “Therefore, we have to question whether integra-
tion programs for black and white children can ever fulfill the equal
status condition as long as socio-economic and academic inequalities
are not eliminated.” Here the misreading of Allport’s contact theory
is fashioned into not only an explanation of presumed “negative”
results from interracial schools but a not-so-subtle rationale for at
best gradualism and at worst a return to. racnally segregated educa-
tion throughout the nation. S

The basic weakness, then, in this descnptlon of an “integration
policy model” is that it assumes positive results for all interracial
schools rather than for just those meeting the conditions for optimal
contact. This erroncous assumption is best illustrated by reference
to the chief policy document relied upon by Armor: Racial Isolation
in the Public Schools, issued by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
(1967). The quotation Armor cites from this report emphasizes the
harmful effects of racially isolated schooling, and it does not specify
all of the five hypotheses which he somehow deduces from it. That
the Commission clearly understood that interracial schools in and
of themselves are not necessarily effective schools is demonstrated
by the following passage which was not quoted:

Whether school descgregation is effective depends on a number of fac-
tors. These include the leadership given by State and local officials;
the application of the plan to all schools in the community; the meas-
ures taken to minimize the possibility of racial friction in the newly
desegregated schools; the maintenance or improvement of educational
standards; the descgregation of classes within the schools as well as
the schools theinselves, and the availability of supportive services for
individual students who lag in achievement.

The Commission Report discusses these factors in detail for over
cight pages, factors neither mentioned nor measured by Armor. “The
intcgration policy madel,” then, scts up unrealistic standards for
jud"mg the cffects of “busing” by ignoring the conditions specified
by the two principal sonrces cited. Its five criteria for success con-
stitute a “straw man,” far exceeding the standards applied for the
o tastion of ether cdacadional programs.

The critical distinctiun between desegrepation and integration is ig-
nered, The racial desewregation of schiools is uot w static but a com-
o denanie pracess, To evaluate it fairdy, the critieal conditions -
aneder whicl it takes plice must be assesse d. For this prrpose, it is
important o distingnish between desegregation and  integration.
Desecregation is acliieved by simply ending segregation and bring-
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ing blacks and whites together; it implies nothing about the quality
of the interracial interaction. Integration involves Allport's four con-
ditions for positive intergroup contact, cross-racial acceptance, and
equal dignity and access to resources for both racial groups.

The neglect of this distinction besets not only Armior’s theoretical
contentions but his empirical ones as well. No cffort is made to look
inside of the schools at the process of desegregation. The cursory
descriptions of the “busing” investigations tell virtually nothing about
the conditions of interracial contact that prevailed. (Indeed, a few
of the initial reports of these studies failed to describe contact con-
ditions.) For example, we should have been informed by Armor
that transportcd black children in some Riverside schools arrive and
leave carlier than the untransported white children and that they
have scparate reading classes—hardly practices likely to generate
interracial contact and lead to integration (Singer, 1972). And we
might have bcen told that minority students in Riverside who were
most likely to be in interracial classrooms (high-ability students)
performed far better after desegregation than before (Purl, 1971).

In fact, in his Detroit deposition for school segregation, Armor
admitted that he had no measures or knowledge in his own study
of the METCO schools of such crucial factors as teacher expecta-
tions and preparation, the racial composition of the faculties, ability
tracking practices, and curriculum changes. A review of “the evi-
dence on busing” is misleading at best without consideration of
these indicators of the desegregation versus integration distinction.

I

A biased and incomplete sclection of studies. Armor’s article makes no
attempt to review all of the available evidence on “busing,” as its
title implies. Instead, the reader is told about only a small number
of studies, selected with an apparent bias toward those reporting
few positive cffects. Onc hint of this selection is found in Armor's
footnote 1, where we leam that he arbitrarily excludes the entire
southem United States from his purview, though this severe restric-
tion is not indicated cither in his title or his conclusions against
“mandatory busing.” This uncxplained exclusion scems unwarranted,
for the bulk of court-ordercd “mandatory busing” has occurred in
the South.

Armor omits at least scuen key descgregation investigations—only
onc of which is from the South—that reach conclusions in conflict
with those of his papcr. All seven of these desegregation programs
involved “busing,” and all seven of the studies mect the paper’s Lwo
stated critecia for inelesion lmgitndinal data and an sdegiate con-
trol group. Tabile 1o luizes e oo negiocted toscancie reprats,
Though five of them spanned only one school year, all seven reach
positive conclusions concerning the cllects of school desegregation
upon the academic performance of hluek childien, Morcover, none
of them found that the process lowered white academic perform-
ance. No matter how Armor might wish to view these studies in
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TaniLE 1.

Scven Neglected Desegregation Invcestigations

STeny DrsicN AcineveEMENT RESuLTs
Time o . Forn WinTe
GRADE TyPE OF ContrOL  Drsicnre- Fon BrAck CiuLonEN
PLack At rnor(s) Lever  Comranison VARIABLES  GATION CInLDREN (Ir TesTED)
SOUTHERN DI:SEGREGATION
(‘:o!dsbom. King & Mayer (1971 )0 7-11  Whitc students Convergence 2 ycars Statistically significant gains Both rcading and
N.C. McCullough (1972) cohort and trend during  curves for re- in reading closing part of math gains; gains
segregation gression to mean black/white diffcrential; greatest for high
cffccts and grains in math scores do not achicvers
pre-desegregation close racial gap; gains
trends greatest for initially
high achicvers
SUBURBAN BUSING PROGRAMS
Newark- 741:-13 & Joyce 1.2 Comparable —_ 1 ycar Statistically significantly No negative cffects
Veroma, (1967) non-transfers greater total achicvement (only difference
NJ. gains for desegrated in favors the
both gradcs desepregated)
R?chcster- Rock et al. K-2 Comparable Teachers ratings 3 years Statistically significantly No negative effects
West I'ron- (1968) non-transfers of ability greater verbal, reading, and (only differences
dcqyont, math achicvement gains on favor the
N.Y. 13 of 27 comparisons for descgregated)
desegregated; no significant

differences on remaining
14 comparisons

16



TasLe 1. Continued

STUDY Desicn AcievEMENT ReSULTS
Ti«e OF Fon Warre
GRADE TYPE OF ContnoL  DeSeGRE- For BLacx CuiLnnen

Puack  AvTHOR(S) Lever: COMPARISON  VARIABLES  GATION (¥ TesteD)
NORTHERN CENTRAL CITY
DESLCRECATION
Buffalo, B.uks & DiPasquale 5-7 Comparable — 1year 2% months greater achieve- No negative effects
Y. (1969) non-transfers ment gain for the
New York,  Slone (1968) 4 Comparable — 1year Statistically significantly No negative effects
N.Y. non-transfers greater math achievement

gains, and somewhat greater

rcading gains (p<.10), for

desegregated
Philadel-  1.ard & Wecks 4-6 Comparable 1.Q., 1year Statistically significantly -
phia, Pa. { 1906) non-transfers grade greater reading, and some-

and sex what greater math, achieve-

ment gains for descgregated

in fourth and fifth grades
Sacramento, \orrison & Stivers 2-8 Comparable —_— ] year Statistically significantly -
Cal. (T)) non-transfers greater gains on three of ten

comparisons (5 classes on 2
tests) and greater gains on 6
morc, for descgregated

1 Semnl. ¢ resnit ¢ o cohort of second through fifth grade
erbial ated maths ot al computation achicvement scores of
chone d the racial « nerontial slightly, Robert R. Mayer, Univeriity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, pe

tudents have also been obtained in Goldshoro. After two years
hoth the black and whitc students had risen. The verbal gains, thou
I communicats

of desegregated education the standardized
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retrospect, there was no reason for their omission jn a paper that
claimed to present “the evidence on busing.”

Space limitations prevent a discussion here of these neglected
investigations, but five points should be made about them. First, a
number of them share methodological problems with the studies
that Armior did choose to discuss. Indeed, reviewers of this research
literature have uniformly found it methodologically weak (Matthai,
1968; O'Reilly, 1970; St. John, 1970; Weinberg, 1968). Second, these
seven by no means exhaust the relevant research literature that
meets the paper’s dual criteria for inclusion. There are studies on
descgregation without busing that reveal positive achievement ef-
fects (e.g., Anderson, 1966; Fortenberry, 1959; Frary and Goolsby,
1970). There are a few others that were also left out that found no
significant achievement gains associated with desegregation (e.g.,
Fox, 1966, 1967, 196S). From the perspective of the desegregation
versus integration distinction, this mixed picture is precisely what -
one would expect. Third, these seven studies are not obscure reports;
all but the more recent Goldsboro and Sacramento studies are cited
in one or more of the standard reviews available on the topic (Mat-
thai, 1963; O'Reilly, 1970; St. John, 1970; Weinberg, 1968).

Fourth, the positive achievement effccts revealed by these studies
are often not just statistically significant (Armor's criterion) but,
more important, are educationally significant as well. The study from
Buffalo by Banks and DiPasquale (1969), for example, found a.
2.5 month achievement advantage for the desegregated children.
Over a 12-year school career, were such an advantage to be repli-
cated each year, this would constitute 2.5 extra years of achievement
—a critical addition that could mecan the diffcrence between func-
tional illiteracy and marketable skills. Finally, these seven studies
do not measure the “pure” effects of desegregation any more than
those cited by Armor. Probably there are no instances of school
descgregation that are not confounded with curriculum changes,
school quality, and other educational alterations. But our point is
made: The few studies mentioned in Armor’s article constitute an
incomplete list and are selectively negative in results.

Biased and incomplete descriptions are provided of the few studies dis-
cussed. The cursory reviews of the few studies that Armor did select
for attcntion allow only biased and incomplete descriptions. Since
his article never probes the process going on inside the schools, it
repeatedly omits mitigating circumstances surrounding black re-
sponses to descgregation. For example, no mention is made of the
fact that cducational scrvices for the transported black students in
Aun Arbor, Riverside, and Berkeley were actually reduced with the
onset of dosegregation (Carrigios, 1969; Frdlow, 19715 and Purl,
1971). Nor is there any indication that Riverside initially placed
wany of its bised minority children in the same classrooms, and
oftan with Tow-achieving white children (Henrick, 1968). No “in-
tegration model,” not even the new one devised by Arnnor, is fairly
tested under such conditions.
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Moreover, the positive findings that favor desegregation in these
studies are often obscured or simply ignored by Armor. In the case
of Hartford, for instance, only Wechsler 1.Q. data are cited, while
extensive results from the Primary Mental Abilities Test and meas-

" “ures of school achicvement go undiscussed. \When all three types of
tests are considered together, a clear pattern of larger gains for the
transported children ecmerges for all four grades from kindergarten
through the third grade (Mahan, 1968). Likewise, black pupils in
Ann Arbor attained a substantially higher mean 1.Q. after one year
of desegregation, but this fact is lost from sight by the use of a white
comparison. A range of interesting results from Riverside is also
omitted. Purl (1971) found that: (a) Bused students who were
more dispersed in the classes of their receiving schools outperformed
those who—through ability grouping or other means—were clustered
in near-segregation style. (b) While the mean achievement of mi-
nority pupils with low initial ability scores declined relative to grade
level, the achievement of minority pupils with high initial ability
scores rose in the desegregated schools. (¢)-Minority children trans-
ported to schools characterized by higher achievement of the re-
ceiving white students gain significantly more than comparable
minority children transported to schools characterized by low
achievement, an cffect not linked to the social class levels of the
receiving students. (d) The one group of bused minority students
who began their schooling in interracial schools achieved better
than those who had first expericenced segregated education,

The incomplete descriptions also fail to reveal major methodolog-
ical weaknesses in these cited studics. The Berkeley (1971a) in-
vestigation, as a case in point, utilized different tests for comparison
over time, preciscly the same defect for which an investigation in
‘Rochester (1971) showing a number of positive results is rejected
‘without discussion. The White Plains (1967} investigation employs
inadequate control groups drawn from earlier time periods, a faulty
procedure that confounds the effects of events over time with those
of desegregation.? Indced, the negative conclusions of a follow-up
study in Ann Arbor arc given without recording the. fact that it
failed to mecet cither of the criteria purportedly used for inclusion,
for it had no control group whatsocver nor did it gather longitudinal
data on the same test (Aberdeen, 1969; Carrigan, 1969).

Finally, several newer reports on these same cities that present
results favorable to descgregation are not utilized. Mahan and
Mahan (1971), for example, provide more refined analyses on the
Hartford achicvement data. Pooling the first, third, and fifth gradces,?
they show that the desegregated children in Project Concem do
significautly hetter after two years than their comparable seoresated
controls on the Weehisler 1Q. and on both the veibal and quantita-
tive scores of the Privnary Mental Abilitios Test,

Though he cited a Master's thesis on New Haven desearegation,
Armor fiiled o cite o better-known doctoral dissertation on the
same city.' Samuels (1971) studied 138 black students who had oll
attended inner-city kindergartens in 1969 and then were assigned

[,
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randomly to one of three conditions:- bused into suburban schools,
reccived intensive compensatory education in New Haven schools,
or attended regular New Haven schools. After two years, Samuels
found that the bused children possessed significantly higher reading
scores than the two control groups as well as higher word knowledge
scores that approach statistical significance (p<.07). Their self-image
scores were slightly higher, but not significantly different. Com-
parisons on word analysis and mathematics yiclded no significant
differences. '

In Berkeley, Frelow (1971) studied the third and fourth grade
achievement of poor children, most of them black, over a six-year
period that witnessed rapid changes in the city’s schools. Though
this design, like that uscd in White Plains, lacks contemporaneous
controls, he found that achievement scores rose significantly after
the introduction of compensatory programs and went slightly higher
still after desegregation despite a reduction in services. Frelow con-
cludes that “when gains arc measured against level of instructional
ser\'i'ces, desegregation produces the most prominent achievement
results.”

The use of white control groups is inadequate and often misleading.
The contention that black children will leam more in integrated
than in scgregated schools is not tested when black data are com-
pared with those of white control groups. Morcover, the use of a
desegregated white control group ignores the possibility that both
whites and blacks could benefit significantly from integration with-
out “the racial gap” in achievement closing at all. As a matter of
fact, precisely this possibility occurs in Riverside, Berkeley, and
Ann Arbor—though this is not mentioned by Armor and is allowed
to mask black gains in desegregated schools.

For Riverside, Armor reports that even for the fourth-grade group
that had been descgregated since kindergarten “the minority /white
gap had not diminishcd. . . .” But actually the white test scores
heing used for a comparison had improved after desegregation
relative to national norms (Purl, 1971). Thus, the fact that the
minority students held the “gap” constant represents improvement;
this is indicated, too, by these minority students’ relative gains in
grade equivalents.

For Berkeley, Armor reports in a footnote that “black achieve-
ment is as far behind (or further behind) white achicvement after
two years of integration as hefore integration.” But hoth white and
black grade cquivalents in grades one, two, and three went up
across ae cohorts after (wo yews of descuredation; yet sinee they
g o Mo cnndd wnnts, the "Black white wap” was not
narrowed o Bobeley, 197)a, 171h). The measure here is grade
cepivel uts, not poreentiles, Thas, keeping “the racial gap” fromn
cuuanding is i accomplislnent in itself for desegregation, since the
typical resnlt of sedregated schiools is an ever-widening “racial gup”
in zrude cqnivalents (Colouim ¢t al., 1966; Mosteller and Moyni-
hun, 1972).
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The most extreme case of this misleading use of white controls,
however, occurs for Ann Arbor (Carrigan, 1969) Here the bused
black students were “a multi- prob)em group” with a greater inci-
dence of “gencral hcalth problcms and behavioral “problems re-
quiring special professional help.” Yet they gained an average of
3.86 1.Q. points during their first ycar of descgregation. They were
compared with generally high-status white children, many of whom
came from academic families, who gained an average of 4.28 1.Q.
points. “Busing” failed, in Armor’s terms, because “the racial gap”
did not close. But can a program which utilizes fewer services with
a multi-problem group of youngsters, and yet is associated with a
nearly four-point average increase in 1.Q. during one school year,
be unquestlonably ruled a failure? We think not, even if these
“bused” pupils did not gain more than high- achxevmg white

youngsters from a university community.

This point represents a crucial difference between our perspective
and Armor’s. We believe it to be unrealistic to expect any type of
educational innovation to close most of the racial differential in
achievement while gross racial disparities, especially economic ones,
remain in American socicty. Furthermore, we know of no social
scientists who ever claimed school desegregation alone could close
most of the differential. We are pleased to note the many instances
where effcctive desegregation has apparently benefited the achieve-
ment of both black and white children, and where over a period of
years it appears to close approximately a fourth of the differential.

But to insist that “mandatory busing” must close most of the
achievement differential by itself in a short time or be abolished
is, to understate the case, an extreme position. Indeed, Armor him-
self has wavered on this point. In The Public Interest he wrote: “The
ideal control group, of course, would consist of black students who
are identical to the integrated students in every way except for
the integrated cxperience” (Armor, p. 97), though white students
in the same school constituted an “adequate” control. Later,-how- |
ever, while testifying in support of anti-busing legislation before
the Senate Subcommittec on Education, he used white pupils as
the critical comparison. This stern criterion leads to some strange
conclusions. A desegregation program that dramatically raises the
achievement levels of both racial groups is judged a failure when
it docs not close most of the racial disparity, but another descgrega-
tion program that entircly closes the gap by raising the blacks’
scores and lowering the whites’ scores would have to be deemed
a success!

Serious weaknesses in the METCO rescarch. Armor's article relies
most heavily wpon his own rescarch on Boston’s suburban program
known as METCO. Far greater space—including a dozen graphs s
devoted to the METCO rescarch than to all of the other rescach
combined; and the METCO wark is the ouly investigation that is
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‘relicd upon for support of all five of the conclusions conceming the
effects of “busing.” Yet a carcful reanalysis of these METCO data
reveals a host of serious weaknesses that center on five concems:
() the unrepresentativencss of the METCO program, and problems
regarding (b) the control group, (¢) the sample, (d) test admin-
istration, and (e) the analysis.

a. Unrepresentativeness of METCO program. Not only is “busing”
not “mandatory” in METCO, but the program is highly atypical of
descgregation efforts with “busing” around the nation. METCO is
a voluntary program, and it has disproportionately attracted middle-
class black-students. This class bias may help explain why METCO
children in the first year of the program attained a higher average
I.Q. than the white national average (Archibald, 1967) and why in
Figures 1 and 2 of Armor’s article all 10 grade levels show rela-
tively high achievement scores. Moreover, METCO children com-
prise only a minute fraction of their student bodies, with less than
four per cent in any one school in 1969. Black faculty are rare in
virtually all of the METCO schools. Indeed, some METCO schools
have had all-white staffs, and until recently cven all of the bus
drivers were white. Thus, given METCO’s “tokenism” in students
and staff, as well as its social class bias, direct generalizations from
this program to “busing” throughout the United States appear
dubious at best.

b. Control group problems. The most serious weakness of the
METCO research involves the students who were emploved as
“controls.” The study’s design obviously requires that none of these
control students were either desegregated or “bused.” But a careful
review of the available records reveals that this essential condition
is not met.> Among the 41 “control” youngsters at the elementary
level, we obtained records on 17. Only seven of these 17 pupils
were actually attending segregated schools during 1968-69, while
10 (39 per cent) were attending desegregated schools. Similarly,
among the 38 (out of a total of 41) “controls” at the junior and
senior high levels whose records we obtained, only 14 were in
segregated schools during the tested year, while 24 (63 per cent)
were attending desegregated schools.

All told, then, of the 53 students whose records were secured, 34
(62 per cent) actually went to desegregated schools and many of
them uscd buses and other means of transportation.® Even if we
assume that all 27 students whose records were unavailable went to
segregated schools (an unlikely possibility ), these data still mean
that at Jeast 41 per cent (34/82) of the “control” students were in
fact experiencing a racially desegregated education. Indeed, these
deverpeted “controls” were generally in schools with a arcater
inte s el istie than those attended by the METCO children.

This fieilare of the METCO study to have an adequate control
gronp cannot be overemphasized. It ineans that all of the METCO
cotparizsons between the METCO and “control” children in Armor's
articde are not valid indications of any differences attributable to
“busing” of school descegregation. For such comparisons may also
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reflect the different effects of suburban versus inner-city desegrega-
tion and token versus substantial desegregation. In short, we be-
lieve this weakness alone eliminates the METCO study from being
relevant to “the evidence on busing,” and makes our further
criticisms of the study almost supcrfluous.

Other problems involve the use of siblings of METCO students
as “controls.” “This design feature by no means guarantees the
equating of the groups,” wrote Herbert Walberg (1969) in the
initial write-up of this investigation, “since there may be bias in
the family’s choice of the child to be bused. . . .” Indeed, there is
potential bias in the selection by families, but the direction is not
clear. The academically superior child might be chosen more often
by his parents; or, as METCO officials suspect, the child having
difficulties in Boston’s schools might be chosen more often. More-
over, the use of siblings for controls tends to confound sex, grade
level, and age with family climate and social class.

c. Sample problems. The METCO research suffers, too, from
both small numbers and a severe loss of eligible subjects. Limited
sample size makes finding statistically significant differences in
achicvement between the experimental and “control” groups less
likely; or, put differently, small sample sizes aid in supporting the
anti-desegregation thesis of the article. The extent of this problem
is shown in Table 2, which provides the sample sizes by grade
level. The question arises as to how large the METCO group dif-

TasLe2. METCO Sample Sizes by Grade Level and Type of School

TyPE OF ScHoOL
ATTENDED BY “CoNTROLS”
GRADE SEGRE- DESEGRE- UNAVAIL-

"LevevL METCO! “CoNTROL” - GATED GATED ABLE

3rd & 4th 88 14 2 3 9

S5th & 6th 59 27 5 7 15

Elementary .

School Totals 147 41 7 10 ™. _ 24

Tth 47 11 6 5
8th 31 10 4 5
9th 47 8 1 4 1

Junior High . )

School Totals 128 27 11 14 2
10th 53 4 0 3 1
11th 18 8 3 S5 0
12th 1 2 0 2 0

Scanlor High )

School Totals 72 14 3 10 1

1 These data are taken from our reconstructed data tapes, Armor lists 123 junior high METCO
students in bis Figure 2, but he inadvartently droppad two cases.
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ferences in achievement would have had to be before the sample
sizes employed could have detected a statistically significant dif-
ference even at the .05 level of confidence? By our calculation, the
answer at the junior high level, for example, is that the METCO
students would have had to gain at least 0.4 of a grade more in
average achicvement on the test norms than the “control” group.’
This is an unrealistic expectation over a duration of only seven
months, especially for comparisons among children who are close
to grade level, An educationally meaningful average gain difference
over such a short period would have been 0.2 of a grade more for
the METCO students. But this would have requircd sample sizes
of roughly 200 in each group to have reached statistical significance
for a two-tailed test. Instead, only 125 METCO and 27 “control”
junior high students were tested. The same point can be made
about the other grade levels. We conclude, thercfore, that the
criterion of statistical significance was inappropriate for evaluating
the METCO program when the sample sizes were so small.

The loss of subjects occurred in two stages. Among the elemen-
tary students, in the first test administration in October 1968, there
was a 23 per cent loss of eligible NMETCO students and a 35 per cent
loss of eligible “control” students.® In the second test administration
in May 1969, 34 per cent of the METCO and 56 per cent of the
“control” students who had taken the tests seven months carlier
did not retake them. Combined, then, the achieveinent results on
these students included only 51 per cent of the cligible METCO
and 28 per cent of the eligible “control” participants. The situation
was even worse for the junior and senior high students, whose
achievement results were based on only 44 per cent of the eligible
METCO and only 20 per cent of the cligible “control” participants.
Furthermore, only eight per cent of the “controls” took part in all
three test administrations.

Contrast these percentages with Useemn’s (1971, 1972) response
rate of 87 per cent in her study of white students in METCO scheols.
Compare them, too, with the accepted survey research standard of
at least a 70 to SO per cent response rate, and one can appreciate
the high level of potential bias introduced by this loss of subjects
from Armor’s study. An attcmpt to compensate for these impaire 1
data by utilizing cross-scctional results is not an adequate remedy
for many reasons, some of which are provided by Armor himself
when he condemns cross-sectional investigations. Besides, there was
a considerable loss of cligible subjects, and thus potential bias, in
the cross-sectional data as well.

d. Test administration problems. “The control group,” Armor
araued in his Detroit deposition for school scgregation, “las to be
peasired in the sane sy that the treated gronp is.” He further
pudntained that “we nmst mcaswre them before the treatinent, and
put one through the treatiment and one not, to assoss the effect of a
progrian.” Weaaree, but his METCO yesearch faile d on both counts,

The third testing in NMay 1970, which juvolved attitudes but not
achievement, took place under inukedly contrasting conditions for
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the experimental and control groups. While the METCO children
answered the questions in school, the control children answered them
at home through a mailed questionnaire that explicitly requested the
parents to serve as proctors. This procedure risks two related sources
of bias. A wealth of research has demonstrated how different situa-
tions can lead to sharply diffcrent responscs; and the home adminis-
tration of thc controls’ testing opens the possibility for family
members to influence the answers directly.

Armor expresses amazement that the METCO children revealed
as a group more militant and ideological responses than the “con-
trol” children, but the differential testing administrations provide
a possible explanation. Repeated surveys indicate that young black
peers at school are far more likely to be militant and ideological than
older parents at home (Campbell and Schuman, 1968; Goldman,
1970); and research in social psychology has shown that such dif-
ferent situational influences can have a sharp effect on group-linked
attitudes (Charters and Newcomb, 1952). .

On the second point, measuring the groups before the treatment,
the METCO rcsearch also fails. The METCO pupils were measured
initially in October 1968, after all of them had begun for a month
or more their year in the METCO school. Moreover, 45 per cent of
the METCO children were not beginning “the treatment” of suburban
education, for they had alrcady been in the program for cither one
or two years.

Finally, studies utilizing achievement tests require well-motivated
students who are trying to do their best. We learn from those in
attendance at both the first and second test administrations, however,
that motivation was apparently not high. And no wonder. The stu-
dents, METCO and control. had no special incentive for taking the
lengthy tests on a holiday in a Boston technical school described by
Walberg (1969) as “an old, run-down, ill-cared-for building.” This
lovs level of motivation probably accounts for the small turnout for
the second test.

e. Analysis problems. Even if there were no serious control group
and sample problems, numerous data errors place Armor’s analysis of
the METCO results in serious question. One child was included who
apparently did not take the verbal test initially at all; his post-test
scores were then treated as a total gain from a base of zero. A sixth
(25 of 151) of the junior high students initially scored virtually as
high as the achicvement test scoring allowed. Thus, this “ceiling
cffect” made it impossible for their post-test scores to advance, and
their performance was treated as showing “no gain.” Such problems,
together with clerical errors, help explain why such talented children
arve shown to wake such slivht achicvement gains in Armov's Figeres
Land 2, But giveacthe tan ot v Devenp ol s o0 -0
lems, no purpose is served by a veanalvsis ol these data thad corrects
for these crrors ol analysis and data landling,

Inadequate discussion of the METCO research, The reader is nat told
cnough in Armor's article to evalunate the METCO rescarch tally.
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- Most of our critical comments are based on information gleaned from
" a reanalysis of the raw data, the examination of unpublished papers
on the research (Archibald, 1967; Walberg, 1969; and Armor and
Genova, 1970), and a review of Armor’s court testimony concerning
the research. The discussion of the METCO work is also inadequate
in other wavs: (a) Differential statistical standards are employed;
(b) attitude differences between METCO schools are not shown;
and (c) misleading claims of consistency with other research findings
arc advanced. :

a. Diflerential statistical standards. Rigid standards of statistical
significance are uniformly applied to findings that favor school de-
segregation. Findings of positive effects in other studies that ap-
proach statistical significance are summarily dismissed as “not sig-
nificant.” But these standards are relaxed considerably when findings
interpreted as negative to school desegregation are discussed. For
instance, Figure 3 is provided to show how the grades of METCO's
junior and senior high school pupils declined slightly, and this finding
is emphasized in the conclusions (Armor, p. 109). Yet there is no sig-
nificant difference between the METCO and the control groups on
changes in grades. Similarly, a slightly greater incrcase among
METCO students in wanting a school with no more than half-white
student bodics is emphasized (Armor, pp. 102-103). Though . . . the
differential change is not statistically significant,” Figure 7 is devoted
to it. And later in the conclusions, this finding is utilized without
qualification as part of the evidence that “bused” black students have
become more supportive of “black separatism.”

b. Attitude differences hetween METCO schools are not shown.
Armor’s article assumes that the METCO program consisted of the
same “treatment” for all of the children participating in it. Conse-
quently, attitude differences across METCO schools were not shown;
nor, as noted earlier, were any variables utilized to take into account
what type of educational programs were actually occurring inside
the various METCO schools. 4

Actually, of course, there are as many different METCO programs
under way as there are scparate METCO schools. But consider the
contrasting policy implications of providing only the total results
as opposed to school-by-school results. Suppose a particular school
program aimed at improving racial attitudes were attempted in eight
schools, and that the overall cffect was minimal. The policy implica-

ion would be to regard the program a disappointment and to consider

abandoning it. Suppose further that a meaningful effect had in fact
been registered in all but two schools, but that attitudes in these
two were so unfavorable that they virtually obscured the favorable
attitusd s of the othier <vin the total data. Now the policy implication
Jewnt te winee data wonld be to regard the program as encouraging
anel to find ont how to chiange the deviant two to make them more
Lke the snceessful six sehiools. In short, the variability across schools
is a critical considerition in judging a program,

Onr Fienre 1, from Useern (1971), shows that a situation similar to
this existed for the NEETCO program in 1969. Note that schools F and
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Ficure 1. Attitudes of METCO and White Students Toward the
METCO Program by High School®

(least favorable
to METCO) 99}
White Students
18
Mean Response A
Score on
“Attitude to
METCO"Item 18 |-
by School »
P
METCO Students
14 -
s ’
’
’
s
1.2 |~ 7
(most favorable 1 1 1 1 | | ] |
to METCO) E B D C G H F A
High School _

1 Dgl!l from METCO students in School C were not available. The Figure is taken from Useem
(1871).

A evince by far the most anti-METCO sentiment among both white
and black pupils. Note, too, that black attitudes toward METCO are
consistently more favorable than those of whites, though there is a
positive relationship across schools in the attitudes of the two groups.
With such wide differences between METCO schools, how can a
simple judgment of success or failure be passed upon the entire
program? -

¢. Misleading claims of consistency with other research findings
are advanced. Two studies are cited as providing supposting evidence
for the METCO results; but their descriptions are so incomplete as
to be highly misleading. Uscem’s (1971, 1972) METCO investigation
is given as evidence for how interracial contact in METCO schools
leads to worse race relations. Her complete findings, however, point
to a different conclusion, and we shall return to these findings shortly.
The other citation refers to Armor’s carlier reanalysis of the Cole-
man report data:

An extensive reanalysis ef the Coleman data showad et oven with-
out controlling tor secial cluss Luctors, “natneally ™ integeated (e nome-
bused) black sixth-grade groups were still one and onc-ladf standard
deviations behind white groups in the same schoals. compared to a
national gap ol two standawd deviations, ‘This means that, wosaming
the Coleman data to be correet, the best that integration conld do
would be to move the average black group from the 2nd percentile to
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the 7th percentile (on the white scale, where the average white group
is at the 50th percentile). (Armor, p. 100)

Such a statement is extremely misleading, and it requires clarifica-
tion. It appears to assert that there is some upper limit on the possible
achievement gains through “busing” of blacks relative to whites. No
such assertion is possible. Morcover, the evidence for this claim is
based on data from groups of children who are in gencral not bused
and for whom there are only Coleman’s cross-sectional data. The
statement, then, implies a causal relation from cross-sectional data,
a practice carrectly condenmed carlier by Armor. The statement
further implies that there is some intrinsic, if unspecified, connection
between the gains possible from “busing” and the inferred gains
estimated from cross-sectional data.

More misleading still is the use of group percentiles. Technically,
it may be correct that the average black group mean in desegregated
sixth grades is only at the 7th percentile when compared with the
means of white groups. But the obvious misinterpretation that can
casily arise is that the average individual black student in a desegre-
gated school is only at the 7th percentile compared with the individual
white student norms. Such an interpretation is patently wrong.
Though Armor can argue that his statement is technically accurate,
we feel that he has an obligation to inform the lay reader fully so
that such a misinterpretation could not occur.

The misleading statement utilizes standard deviations based on
group means rather than on individual scores. Group standard devia-
tions are invariably smaller than standard deviations based on the
individuals within the groups. Instcad of the average black group in
descgregated sixth grades being at the 7th percentile of white group
norms, then, we estimate that the average black individual in deseg-
regated sixth grades ranks between the 25th and 30th percentiles
of white individual norms.* Indeed, Figure 2 of Armor’s article shows
that the black senior high students in the METCO research average
between the 25th and 43rd percentiles in individual reading achieve-
ment. :

The achievement effects of “busing” are more complex and positive
than reported. Armor concludes that “busing” fails on four of the five
standards he alone scts for it. One of these alleged failures concerns
the academic achicvement of black students. From the sclected
findings of sclected studies, Armor concludes that desegregation re-
scarch throuzhout the nation has typically found no statistically sig-
nificant enhancemnent of black achievement. Further, he claims that
L METCO reolts support this conclusion. But we have noted how
iy conciusion mas reached throngh the omission of at least seven
Laseinee devestisations with positive black achicvement results and
thranad serions weaknesses in the NIETCO rescarch.

Tias s not the plice for a complete review of the relevant rescarch
Vit sture. But onr evaduation of the available evidence points to a
more encouraging, if more tentative and complex sct of conclusions,
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First, the academic achievement of both white and black children is
not lowered by the types of racial desegregation so far studied.
Second, the achievement of white and especially of black children in
desegregated schools is gencrally higher when some of the following
critical conditions are met: cqual racial aceess to the school's re-
sources; clussroom—not just school—desegregation (McPartland,
1968 ); the initiation of desegregation in the early grades; interracial
staffs;'® substantial rather than token student descgregation (Jencks
and Brown, 1972); the maintenance of or increase in school services
and remedial training; and the avoidance of strict ability grouping.

Grading changes before and after descgregation are meaningleimif-
ferential grading practices are not considered. “Busing” also fails, ac-
cording to Armor, because the grade average of the METCO students
in junior and senior high schools declined. The average METCO
grade decline is slight (—0.12 on a four-point scale), although he
described it as “considerable” (Armor, p. 109). Nor is the difference
in grade changes between the METCO and control groups statisti-
cally significant. Morcover, the greater drop in METCO grades than
in control grades may be an artifact of the-enormous non-response
rate discussed earlier, for the full cross-sectional data show the
controls’ grades falling as much as those of the METCO children
(—0.14 to —0.13). .
Black grades also fell after desegregation in Evanston, we are in-
formed in Armor’s footnote 4. But we arc not informed that the same
study shows that white grades also fell and that there were no
significant differences “in the frequencies of eamed grades within
each group” (Hsia, 1971). By contrast, when black pupils left a
segregated junior high school in Sacramento in 1964, they soon re-
ceived higher grades in the descgregated schools and maintained this
improvement throughout their junior high years (Morrison and
Stivers, 1971). However, none of these results are convincing, since
differential grading practices are not controlled. )

Shifts in aspirations and “academic sclf-image” during desegregation
are positive in meaning. Armor further contends that “busing” fails be-
cause it lowers both the aspirations and academic self-concept of
black children. Sevcral qualifications are briefly discussed initially
(Armor, pp. 101-102), but when the conclusions are drawn, this
METCO “finding” has become unqualifiedly one of the four failures
of “busing” (Arnor, p. 109).

Actually, the METCO data on the subject are by no means clear.
Two of Armor’s three relevant Figures (5 and 6), those concerned
with occupational aspirations and with “feeling more intelligent than
classiaetes,” show no significant chinge differences botween the
METCO and “coutrol” groups. And the non-response bins may ac-
count for the one significant change difference—in regard to the
desire to obtain a bachelor's degree (Figure 4 )—since the full cross-
sectional samples reveal a similar decline for both groups (—11 per
cent to ---12 per cent).
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Two carcful desegregation investigations from Pittsburgh and
Evanston, however, have found lower black aspirations combined
with better academic performance. Black ninth graders in Pittsburgh
had significantly higher arithmetic achizvement and lower educa-
tional aspirations in descegregated schools (St. John and Smith, 1969).
Similarly, hoth black and white pupils in Evanston’s third, fourth,
and fifth grades who had previously been in predominantly black
schools reported somewhat lower academic self-concept scores after
two vears in predominantly white schools (Weber, Cook, and Camp-
bell. 1971; Hsia, 1971). And we have noted that Evanston’s black
and white children made achievement gains during desegregation,
though they were not statistically significant (Hsia, 1971). Since this
cfficet occurred for both racial groups, these investigators inferred
that this “social comparison effeet” reflected adaptation to new norms
and more realistic coneeptions of academic performance.

The key to understanding the apparent paradox of reduced aspira-
tions combined with increased achievement is the well-known psy-
chological principle that achievement motivation and aspiration level
are by no means identical. Researchers have repeatedly found that
moderate motivational levels are best for leaming and achievement
(Atkinson. 1964). Some of this motivational research directly con-
cems black children. Katz (1967), for example, has demonstrated
experimentally how unduly high aspirations can doom black students
to serious lcaming difficulties. In his view, desegregation benefits
leaming among black children by lowering their aspirations to more
effective and realistic levels. Veroff and Pcele (1969) supported
Katz's position in a study of desegregation in a small Michigan city.
They found that achievement motivation, as measured by the choice
of moderately difficult tasks, significantly increased for black boys
after one year in a desegregated elementary school; black girls, how-
ever, did not evince the change.

If METCO had drastically curtailed blark ainbitions to low levels,
this wonld have been  uegative result. But METCO reduced these
ambitions only slightly, for they remained as high or higher than the
ambitions of white students in METCO schools.!* In short, when
desegregation lowers rigidly high aspirations of black students to
modcrate, cfcctive levels, it should be considered a positive, not a
ncgative effect.

Shifts in raclal attitudes during descgregation are exaggerated and in-
terpreted too narrowly. “Busing” fails again, in Armor’s view, because
he regards his METCO data as indicating that desegregation leads to
negative offcets for rice relations, Onee again, these METCO data
are Uonnons ot boat, Fhonsh pch is made of it, the increase among
TGO GRS enai He o e W atond schools with at least hall-
Llck student bodies proves not to be sigoificantly different from a
sitnilar inerease wmond the “contral” stndents (Figoare 7). No control
Jatic wre shown for blak studonts” relations with white students
(Fizare 10), even thouth dita withont control comparisons are
otherwise condemmed by Armor and a arge segment of the “control”
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group also attended interracial schools and had contact with white
students. And as alrcady noted, the differential administration of the
third attitude questionnaire in 1970 is a critical factor which probably
explains at least part of the difference between the two groups.

But if these supporting data are suspect, Armor’s interpretations of
them are even more suspect. “Militancy” and heightened “black con-
sciousness and solidarity” are vicwed as indicating “bad” race rela-
tions, though Armor adds, “It would be a mistake, of course, to view
the increased racial solidarity of black students as a completely nega-
tive finding” (Armor, p. 113, italics added). Similarly, support for
“black power” and a preference for a school with a student body that
is evenly divided between the races are believed necessarily to involve
“black separatism.” Even sympathy for the Black Panthers is re-
garded as indicative of “anti-integration sentiments”; this despite the
fact that the Panthers do not support racial segregation and removed
Stokely Carmichael as a member because of his insistence on racial
_separatism.

These interpretations involve a logical contradiction in Armor’s
argument. He begins his article with the famous “hearts and minds”
quotation of the 1954 Supreme Court ruling against de jure racial
segregation of the public schools; and he employs it as evidence of the
powerful influence of social science upon “the integration policy
model.” Yet the Supreme Court was maintaining that segregation led
to black self-hate. Now when he interprets his data as showing that
METCO “busing” leads to racial pride, militancy, and a desire to be
among blacks as well as whites, Armor concludes that “the integra-
tion policy model” is proven wrong and that “busing” causes bad race
relations.

The article admits that the METCO children are still supportive of

the program, but emphasizes the trend toward “militancy.” No con-
sideration is given to the effects of the differential administration of
the third-wave questionnaires; nor is any given to the possible effects
of the study’s having begun just after the 1968 assassination of Dr.
Martin Luther King,-Jr., a tragic event with wide repercussions for
black/white interaction. Finally, the attitude results, like the-achieve-
ment results, must be reinterpreted in the light of our discovery that
much of the “control” group attends substantially desegregated
schools. It could be, then, that the extreme tokenism of the METCO
programs influenced these attitude results. They cannot be related to
“busing” and desegregation, given the composition of the “control”
group.
" Nonctheless, Armor views these findings as a challenge to contact
theory. To buttress this contention, he selectively cites a Tone finding
out of contest from Uscem’s (1971, 19723 1969 study ot white vecial
attitudes in METCO schaols, '

Nonetheless, although the evidence is not complete, what we have in-
dicates that the white students themsaves were negatively alicetcad by
the contact. . . . [1]hose students who had direet classroom contact with
bused black students showed less support for the busing program than
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thuse without direct contact. In fact, the kind of students who were
generatty the most supportive—the middle-class, high-achieving stu-
dents—showed the largest decline in support as a result of contact
with bused Dlack students. This finding is based on cross-sectional
data and does not indicate a change over time, but it is suggestive of
the possibility that a general polarization has occurred for both racial
groups. {Armor, pp. 103-104)

When drawing conclusions, however, he forgets his own caution
against drawing causal inferences and flatly states that “white student
attitudes in the receiving schools also tended to become less favorable
to black students...” (Armor, p. 112, italics added).

The simple correlation between increased classroom contact and
more negative feelings toward METCO among white students is sta-
tistically significant; but Armor fails to report that the relationship is
no longer significant once such variables as sex, socio-economic status,
and academic standing are taken into account. Morcover, this effect
is limited to upper-status students of high ability who remain favor-
able to the:programbut who have their initially unrealistic expecta-
tions of blacks modified. : _

There is also a failure to report other relevant findings from
Uscem'’s work. For example, she found a statistically significant posi-
tive relationship between favorable white attitudes toward METCO
and earlier equal status interracial contact in elementary school,
summer camp, ctc.; and this strong relationship remained significant
after fuil controls were applicd. Useem also found a relationship
(p<.08) between support for METCO and interracial contact in
extracurricular activitics. Moreover, she found that having a METCO
friend is strongly linked to support of METCO, and is best predicted
by equal status contact with blacks as a child and with METCO stu-
dents in class and school activities.*?

The evidence that school descgregation “channels” blacks into greater
future opporlunities is stronger than presented. The one “success” of
“busing,” Armor admits, is that METCO appcars to “channel” its
students into colleges at higher rates than contro] students presum-
ably from the samc familics. But this finding is couched with many
qualifications that arc conspicuously absent from his negative con-
clusions. Furthermore, his article actually understates METCO's

" success in this regard and fails to cite recent rescarch that indicates
that it may well be an important cfect of interracial education in
general.

Armor's article shows in its Figure 11 that 78 per cent of the
METCO vpdicding s of 1970 catered folir-year colleges, com-
pedi il 2o ol 4 per cont of the controls, By the fall of 1971, the
pereentaes were 66 per cont and 41 per cent; and by the spring of
1971, 56 per centand 35 pes cont. {ifor universities, the spring 1971
fizrires soere even more impressive, with 43 per cent of the METCO
arachiedes and only 12 per eent of the controls eorolled.) Similarly,
positive: results are cited from anather special program (Perry, 1972).

83-458 0 ~ 82 - 8

-
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But the article also implies that the METCO drop-out rate from
college is excessively high, suggesting that the program pushes into
college students who do not belong there. This point is answered as
soon as onc compares the METCO figures with other data on college
attendance. For 1969 and 1970, the pereentages of the total gradu-
ating classes of the METCO high schools going “on to four-year
colleges were 61 per cent and 62 per cent—all well below the 1969
and 1970 METCO figures of 77 per cent and 78 per cent (Useem,
1971)."* Moreover, the 84 per cent college retention rate of the 1970
METCO graduates who entercd the second year of the four-year
colleges is not abnormally low. In fact, it is slightly above the 78
per cent national retention rate for white students in four-year col-
leges (Astin, 1972). _

Nor was the 1970 METCO graduating class unusual. Robert
Hayden, the director of METCO, kindly supplied us with data on the
32 METCO graduates of 1969. Twenty-eight (88 per cent) entered
college in the fall of 1969, while four began full-time employment.
Three years later, attempts were made to contact the entire group,
and 22 of the 28 college-attenders were reached. One was in the
Army, and five had left college. Sixteen (73 per cent), however, were
still enrolled in college.

Yet Armor belittles such concrete results. He emphasizes that such
findings are tentative, based on small samples, and may indicate that
the future benefits of biracial schooling are limited to the college-
bound. The importance of all three of these cautions is reduced,
however, by a major research effort that goes unmentioned. Robert
Crain (1970); using a 1966 survey of 1,624 adult blacks in the urban
North, focused upon the occupational and income outcomes of de-
segregated education for high school graduates.’* Crain concludes:

American Negroes who attend integrated public schools have better
jobs and higher incomes throughout at least the next three decades of
their life. The differences in income cannot be accounted for by the
higher educational attainment of alumni of integrated schools, or by
the higher differences in social background. The most significant ef-
fect of integrated schools is probably not “educational.” It is probably
more important that Negroes who attend integrated schools will have
more contact with whites as adults, and tend to have more trust in whites
than do Negroes from segregated schools. This in turn partially over-
comes a crucial barrier to equal opportunity—the fact that information
about employment opportunities is spread through types of informal
social contacts to which few Negroes have access.
The firm policy conclusion aguinst “mandatory busing” is not substan.
tiated by the ceviftence preve od, For the many reasons discic sadd
above, the evidence does not justify Armor’s ungualificd conclusion:
“The available evidence on busing, then, scems to lead to two clear
policy conclusions, One is that mandatory busing for purposes of
improving student achicvement and interracial harmony is not cffee-
tive and should not be adopted at this time” (Armor, p. 116). Inter-
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estingly, this conclusion was added to the final version after
considerable publicity concerning Armior's paper had been generated
by its repeated leaks to the mass media. An earlier draft had con-
cluded only that “the data may fail to support mandatory busing as it
is currently justified . . .”

Armor also concludes that “voluntary busing” should continue for
those who still believe in it and for the sake of social science research.
Yet he never demonstrated, nor do we detect it when reviewing the
evidence, that “mandatory” and “voluntary” desegregation lead to
different effects. “Mandatory busing” is condemned out of hand even
though his article rests most heavily on a voluntary program’s effects,
and rests entirely, except for Berkeley, upon token programs with
small numbers and percentages of black children, while most “man-
datory” programs involve larger nummbers and percentages of black
children in Southern cities excluded from consideration.

In a real sense, Armor’s article does not concem itself with “busing”
at all, save for its title and its conclusions. It does not provide us with
direct evidence on the “busing” of school children for racial desegre-
gation, for it never treats “busing” as an independent variable. Rather,
his article is an attack upon the racial desegregation of public schools
that often, but not always, involves “busing.” Large numbers of the
children in the few studies cited by Armor attend desegregated
schools without “busing.” And we have noted that in his own METCO
study many of his so-called “controls,” who were supposed to be
“unbused” and segregated, were in fact “bused” and desegregated.
Furthennore, a'check on his METCO sample finds that a substantial
number were not bused. Armor was apparently aware of these prob-
lems, for he admitted in his court testimony for segregation in Detroit
that “a more accurate title would be ‘The Effects of Induced School
Integration.’”

To our knowledge, there is actually no evidence whatsoever that
“busing” for desegregation harms children. This is fortunate, since
over 40 per cent of all school children in the United States are “bused”
daily (though only thrce per cent are “bused” for puposes of achieving
racial descgregation; Metropolitan Applied Rescaich Center, 1972).
Only one of the investigations mentioned in Armor’s article actually
utilized “busing” as an indcpendent variable. It found, though this
was also omitted, that black pupils in Evanston who were bused to
descgregated schools attained significantly higher test score gains
than those who cither remained in or walked to desegregated schools
(Hsia, 1971). This result may be an artifact of sclection, but it at
least indicates that “busing” per se did not impair achievement.

v

‘The article's basic assumptions ahout racial change are unjustified. To
this paint, our critique has answered Avmor's argument within the
nrrrosy confines of his view of the process of racial desegregation of
the public schools. But here we wish to break out of these confines
and to chillenge the basic assiaptions about racial change that under-



110

HUSING: A REVIEW UF “THE EVIDENCE" 11

gird his entire article. Armor’s thesis is predicated on viewing school
desegregation as a technical matter, an inconvenient intervention
whose merit must be judged solcly by how well black children man-
age to adapt to it. Blacks are once again the “object” whose reactions
should determine “what is good for them.” The conditions faced by
black children go unmeasured and ignored, and the whole context of
American race relations is convenicntly forgotten. All interracial con-
tact is assumed to constitute “integration.” No mention whatsoever
is made of white racism, individual and institutional, which the
Kemer Commission maintained was at the root of the problem (Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 1968). Nor is there
any discussion of the strong argument that genuine integration is
necessary primarily for its potential effects on white Americans and
their racial attitudes.

Instead, the whole issue is portrayed as the creation of “liberal
educators” who are “so intent on selling integration to reluctant white
communities that they risk the danger of ignoring the opinion of the
black community” (Armor, p. 115). Forgotten is the fact that the
issue was the creation of black America, from Charles Hamilton
Houston to Roy Wilkins, and that it has been continuously opposed
by white America with every conceivable means.

Data from the limited METCO sample are generalized to the whole
black community ( Armor, p. 113). The anti-busing resolution of the
National Black Political Convention held in Gary, Indiana, in March
1972 is emphasized, but the paradoxical fact that the same Con-

“vention also passed a strong “pro-busing” resolution is not cited.
While it is acknowledged that “many black leaders favor school in-
tegration . . .” and that “the majority of blacks may still endorse the
concept of integration . ..” (Armor, pp. 112, 115, italics added}, the
full range of support for school integration (not merely desegrega-
tion) in the black community is never revealed. “Would you like to
sce the children in your family 2o tu school with white children or
not?” When asked this question at the time of the METCO research
in 1969, 78 per cent of a national sample of black Americans (up from
70 per cent three years before) chose “go with whites,” as-gpposed to
9 per cent “not with whites” and 14 per cent “unsure” (Goldman,
1970).** Thus not just a majority but an overwhelming portion of
black America still opts for school integration. If any further evidence
were needed, the immediate and hostile public reactions of many
blacks to the initial newspaper stories concerning Armor’s paper
should have supplied it. This is not to deny that there are strong
doubts among blacks, especially the young, as to whether white
America will ever allow genuine integration to become the national
norn, donbtsthat are only reinforeed by the assiptions npon which
Armor’s ke is based.

Armor asserts that the burden must all upon those who suppost
school integration to prove that it works., Given Ameriea’s unlippy
racial history, wo helieve that the burden of proof reads with those
who wish to maintain racial segregation, But actoally siely conten-
tions miss the point. The courts” interpretation of the b Nend-
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tient of the United States Constitution, and not social scientists’
opinions about black responses, ultimately governs the racial de-
scgregation of the public schools and court-ordered transportation
which may be needed to achieve it. This fundamental fact was dra-
matically demonstrated by the judicial reaction to Armor’s deposition
in the Detroit school case, a deposition based on an earlier draft of
“The Evidence on Busing.” On June 12, 1972, U.S. District Court
Judge Stephen H. Roth ruled the deposition inadmissible as evidence
on the grounds of irrelevancy. The deposition, in Judge Roth’s view,
represented “a new rationale for a retum to the discredited ‘separate
but equal’ policy .. ."

FOOTNOTES

1This is true from the early statements on the desegregation process by Clark
(1953), Williams and Ryan (1954), Johnson (1954), and others { summarized in
Colex;mn, 1960) to more recent statements by Katz (1964) and Pcttigrew (1969,
1971).

2Matthai (1968) describes the White Plains (1967) research as follows: “The
small numbers of Negro students tested (33 desegregated students, 36 from
previous years); the lack of explicitness about comparability of the groups under
study and the rationale of sample selection; the occasionally contradictory figures
and tables; the lack of significance tests; the selection of only one grade level for
study (plus a truncated comparison of another grade level); and the almost
impenctrable prose of the research report make this study utterly equivocal.”
3Grades two and four were excluded because of problems of sample drop-out.
Earlier work showed somewhat greater gains for the descgregated youngsters in
the second grade and for the segregated youngsters in the fourth grade (Mahan,
1968}, so the omission of these two grades should not bias the results of this new
analysis (Thomas Mahan, personal communication).

¢ More recently, a study has been released by the Center for Urban Education
concerning 25 black first, second, and third graders bused under Project Concern
from Bridgeport to Westport, Connecticut. Though the sample size renders its
findings tentative, it found marked academic improvement for the “bused” chil-
dren during one-and-a-half years when compared with similar unbused children
remaining in the segregated sending school in Bridgeport. The study also found
no ill effects among the descgregated white children (Hecller et al., 1972).
8\We wish to thank Robert Iayden of METCO, the Boston School System, and
t,}:e faénilies of the children contacted for their helpful cooperation in securing
these data.

*6We are here following the standard practice of defining a segregated school as
one with a predominantly black student body. Had we employed a majority-white
definition for a desegregated school, the “control” percentage attending deseg-
regated would be 53 per cent (29/55) instead of 62 per cent (34/55). Small
numbers of Chinese-American and Spanish-speaking students in a few of the
schools explain the minor difference.
70ur projected sample sizes conservatively assume a standard deviation of the
junior high gain scores of one grade level.

8 Unfortunately for the discerning reader, Armor failed to mention these losses
of elementary subjects in the onc footnote he devotes to the subject. We obtained
them from Wallierig (1669).

“Uaing the Colenun opart data, the dandiard deviation for geoups of white
students in dewogre gated < Looks in the Metropolitan North is only about 40 per
cent as Large as the stanearid devistion of the white individuual scores; or, on
Culemarn’s verbal tost, roughly four points where the standard deviation of the

-individual whites iy 10 points (Coleman et al., 1966}, Since Armor finds that
the mean for white groups in desegregated sehools is roughly one-and-a-half
geroup mean standard deviations larger than that for hlack groups in desegregated
schiools, we eMimate that the average bluck child is roughly six points (1.5 x 4

- - -
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points) behind the average white child. Translating this into individual pereens
tiles and assuming that the average white in desegregated schools is at the 50th
percentile, we arrive at our estimate that the average black pupil in desegregated
schools is between the 25th and 30th percentiles.

10Bajley (1970) has also shown that high school “disruptions” and racial ten-
sions are far less likely to occur when the black staff percentage is equal to or
greater than the black student percentage.

11 Useem (1971) studied white tenth graders’ aspirations and attitudes in eight
out of the nine secondary schools participating in the METCO program during
1968-69. She found white aspirations just equal to or below those reported for
blacks in the same schools. Thus, 74 per cent of the white students wanted to
be above the middle of the class acadcmically compared to about 80 per cent
of the black students; and 26 per cent of the whites aspired to a professional or
graduate school compared to 35 per cent of the blacks.

12In his Detroit segregation testimony, Armor stated that he omitted these posi-
tive findings of contact because they were voluntary and therefore could have
been caused by self-selection. But classrooms at the high school level often
involve selection too. Besides, 72 per cent of Uscem’s white students who had
contact with METCO students in school activities had it in athletics. Armor’s
argument requires us to believe that tolerant white students would go out for
football primarily to have contact with the few black players on the team.
13Data from one METCO high school was unobtainable for 1970, but the
similarity of the percentages for the two years suggests that this does not intro-
duce a serious bias.

14 From these same data, Crain (1971) also finds “that those who attended
integrated schools are more likely to have graduated from high school, are more
likely to have attended college, and score higher on a verbal test than those
who attended northern segregated schools. It seems likely that the higher achieve-
ment of Negroes in integrated schools can be attributed partly to differences in
the character of their. classmates, irrespective of race. In addition, however,
there is evidence that attending integrated schools has an important impact in
establishing social and psychological preconditions for achievement.” '
15 Armor’s data on black attitudes toward “busing” in his footnote 11 are out-
dated. By March 1972, blacks favored “busing” for intcgration by 54 per cent
to 34 per cent ( Harris, 1972).
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The Double Double Standard: a Reply

DAVID J. ARMOR

Tnmms Pixmicnew and his associates have missed the cssential
point of my study. As a conscquence, their comments shed little
light on the current public controversy over busing. Indced, their
critique further promulgates the ambiguitics and confusions that have
prevailed in the ficld of race relations since Myrdal's An American
Dilcmma.

The essential requirement for sound reasoning in this matter is
obscrvance of the distinction among the findings of science, the
results of policy, and the dictates of law or morality. I studied the
results of existing policics of induced school integration (all of which
used, of nccessity, varying amounts of busing). I was not studying
the scientific issue of what might happen under various conditions
(other than those in cffect in the programs studied), nor the legal
question of whether it should have happened according to various
constitutional interpretations. My task was far simpler. I asked only
the question: What has happened? My critics have confused the has
with the might and the should. This confusion is further compounded
by tneir application of two double standards for the evaluation and
use of the evidence on busing.

I am accused of having too severe standards and unrealistic expec-
tations about the benefits of induced school integration (which I will
hereafter abbreviate as “busing”). But I did not formulate these
standards and expectations. They come from the programs them-
selves, buttressed by several noteworthy studies, particularly the
Coleman report and the 1967 report of the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights. I do not doubt that existing busing programs are also based
upon moral and legal principles, especially the 1954 Supreme Court
doctrine that “separate is unequal.” But even in the 1954 decision
social scicnce findings are cited as “authority” and hence become en-
tangled with constitutional issues.

One expectation stands out above all others:_Integrated cducation
will enhance the acaderpic achievement of minority groups, and
thereby clos¢ (or at Ieast substantially reduee ) thenchievement gap.
There is good reason For the prominence of this belick. The Colcman
study revealed a large and consistent achicvement gap between white
students and most minority groups (with the notable exception of
Oriental students). The gap between black and white students av-
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erages about 33 pereentile points. This means that for any black child
and white child drawn at random from the general population, we
can cxpect the black child’s scores to average about 33 percentile
points below the white child’s. This achievement gap became the
main argument against scgregated education and the yardstick by
which to measure progress. It is unlikely that de facto scgregated
education would ever have become such a major issue, or that so
many communities would have voluntarily initiated busing programs,
without this evidence.

uis is also the central issue in the critique. The critique makes

the incredible claim that looking at black and white achievement
diffierentials is not appropriate, since both groups may gain under
integration. Not only is there little evidence in support of this claim,
but cven if it were true there is no way we could conclude from it
that integration would solve the educational déprivation of minorities.
Would we solve the economic problems of minorities if we raised
cceryone’s anmual salary by $3,500? Of course not. Such a gain was in
fact registered by both whites and non-whites between the 1960 and
the 1970 census, but there has been no lessening of the clamor over
cconomic inequality. But money at least has some meaning in abso-
lute terms; this is not the case for academic achievement as measured
by testing. As any educational specialist knows, there is no “zero-
point™ on an achievement test, and progress is always measured on a
relative basis (i.e., a student’s progress relative to a national or local
norm). Thus if the black/white achievement gap does not change,
there is no way one could conclude that busing is beneficial for
minority groups. :

I am accused of sclecting only “negative” studies and leaving out
seven other adequately-designed studies that were more “positive.”
In fact, I looked at all the studies that I could obtain at the time.
Their results were so consistent that I was quite confident about my
conrlusigus. I have now looked at these seven reports (only four of
which mect the technical requirements for an adequate study) and
have no reason to change my conclusions; nor do I see much evidence
to support the authors’ optimism. '

The only way to scttle this issuc is to look at some of the findings.
I have sclected a number of studics that were not in my original
review, including some that are cited by Pettigrew and his colleagues.
The ouly criteria I used for my choices were the comprehensiveness
of the data and the presence of some of the conditions my critics
claim are important for achievement gains (i‘e., two-way busing,
clussroom integration, duration, cte.). I will focus on reading achieve-
ment, sinee this is abont the only academie skill which is measured

ot e ctadjes, -

ioee Dt cunnple is dracssn Trom the Evinston study, which in iy
opzom s tedhmicadly one of the heat, Al it fulfills most of the iin-
prat et conditions cited in the eritigue: A sizable proportion of the
stuedents were ek Cabout 20 per cont ); ahimost all classrooms were
racially balnced; fucultios were integrided  (shout 10 per cent



118

TUE DOURLE DOUBLE STANDARD: A REPLY 123

black); and the duration of the integration expericnce was three
years. The performance of the faurth-grade cohort is typical:

TaeLe 1. Reading Achievement in Evanston!
BEFORE INTEGRATION AFTER INTEGRATION

RACE (GRrADE 4—1967) (Grape 7—1970)
White (N=185) 253 ° 278
Black (N==608) 237 253
Gap ‘ 16 25

1 Adapted from Jayiia Hsia, Intcgrotion in Econston (Evanston: Educational Testing Service,
1971), Table 13. Scores are based on the STEP reading test; the standard deviation is ap-
proximately 1S.

The black/white gap is 16 points before integration, or just about
one standard deviation (almost identical to Coleman’s finding for
the sixth grade nationally). After three years of integration the gap
has increased to 25 points, and we can see that the black students
in grade seven are performing at the same level that the white stu-
dents were at in the fourth grade. In other words, in the seventh
grade the black children are three years behind white children in
reading achievement. Similar results were found for cohorts starting
at grades one and five and for performance on arithmetic achieve-
ment tests. We do not know whether the achievement of both groups
might have been enhanced; but what difference would that make in
terms of the possible harmful effects on the black children in Evanston
who are forced to compete for academic rewards at so large a dis-
advantage? '

The Berkeley data also afford a good example, for the Berkeley
program employed two-way busing (whites to previously majority-
black schools and vice versa) and integrated faculties and classrooms.
Although the study was cross-sectional, data were presented over a
four-year period for six grade levels; thus it is possible to construct
a Brst-grade cohort and follow that same grade (if not exactly the
same students) through two years of integration experience:

TasLe 2. Reading Achicvement in Berkeley?

BEFORE ONE YEAROF Two YEARs oF
INTEGRATION INTECRATION INTEGRATION
RacE (Gnaoe 1—1967) (Cnape 2—1968) (Crape 3—1969)
White (N=500+) 19 - 3.1 4.1
Black (N=400+) 1.6 2.2 28
Gap 3 9 1.3

VAapted fren Arthine I Db her, “Cotgaricen of Schinvenaot Foat Sones Moale by
Berkeley Elenentary Stodosts Preoaned Post ntesgation”™ Gugaeddshed sogont, Porbeleys Uitivd
School Disteict, 1971), Table T Scora are wade cguivalents basod on the sime tost the
Stanford Achicvement Test {administered in May each year).

We can make inferences about these data if the student turnover rate
is not too high, which is a rcasonable assumption. In cach year the
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gap increases, so that after two years of integration the gap is more
than one grade level. Again, it is clear that integration has not closed
the achicvement gap in Berkeley, and the black students are com-
peting at a large disadvantage.

Sacramento is one of the integration programs cited by the authors
as indicating positive cfects of integration. While it is true that there
arc somie positive results reported for some tests, the black/white gap
does not change. The following data are for the first-grade cohort:

TasLe 3. Rcading Achictement in Sacramento?

BEFORE AFTER AFTER
INTEGRATION INTEGRATION INTEGRATION
Group (May 1966) (MayY 1967) (May 1968)
Majority (N==221) 21 32 4.1
Minority (N=35) 1.6 2.0 29
Gap 5 1.2 12

1 Adapted from Albert ]J. Sessarepo. “A Summary of the Assessments of the District’s Integra-
tion Programs, 1964-71"" (unpublished report, Sacramento City Unified School Distsict, 1971).
Scores are grade equivalents bated upon the Stanford Reading Test. Mioority group ifncludes
both black and Mexican-American students. .

The resemblances to the Berkeley data are striking. Again we see
that while the gap has not widened, it exceeds a whole grade level
by the end of the third grade. Sacramento has also reported some
interesting data which allow comparison of segregated minority
students receiving intensive compensatory services with integrated
minority students. Averaging over the Stanford Reading Test in
grades one to six, we find that the compensated segregated students
gained about 1.1 years, while the integrated students gained about
1.0 years. In other words, it is possible that the slight improvements
Sacramento observed in achievement of integrated students com-
pared to non-compensated segregated students (for some grades on
some tests) are due to differences in the services of instruction re-
ceived at the integrated schools and not to integration per se. While
Coleman found that school facilities and staff were not major con-
tributors to achievement differentials, he did not say that they had
no cJect whatsoever.

Another “positive” example cited by the critique is a study of
integration via school “pairing” in New York City in 1965. This study
is particularly intcresting in that an attempt is made to compare
integrated students with both black and white segregated students.
While the study gives no indication about classroom or faculty in-
tearation (which are important for educational bencfits, according
to v crities ), aned while the paircd school is not majority-white
Conetoor supps edly crucial condition), it does afford us a look at
the Dluck/white gap in reading uchievement for a fifth-grade cohort.
As can clearly e seenin Table 4, for the integrated students the
achicvement gap is Lrge Cstarting at almost three grade levels) and
increases (to almost three and one-half grade levels) after one year
of inte-gration. The “positive” result in this study is that the integrated
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TasLE 4. Reading Achicvement in New York!

BEFORE " AFTER
INTECRATION INTEGRATION

ScuHooL Race (ArriL 1965) (May 1966) Camn
Integrated, White (N=30) 6.8 - 85 1.7
pairedschool ).y (N=32) 4.0 5.1 1.1

Gap 2.8 3.4
Segregated White (N==57) 5.7 7.2 1.5
schools Black (N=80) 3.5 44 9

Gap 2.2 2.8 '

1 Adapted from 1. W, Stone, The Effects of One School Pairing on Pupil Achievement . . .
(unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, New York University, 1968), Tables 18 and 20. Scores are grade
equivalents on the Metropolitan Achievement Reading Test.

black students gained 1.1 grades (or 11 months) while the segre-
gated black students gained .9 (or nine months). It does not seem
to me that this difference provides much ground for optimism, par-
ticularly since the segregated white students also gained about two
months less than the integrated white students. That is, the slight
difference we observe might be due to differences in instruction con-
tent or style and not due to the effect of integration.

The argument of Pettigrew and his colleagues that perhaps white
students also gain in achievement from the integration experience
per se demands close scrutiny, While it makes sense to argue that
black students might gain by being in a classroom environment with
higher-achieving white students (the so-called “peer” effect prom-
inent in the Coleman study), it makes no sense at all to argue that
white students will gain by beiug in a classroom environment with
lower-achieving black students. What mechanism could possibly be
operating that produces opposite peer cecis for the two groups? It
seems to-me that my critics’ reasoning is getting fuzzy here.

But this is not the crucial issue anyway. One of the main points
of my study was to show that black achievement is not being helped
in any significant way by busing, and that therefore we have to raise
the possibility of harmful psychological ¢ffects due to the achieve-
ment gap. The small gain of two months for the paired black students
in New York is little consolation for their being placed in an environ-
ment where they must compete for grades with students three years
ahead of them in academic growth. The authors completely ignore
this issuc threughout their critique,

The critique cites another, more recent study of Project Coneern
(Martford ;ind New Haven) that shows niore positive results, T orjer.
inally described the Project Concemn studies as showing “mixed”
results. The new study does siot change my view; in fact, it hewrs
great similarity to the other studics presented here, Like the New
York study, it presents results for hoth races in both integrated and
segregated environments. Tt is o paiticularly 2ood example in that
the bused pupils received a varicty of compensatory services (such

- rem - e - PRy —
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as minonity tcachers and aids recruited from thehsending school).
The results for the second grade are typical: -.

TanLe 5. Rcading Achicvement in Project Concern® -

BEFORE AFTER
INTEGRATION - INTEGRATION
Schoot: Race (1971) (1972) Cax
Integrated White (N=02) 34 4.7 1.3
school  Black (N=8) 21 29 .8
: Gsp B 13 1.8 ,
Segregated  White (N=20) 3.9 52 1.3
schools Black (N=16) 1.8° -, 24° 6°
Gap 2.1 . 2.8

3 Adapted from Barbara R. Heller, et al., “Project Concern, Westport, Connecticut” (New
York: Center for Urban Education, 1972), Table 3. Scores are grade equivalents on the Metro-
politan Achievement Reading Test. The asterisks indicste that the scores for the segregated
black students have becn adjusied to refiect a shorter testing period.

Again. we can see that the achievement gap increases for the inte-
grated students, starting out at 13 months and ending at almost two
vears. \We have very much the same situation as in the New York
pairing study; the integrated black students gain slightly more than
the-segregated black students (two months), but the achievement
‘differential is still large and increases over the year. Notice, however,
that in this case the segregated white students gain as much as the
integrated white students. )

My critics cite ofher studies not presented here. As I have already
said, three of them (Rochester, Goldsboro, N. C,, and Newark) did
not qualify according to my criteria for an adequate study; they did
not use the same achievement tests both before and after integra-
tion. The Philadelphia study is of limited utility since it dealt only
with black students with very high 1.Q.’s. The Buffalo study showed
mixed results, with one grade showing greater gains for integrated,
one grade showing greater gains for segregated, and a third grade
showing a small (two months) gain for integrated black students.
But in all three grades the white integrated students showed even-
greater gains, indicating the same increasing achievement gap seen
in the other studies.

In view of all of these studices, I can sce no reason to change my
conrlusion that “to date there is no published report of any strictly
cducational reform which has been proven substantially to affect
acadomic achievement; school integration programs are no excep-
tion.” It was iy purpose to show that existing programs have not
< et o d e comsistent e dmipartint <fJect on various expected
Lonefits vopecially achievenent). It was not my intention to prove
that ackiovoment condd not be affected, only to show that it has not
Lecsy W cted by existing progvinns, Therefore, my critics” argnment
that the programs T looked wt did ot folfill the proper conditions
for integration is beside the point. But I will go further than that:
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“They have presented no convineing evidence that any programs—
even those fullling their conditions—are having an important effect.
There is no clear evidence in thestudies mentioned that they fulflled
their conditions, nor is there any evidence in these studies—regard-
less of the conditions—that school integration will close the achieve-
ment gap by “approximately a fourth.” Of course, it is still true that,
under some conditions, integration might have an effect. But those
who believe this premise will have to produce far better evidence
than is currently available. ’ .

HE methodological critique of the Boston METCO study is equal-
T]y irrclevant to my conclusions and recommendations. I would
never have made policy statements based on the METCO research
without seeing a considerable amount of supporting evidence. I think
the reader can see from what has been presented that there is, indeed,
a great deal of corroboration. Methodological critiques are always
liable to a common fallacy: The existence of technical weaknesses in
a study does not prove the converse of its findings. I believe in the
METCO findings because they were consistent with many other
studies, not because the METCO research was infallible. I am cer-
tainly cognizant of some of the limitations of the METCO research
pointed out by the critique. Any single social science study could
be given a similar treatment. Rescarch conditions in policy evaluation
studies are seldom ideal; this is why a social scientist must look for
‘consistency across many studies before coming to any conclusions.

I do not agree with all of the criticisms of the METCO study made
by Pettigrew and his associates. In particular, I take issue with their
statement that many of the METCO control group students attended
integrated schools and therefore were not a proper comparison
group. Our control groups were screencd for attendance at Boston
public schools in the black community, most of which are predom-
inantly black (particularly the elementary schools). Moreover, even
those few control group students whose neighborhood school is ma-
jority-white still provide a proper comparison, not only because the
proportions of ininority and lower-class white students are higher in
these schools, but also because the Boston schools are presumed un-
able to provide the kind of quality education found in middle-class
suburban schools. After all, this is the whole rationale behind METCO
and similar programs, and it must be the belief of many black parents
who participate in METCO even though their children could go to
majority-white neighborhood schools in Boston.

But the data presented in Table 2 of the critique are misleading in
other respects. First, the authors did not use the complete METCO
research records to identify schools attended by the control sample;
instead. they tricd to track down students nsineg incomsplete listings of
students in a Boston public schaol yegiston  Net sarprisio v then,
they have no data on many of the control students—particularly those
in the critical clementary grades, Second, it is not stressed that many
of the sceondary school control students were in transitional neigh-
borhood schools with large and growing proportions of minority stu-
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dents. For example, of the 10 senior high students listed as integrated,’
four attended a ‘border-area” high school with an increasing mi-
nority enrollment of 27 per cent in 1968 and 34 per cent in 1969;
another attended a high school whose minority enrollment increased
from 42 to 64 per cent during these two years; and two others at-’
tended a school with a 43 per cent minority enrollment.

1 undertook a complete examination of the original research records
using questionnaires filled out by METCO parents in 1970 just prior
to the second year of the research. Of the 36 (out of 41) elementary
control students for whom there were reliable data, only 13 can be
identified as attending predominantly white schools. Of the 23 stu-
dents attending majority-black schools, only five attended schools
with a substantial proportion of white students (all of whom were
in one school whose minority enrollment increased from 53 per cent
in 196S to 64 per cent in 1969). In other words, in the elementary
grades—which are, according to the critique, the more crucial years
for achievement changes—complete records indicate that nearly two
thirds of the control students attended segregated schools.

What is especially misleading (if not irresponsible) about all this
is the authors’ use of their incomplete data to conclude that it “renders
[my] METCO research of no scientific interest in the study of busing
and school desegregation.” The clear implication here is that the
control group students who went to predominantly white schools
might have made large achievement gains which overshadowed lesser
gains made by control group students in segregated schools. This
would, in tum, make the control group gains spuriously high, -
perhaps even to the point of masking gains made by METCO stu-
dents. But we do not have to engage in a lot of verbiage and specu-
lation about this; we can examine the relevant elementary data di-
rectly:

TaBLE 6. Reading Achiccement Cains for METCO and Control
Students in the Elementary Grades* b

GCroup Crabes 3axp 4 Crapes 5 anp 8
Control students in segregated schools

(N's=S52and 10) 2 8
Full contzcl sample in original study

(N's=14 and 27) 3 7
METCO :s reported in original study

(N's=%5 arnd 59) 4 5

3 All £gures 2re achjevement gains in grude equivalents, For the fifth ond sixth grade group,
the Eve st 2en cttending the 53 por cent minurity schoo) have been excluded for the sake of
purty; of ther are included, the average sain for the ctntrcls in segregated schools actually

drigy 10 .7 yeats, .

The data how clearly that the segregated control students do not
diffrr in any important and consistent way from the full control sam-
ple (or the METCO sample, for that matter). A similar result also

accurred for the junior high students; the high school student sample
was too small to muke any certuin conclusion. What this means, then,

83-458 0 - 82 - 9
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is that my original conclusion—that METCO achievement gains are
not consistently larger than the control group—also holds when the
control group consists only of those students attending inner-city
segregated schools. As has been so often the case throughout this dis-
cussion, when rhetoric is replaced by hard, objective data, there does
not appear to be very much of substance in my critics’ arguments.

HE other major finding with which the critique finds fault is
_ that race relations scem to worsen as a result of induced school
integration. Pettigrew and his colleagues scem to be somewhat am-
bivalent on this point. On the one hand, they criticize my conclusion
on methodological grounds, such as the fact that the third-wave
questionnaire was given in the white school for the METCO students
and at home for the control students. (They ignore the fact that
_ the second wave—which was given under the same conditions as
the first wave—already revealed the trend of increased separatism
among METCO students.) This would make one think they believe
that contact does not increase racial prejudice and hostility. But at
the same time they argue that the various indicators I used actually
reflect “positive” changes in black self-respect—and therefore do not
run counter to the expectations fostered by the integration policy
model. Let me take up these two different perspectives in order.

My conclusions on race relations, like those on achievement, were
not based only on METCO data. There was support from both the
Useem and Riverside studies; but more important, an entirely dis-
tinct study of school integration, using the identical separatism index
that was employed in the METCO research, gave strong supporting
evidence. This study was a cross-sectional evaluation of “A Better
Chance” (ABC), a program that places talented black high school
students in white prep schools. Its data were not ready in time for
use in my original article, but I can report the relevant figures now:

TaBLe 7. Black Separatism in the ABC Program®
Brack ABC Prep BrLack SEGREGATED \WHiTE PREP

" GRADE ScHooL STUDENTS ScHooL STUDENTS ScHoOoL STUDENTS
Tenth graders
{N=135, 130, 134) 14 13 1.1
Twelfth graders '
(N=125,137,103) 1.7 1.0 1.0

1 Adapted from Genmge Perry. Scores are from a separatiem index ranging from O to 4, where
4 means most s¢ paratist. The diffcrences between the bliack ABC und public school students s
not significant in the teuth grade, but is significant at beyond the 001 Yevel for the twelfth
graders. The vast nuonty of black ANC students joined the progeam in the tenth grade.

We sce that the twelfth-grade ABC students (most of whom started
in the tenth grade) score 1.7 on the index while their tenth-grade
counterparts score L4, The black control groups (almost all of whom
attend predominantly black schools) actually show the opposite
trend from 1.3 at the tenth grade to 1.0 at the twellth grade. The data
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are cross-sectional (that is, the twelfth graders are not the same group
as the tenth graders), so we cannot claim a causal confirmation from
this study alone. Nonctheless, the ABC tenth and twelfth graders
are very similar in most important respects, and the public school
control sample consists of black students matched with the ABC
students on important characteristics such as ability and family back-
ground. Therefore, given the identical findings in the METCO re-
scarch, I must conclude that there is a strong likelihood that induced
school integration enhances separatist ideology as measured by my
index. :

But is this convergence invalidated by technical weaknesses in the
METCO study? The critique is correct in pointing out that the atti-
tude questionnaires were given to the METCO and control students
under different conditions in the second year of the study. It also
calls attention to the fact that a substantial-portion of the control
students at the junior and senior high levels (the only levels to take
the attitude tests) attended majority-white schools. But the critique
fails to note that this “weakness” of the original study can actually
be uscd to further test contact theory by comparing integrated con-
trol group students with segregated control group students—both
groups having filled out questionnaires under identical conditions:

TasLe S, Black Separatism Gains for METCO and Control Students
in the Secondary Grades®

CoxTtROL CoxTrOL -
STUDENTS STUDENTS : .
IN MAJoRITY- IN MajoriTy- METCO
Brack ScHooLs \WVHiTE SCHOOLS STUDENTS
GCain -1 3 4
N (17) {186) (135)

* Cuin scores for the scparatiem index reported in the original study for & two-year period.
The negative change means that scparatist attitudes declined.

In my original study, I reported an over-all gain for the control group
of .1. It can now be scen that the slight increase in separatism for
the control group was actually due to the subgroup of students in
inncr-city integrated schools; their gain of 3 is almost as large as
the .4 gain recorded for the METCO students. The segregated black
studonts actually declined in their separatisin scores—much as would
be predicted by the ABC data presented carlier. Whatever inter-
pretation one wishes to apply to these results, it seems clear that the
METCO finding reported in the original study is not simply an arti-
.t of guetiondre adwinistration or of a Gaalty control group.
The availible evidenee supports the conclusion that induced school
intexration, by enlincing Llack identity and solidarity, iay increase
separativim el racial hostility; wo evidenee is presented by the eri-
tique: thut shiows the converse, But is this a negative finding? 1 ad-
mitted i sy original study that it miglt not he interpreted as such;
on this point T obviously have no quarrel with my critics., 1 do,
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however, maintain'that this i not an expected finding, either accord-
ing to social science (which has long held to the Allport thesis that
contact will reduce prejudice) or according to educational policy
makers, most of whom stress the beneficial contribution of contact to
racial understanding and harmony. And if it is contrary to expecta-
tions, it secems to me that this has very definite policy implications.
Although the Supreme Court intended its 1954 ruling in favor of
school integration to improve the seclf-concept of black people, it is
highly doubtful that it expected this to be done at the expense of an
increase in black hostility toward whites or white hostility toward
blacks.

I'r seems clear that the biggest difference between my. perspective
and that of the critique is in regard to the policy implications of
all this research. They have failed to show that the findings in my
original five-city study were untrue; they have not provided con-
vincing evidence that other programs have succeeded where these
have failed; they have ignored the possibility of harmful effects. In
short, their opposition to my recommendation against mandatory
busing is based mainly upon the possibility that under certain condi-
tions induced school integration might have substantial beneficial
effects on minority students. In this regard, given Pettigrew’s well-
known use of social science findings in support of integration, their
conclusions rely heavily upon the application of a double double -
standard.

Their belief in the possibility of educational benefits rests upon
their highly questionable rejection of black and white achievement
comparisons and upon a variety of small and inconsistent fluctuations
in the achievement of bused students. This leads them to hold that
my “firm policy conclusion against ‘mandatory busing’ is not sub-
stantiated by the cvidence presented.” Apparently, then, their view
is that mandatory busing (or induced integration), whether ordered
by the courts or by a local school board, is strictly a moral and consti-
tutional issue and does not require any justification involving edu-
cational benefits. They have therefore placed the burden of proof not
upon those who back the social intervention but upon those who
object to the intervention.

I cannot agree with the assumptions behind this reasoning, with the
kind of morality it represents, or with the implicit suggestion that
social scicnce shonld be used only when it favors the values of the
social scientist. There is no doubt in my mind that our democratic
values prohibit laws or actions that force the scparation of racial or
cthnic groups; I believe that the 1934 decision of the Supreme Court
aimed to climinate this compulsory separation of the races in the
schools. But I also beliove that compulsory integration—in the absence
of clear evidence that the segregation was itself purposive and man-
datory—gains little support from these same democritic principles,
This is why most legal decisions and policy actions in the school
desegregation movement have rested very heavily upon the assumed
cducational benefits of integration, In the absenee of a clear constitu-
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tional or maral mandate to force racial balance in regions of de facto
segregation, supporters of school integration tumed to social science
—where there was an unending (and unquestioned) supply of docu-
mentation of both the damage from racial segregation and the bene-
fits of integration. This was the case in the 1954 decision (even though
foreed scgregation was at issue); I belicve it was true for the 1967
report of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, as exemplified in its
summary statement that the “conclusions drawn by the U.S. Supreme
Court about the impact upon children of segregation compelled by
law . .. applies to segregation not compelled by law™; and I believe
it is true for the present critique, which tries very hard—but without
success—to challenge the findings of current research on induced
integration.

But it follows that if the current research does not support the
thesis of educational benefits, the policy must be questioned. Since
the intervention has been based upon what I would call “preliminary”
social science findings (very little of the data until recently was
based on studies of actual induced integration ), the burden of proof
must fall upon those policy makers who support mandatory busing.
The first double standard of the critique, then, is the burden of proof:
To initiate the action one can use any type of social science data,
whether or not it directly tests the policy in question and regardless
of its technical adequacy. But once the integration policy is in full
force, it cannot be questioned unless one can conclusively prove that
school integration cannot have an effect on educational benefits. As
far as I am concerned, the current data are far more adequate to test
the efficacy of integration than was the research that existed prior to
induced integration programs. Since it can in no way be concluded
that the original research proced the existence of educational benefits,
- my critics clearly apply a double standard when they claim that the
absence of benefits has not been proven and therefore we should not
decide against mandatory busing. .

HE second double standard is applied by the critique’s assertion

that the whole matter is really a constitutional issue, to be decided
by “the Court’s intcrpretation of the 14th Amendment.” The double
standard here is obvious. One wnlhngly applies social science findings
to public policy if they are in accordance with one’s values, but
declares them irrelevant if they contradict one's values. Pcttigrcw's
resort to this tactic reealls a press conferance reported in the New
York Times on June 11, 1972, in which Dr. Kenneth Clark—whose
scientific rescarch and assistance was so important in the 1954
Supreme Court decision—was (uoted as saving that “courts and
politicad bodies honld decide questions of school spending and inte-
uratinn, uot on the Lasis of vncertian research findings, but on the
Dusis of the constitutioni] and equity rights of hnm:m bcmgs The
donble stundard could nnt be expresse A 'more graphically.

It will be disustrous for the social sciences if they allow themsclves
to Le used in this way., We social scientists d(-pcnd upon socicty for
our existenee; our eredibility is undermined if we do not present and
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use our findings in a consistént manner. The responsible use of social
science in policy matters requires that we state the facts as they occur,
no matter how painful their implications. And if we are willing to use
facts to initiate policy reform, we must likewise use them to question
existing policy. I believe that in the long run socicty will benefit more
from decisions based on facts than from ideology contradicted by
facts.

I do not want to imply that we should engage in social intervention
only when it is supported by social science or stop any social interven-
tion when the findings of science question its support. Social science
cannot be brought to bear on all issues of policy, sometimes for tech-
nical reasons-and sometimes for ethical reasons. Some policies cannot
be researched, and some policies are demanded by constitutional
principles or by common morality. But when policies are based upon
empirical considerations that social science can study, there is a way
that policy and science can proceed in concert. That way utilizes the
method of social experimentation and evaluation—a method that has
long been prominent in the medical sciences. We would not think
of preseribing a new drug without first obtaining sound evidence of
both its efficiency and its harmlessness by experimental evaluation of
its actual effects on human subjects (usually volunteers). Why should
not a similar standard be applied to proposed remedies for curing
social ills? Our assumptions about social behavior have been proven
wrong in the past, and they will be proven wrong in the future. The
only way to make reasonably sure that the remedy is not worse than
the malady is to engage in careful research under realistic conditions.
That our govemment is beginning to adopt the principle of social
experimentation is shown by Congress’s recent decision to perform a
large-scale, long-term experiment to test the efficiency of a guaranteed
income plan before implementing it for the whole nation. This is a
welcome sign for those who want to see a closer connection between
social scicnce and public policy. : ’

It is this kind of philosophy that led me to favor vcluntary busing
programs, not any evidence that voluntary busing is more efficacious
than mandatory busing. I do not think the cvidence pointing to an
absence of educational benefits or the evidence for possible harmful
effccts is strong enough to justify a prohibition of busing for those
familics and communities that desire it—regardless of their motives.
On the contrary, I would like to sce more voluntary busing on a
controlled, experimental basis accompanied by a careful research
and cvaluation cffort. This is the only responsible way to resolve the
controversy and to establish sound guidelines for policy makers.
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On Pettigrew and Armor: an Afterword

JAMES Q. WILSON

Tnos:»: who have read David Armor’s “The Evidence on Busing” and
now find in this issuc a lengthy rebuttal by Thomas Pettigrew and
colleagues and a surrcbuttal by Armor might be forgiven for throwing
up their hands in despair at the apparent inability of social science
to give clear and simple answers to important questions. One is
powerfully tempted to decide that social science has nothing to say
—or worse, too much that is inconclusive to say—about matters of
public policy. Why not, one might ask, let the question of desegrega-
tion and busing be decided entirely on the basis of what one feels is
right without regard to scholarly haggling?

Though understandable, The Public Interest fcels that such an at-
titude is mistaken—as mistaken as the attitude that scientific findings
can be decisive on matters of social choice. Social science, if carefully
done, can under certain conditions measure the relationships among
two or more elements of a social situation, and more often than its
critics suppose discover relationships that are contrary to popular
supposition. When the late Samuel Stouffer taught his sociology
course at Harvard, he often began by giving the students a quiz in
which they were asked to decide whether certain statements were true
or false—and of course the students tended to pick the “obvious”
answers, all of which were contrary to scientifically-established fact.

The circumstances under which social science can produce non-
obvious, non-trivial, valid findings are unfortunately not as common-
place as we would like. One must be able to define and measure with
some precision the factors under consideration, to study or manipulate
them without changing them in unknown ways, and to isolate them
cither experimentally or statistically from the influence of other fac-
tors. \When these circumstances occur and where there exists financial
support for such inquiries, social science prospers—as it has in voting
studies and market research. The effects to be explained (a vote, a
consumer purchase) are imambiguous and casily measured, the
factors generally thought to produce these effects (the income, ed-
ucation, religion, or occupation of the voter or consunier) are also
il measured, e carryineg ont of the study (at least after the fact)
S it alter the decisionand podivicad Gudidates and business finns
crecnitling to pay for the resalts,

Stidics of the effects of seerewated or descegregated schools (or
cven stadies of schaols, period) rarcly cet all of these criteria;
neithier do cefforts to understand the causes of crime, of persistent un-
cployient, of broken fumilics, of drag addiction, and of racial
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differences (if any) in intclligence. Either the cfects to be studied
are hard to measure (as with educational attainment or true crime
rates ), or the possible causes are hard to define and detect (as with
most habits of mind and of personality), or the possible explanatory
factors are hard to disentangle (as with race, class, and education),
or the act of studying the situation alters it (as when persons who are
part of an experiment come to like—or dislike—the special attention
that is being paid to them).

Because of these considerations, and after having looked at the
results of countless social science evaluations of public policy pro-
~ grams, I have formulated two general laws which cover all cases
with which I am familiar:

First Law: All policy interventions in social problems produce the in-
tended effect—if the research is carried out by those implementing the .
policy or their friends.

Second Law: No policy intervention in social problems produces the in-
tended effect—if the research is carried out by independent third parties,
especially those skeptical of the policy.

These laws may strike the reader as a bit cynical, but they are not
meant to be. Rarely does anyone deliberately fudge the results of a
study to conform to pre-existing opinions. What is frequently done is
to apply very different standards of evidence and method. Studies
that conform to the First Law will accept an agency’s own data about
what it is doing and with what cffect; adopt a time frame (long or
short) that maximizes the probability of observing the desired effect;
and minimize the search for other variables that might account for
the effect observed. Studics that conform to the Second Law will
gather data independently of the agency; adopt a short time frame
that cither minimizes the chance for the desired cffect to appear or,
if it does appear, permits one to argue that the results are “temporary”
and probably due to the operation of the “Hawthorne Effect” (i.e.,
the reaction of the subjects to the fact that they are part of an
experiment ); and maximize the search for other variables that might
explain the effects observed.

People will naturally disagree over whether a given policy cvalua-
tion by a social scientist supports cither the First Law or the Second
Law. Many considcrations prevent that argument from being carricd
on very intclligently—the loyalties and commitments of the scholars
involved, the cfforts of partisans and polemicists to defend one in-
terpretation absolutely and to rcject the other entirely, the defensive-
ness of whatever government agency is being praised or blamed by
the study in question,- and the tendency of human affairs to be <o
complex and nbituons as to make the poscibility of dosianing ond
exceuting w Decisive Eaperiment all bat impossible.

IF this is the case, on what grounds can anvone defend such policy-
evaluating social scicnce as exists? In part, because some studies
do providc answers, even when judged by the most rigorous standards
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—it is a sad but clear fact, for example, that the reading scores of black
children in big-city clementary schools lag sigguificantly behind white
scores. (What is at issuc is not the difference, but what canses it and
what may be done about it.) But in Jarge part social science evalia-
tions, and the debates over them, are useflul becanse they expose the
complexities of a problematic situation, extend the range of possible
explanations for those conditions, increase our awareness of the un-
intended as well as intended outcomes of any policy intervention, and
stimulate us to reflect on the inadequacies of our own preconceptions
about the matter. In short, serious social scicncee, scriously debated,
can be a civilizing influence, despite the fact that some of its critics
regard the very cffort to be scientific as uncivilized.

Social science begins by attempting to simplify human affairs in
order that they can be more casily explained, but it often cnds by
making them cven more complex than originally supposcd. It is per-
haps this tendency that leads some persons, impatient for change,
to charge social scientists with being “conscrvative” (an otherwise
hilarious accusation, given the political predispositions of most social
scientists). The more complex a situation is thought to be and the
greater the importance of subjective, as opposed to material, con-
ditions in explaining it, the morc intractable it will scem to be. In the
long run, the Second Law tends to cover more cases than the First
Law. But in the long run policy will be made whatever social science
may say and, indced, the commitment to policy change is in many
cascs a nccessary precondition for an cvaluative study.
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Senator DECoNcCINI. Dr. Armor, let me ask you a question. In
what communities has busing been implemented in the most effec-
tive and least disruptive manner? Have you studied any cases
where it has been less disruptive than the Los Angeles case or some
other areas? _

Mr. ArMmOR. Of course I have only studied closely a couple of
dozen desegregation cases and there are hundreds. However, in my
own personal experience, the least disruptive desegregation plan
right now is in San Diego. It is also under supervision of a State
court, but the State court eliminated the possibility of mandatory
busing and said it would not consider it because of white flight.

Senator DEConcINI. When you are talking about successful cases,
you would say, obviously, the voluntary is more successful?

Mr. ARMOR. Absolut:el‘)’rlv.’h :

Senator DeCONCINI. en you get into the voluntarg busing
case, how do you determine its success? Is it primarily based on
white flight or less disruption? -

Mr. ARMOR. Less white flight, more support in working with the
community toward a plan, realizing that in a voluntary plan it will
take longer to get the result that perhaps mandatory busing might
seem to get in the first year, but then 5 years later there are so
many white students gone that it is really less effective than had
l3;ou taken the more gradual approach as San Diego has, which is

asically a 5-year plan. It is amazing how many white students will
transfer, for example, to minority schools on a voluntary basis if
you put programs in those schools that are attractive to white
students. It will work.

Senator DEConcINI. My last question on that subject matter is on
the voluntary plans. Have you studied enough cases where they
have succeeded to allow you to draw the conclusion that voluntary
plans do work even though they take longer?

Mr. ARMOR. Quite frankly, not enough districts have been per-
mitted to do voluntary plans to allow us to test it.

Senator DECoNCINI. Do you know how many have? )

Mr. ARMOR. In terms of a complete voluntary plan, I think there
are only a few in the major cities.

Senator DECoNcINI. San Diego is one?

Mr. ArRMOR. San Diego is one of the very, very few. Dayton had a
voluntary plan for awhile. Milwaukee had a voluntary plan for
awhile. However, when the court is involved, it simply does not
give it much time. If the voluntary plan does not work in a year or
two, mandatory busing is ordered. We really do not have enough
cases to make a solid generalization.

Senator DECoNcINI. When you commence a voluntary plan, it is
my assumption that this includes a real commitment by the gov-
erning jurisdiction to put attractive programs in the schools to
where theg want voluntary movement. Is that a fundamental re-
quirement
q l\gll; tARMOR. It requires a commitment and it requires money to

o that.

Senator DECONCINI. More money has to be spent?

Mr. ARMOR. I think there is no question it will take money in the
magnet school area to build the kind of programs that will attract
white parents.
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Senator DEConciNi. Without any studies to prove so, it is your
belief that this would succeed?

Mr. ArmoR. I think in many cases it would, yes. That is my
opinion.

Se(rlxator DeConcini. I have no further questions, Chairman Thur-
mond.

Senator THURMOND [acting chairman). I had an opening state-
mentdwhich appears following the other opening statements in the
record.

I want to thank the distinguished chairman of the subcommittee
for beginning hearings on the subject of schoolbusing.

As most people recognize, this is a controversial subject which
has both ardent advocates and opponents. As time has gone by,
however, I believe more and more people have reached the conclu-
sion that busing of children away from neighborhood schools is not
in the best interests of all concerned. The strains that are placed
on families, schools, and local public officials, even the police, to
meet the requirements of busing orders have had a profound effect.

A renewed look at this issue is timely, and again I commend the
chairman for holding these hearings. ,

I am a cosponsor of S. 528, a bill to limit the injunctive relief
courts may impose in busing suits. I support that bill because it is
a move in the right direction. It would orient the actions of the
courts and the Justice Department toward equal educational oppor-
tunity and away from racial quotas through forced busing.

"I would be willing to consider any measure in this area that will
make quality education for our children its primary purpose. I look
forward to hearing from the witnesses who are with us today.

I have a few questions, Dr. Armor, that I would like to propound
to you. :

There have been many social effects because of court-ordered
busing, primarily white flight and the growth of private schools.
Will these effects continue if court-ordered busing continues?

Mr. ArRMOR. I think they will. There is no question about it.

Senator THURMOND. One of the witnesses to be on the panel later
this morning, Professor Graglia, is recommending the repeal of
title IV of the Civil Rights Act, which authorizes the Attorney
General to bring suits to require desegregation. Would this be a
reasonable step toward limiting court-ordered busing?

Mr. ARMOR. If the Justice Department did not recommend man-
datory busing or plans like that, then I am not sure there would be
any problem in pursuing title IV. I think the issue has not been
and is not desegregation. The issue is in mandatory reassignment
of students to other schools. 4

With all due respect, I think title IV does not have a problem in
and of itself. If there are constitutional violations, I think they
should be pursued in the courts and by the Justice Department.
However, | think we have to get rid of remedies that in fact are not
remedies at all and that simply make the problem worse.

Senator THURMOND. Dr. Armor, what steps could the Congress
take to improve the health of the educational system in this coun-
trﬁ which would lead to quality education for all, black, white, or
other ethnic groups?
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Mr. ArmMoR. I think the Congress has to be assertive about the
disastrous effect of court intervention. The Congress has to take
over the legislative responsibiities and essentially get the courts
out of the public schools, not for the purpose of determining viola-
tions or remedies, but for the purposg of massive social reform,
massive busing, which is not a proper remedy for the violations
found. I think it only exists because perhaps Congress and local
legislatures in the past have not been assertive enough in claiming
that area for themselves.

Senator THURMOND. Dr. Armor, what are some of the adverse
effects on schoolchildren who must be transported away from their
" neighborhoods to other schools?

Mr. ArmoR. Well, the adverse effect I do not think is so much on
the child. Of course the schoolday becomes longer. There is less
time for activities. In Los Angeles, the children get up at 5 o’clock
in the morning. Some of the bus rides in Los Angeles were 1%
hours each way making 3 hours on the bus. Clearly, a lot of time is
being spent in activity that is not furthering their education.

However, I think the real harm is more at the community level
and the fact that with this kind of intervention, with this kind of
completely noncredible policy, the public simply loses support and
interest in the public schools. The public feels the courts have
taken over. It becomes the last straw for a number of other prob-
lems that some parents feel about the public schools. »

I think the harm is on the system perhaps more than on the
individual child.

Senator THURMOND. I believe Senator Helms made a statement
that one child in Charlotte of a particular race—I do not recall
which race—was transported about 20 miles or more just to bring
about a racial balance in another school. Would that appear to be a
wise course to follow for the best interests of the children?

Mr. ArMOR. Since we have not shown any benefits from that
transportation and being reassigned for either minority students or
white students, I do not see how it can be-a beneficial policy. It is a
lot of time, a lot of money, and a lot of energy that is going for no
particular educational gain.

I would rather see that money spent, quite frankly, on some of
the educational problems that exist in our central city schools, in
minority schools. The monef; would be better spent on compensa-
tory programs, programs that are devoted directly to spending
more time on educational activities and not more time to bring
about racial balance. :

Senator THURMOND. I think the question of desegregating the
schools in this country is clear. So far as I know, all public schools
are desegregated in all the States. In South Carolina, my home
State, the schools have been desegregated and we probably have
had less trouble in the South than in some other sections of the
country such as New York State and Cleveland, Ohio, and in
Boston, Mass., where they seem to have had considerable trouble
and so forth.

I want to ask you this question: When you haul city children of
certain race to go to a school of another race, someone said that
that actually more or less stigmatizes a child and in a way desig-
nates such a child as inferior, or those who are left as inferior. In
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other words: Is it placing a badge of inferiority on somebody that
they have to mix with somebody of another race to overcome that
badge of inferiority? Do you have any comment on that?

Mr. ArMor. | think that that is a complicated area. I think in
the past there have been strong opinions on the part of minority
leaders that the best education only takes place in an integrated
- environment. )

However, I think there is a growing sense on the part of many
minority leaders that that is a kind of racist concept, that minorit
and black children can, in fact, learn in a school that is predomi-
nantly black so long as the quality of the program is sufficient.

Based on_my experience as a social scientist, I, personally, do not
see any reason why there should be any stigma attached to one
way or the other, whether the school is mostly black, mostly white,
or integrated as long as the educational program is adequate.

Senator THURMOND. In other words, if we transported the chil-
dren to the nearest school, and if anyone wanted to go to another
school, let them go at their own expense, but if the public trans-
. ported them to the nearest school, whether it is all white, all black,
70-30, 60-40, are we performing our duty to the children?

Mr. ARMOR. I think the duty is to provide an adequate education,
a good education in that school. .

Senator THURMOND. Is that not the purpose after all, to provide
good educational opportunities? Is that not the purpose of schools
tov'educate children and not consider whether they are white or
black, or what race or religion or sex they belong to? It is just to
edt:lcatg? them all and treat them all alike. Is that not the fair way
to do it? -

Mr. ARMOR. I certainly agree. I do think we have to acknowledge
though that there are cases where there has been discrimination.

In Omaha, a case I worked on a couple of years ago, there were
cases where there were discriminatory boundaries drawn. We
cannot deny the existence of discrimination in the schools, and in
thﬁ S<1>uth where there was, in fact, at one time mandated separate
schools.

Senator THURMOND. That was de jure.

Mr. ARMOR. It was de jure.

Senator THURMOND. It was de gure segregation by law.

_ Mr. ARMOR. We have to get rid of those cases.

Senator THURMOND. The officials are bound to uphold that law,
‘but in the North and other parts of the country, it was de facto. It
was segregation in fact; was it not? ]

Mr. ARMOR. Most of it was due to housing patterns and not to
the specific violations. That is correct.

Senator THURMOND. In other words, there was segregation in
both parts of the country. One is by law and the other was by fact.
However, the laws have been stricken down and everybody is on an
equal basis, so to speak. i}

It seems to me we ought to be looking toward educating the
children, giving them the finest opportunities possible regardless of
race, color, sex, and do all we can to improve the lives of those
children. -

Mr. ArRMOR. I agree, sir. -

Senator THURMOND. Thank you very much.

2
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Mr. ArMOR. Thank you. ,

Senator THURMOND. Senator Hatch has some questions he will
submit for the record. We will not have you answer them now, but
you can answer them for the record.

Mr. Armor. OK. Thank you very much, sir.

Senator THURMOND. We now have a panel to testify: Prof.
Nathan Glazer, Mr. William Taylor, Prof. Lino Graglia, and Mr.
Julius Chambers. '

Starting on the left, please give us your name, your occupation,
and where you are from.

Mr. GrazEr. | am Nathan Glazer, professor of education and
sociology at Harvard University.

Mr. GraGLIA. I am Lino Graglia, professor of constitutional law
at the University of Texas Law School.

Mr. CHAMBERS. I am Julius Chambers, president of the NAACP
Legal Defense Fund.

Mr. TayLor. I am William Taylor, adjunct professor of law at
Catholic University Law School, and director of the Center for
National Policy Review.

Senator THURMOND. I assume you gentlemen have statements
you would like to make at this time. We will start on the left. The
full statements will be made a part of the record following your
oral presentations.

STATEMENT OF NATHAN GLAZER, PROFESSOR OF EDUCATION,
HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Mr. GLAzER. My statement will be very brief. I will submit it for
the record. I think most of the points I wanted to raise have
already been very well presented by David Armor.

I want to make only one additional point. Mr. Armor talked
primarily about the etfectiveness of remedies. I agree with him
completely. The remedi" of mandatory assignment of children to
schools on the basis of their race has been ineffective educationally,
hardll); effective in increasing integration, and has been the policy
that has perhaps been more opposed by parents in this country,
v;lhitﬁ, l;lack, Hispanic, Asian, than any other school policy one can
think of.

I want to refer, as I say, to only one additional point, not on the
ineffectiveness of remedies, but the reason why these remedies
;vhich are 8o dramatically in effect have come down or are imposed

y courts. .

I think the problem is that the question of the explanation for
school segregation in situations where there has not been any
mandatory school segregation, or in which this ceased some time
ago, has n improperly approached and dealt with by courts.

The courts seem to take the position, at least in many cases, that
the natural form of arrangement of ethnic and racial groups in
American cities in the absence of State action, either of school
authorities or housing authorities, would be an even distribution.
They seem to expect, on the basis of evidence presented to them
gresumably, that in the absence of school action, in the absence of

tate action, there would be a situation in which you would have
an even distribution of blacks, or of Hispanic Americans, or other
groups that are sometimes the subject of this litigation in a city.
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I think this is the most unreasonable of expectations. No groups
are evenly distributed through cities or metropolitan districts.
Groups are real. They have distinctive histories. They have differ-
ent economic patterns. They have different tastes in housing. For
all these reasons, we have always had concentrations of ethnic and
racial'gr&x(f)s in cities. :

Admittedly, there is an additional factor in the case of blacks
and other groups, a factor of discrimination, but this factor of
discrimination in no sense explains the whole pattern, or even any
mqjgr part of it.

e Supreme Court still takes the position that it is looking for
de jure segregation, segregation by State actions, by law. The
Court, and inferior courts, seem to me to accept very flawed evi-
dence arguing that the distributions of black and white children,
and children of other groups we find in public schools, are the
result of State action.

I will not go into the details as to the reasons why I consider this
evidence flawed, but I will refer to one kind of finding I think is
terribly important. I will refer to a case in Boston. I think it can be
demonstrated elsewhere.

In the Boston case, where the district judge found many cases of
action by the school board that he said had led to concentrations of
black children in the schools, a demographer by the name of
Nathan Kantrowitz, in an article in the Annals, analyzed distribu-
g&? of students in the schools and of people in residence through

ton.

He analyzed this before schoolbusing took place. The assumption
you could work on is that if the school board had engaged in all
these actions of segregation, the schools should have been more
segregated than the people in Boston were. The fact is they were
less segregated. :

Most of the segregation in schools is a result of residential pat-
terns. The residential patterns themselves are a result of economic
differences, of taste, to some degree of discrimination, but even
that discrimination is very often not State discrimination. It is
discrimination by individuals who often simply exercise their right
to move away and to make transitional areas largely black.

I will make one other further reference to, I think, the most
im;)ortant Supreme Court in this area, the one in the Dayton and
Columbus case in which measures, that by any fair reading could
have had only a minimal impact on the distribution of white and
black students in Dayton and Columbus, were taken to be the
cause of the distribution of students in Dayton and Columbus. On
this basis, a mandatory busing scheme was imposed on the entire
school district in both cases.

I think Judge Rehnquist’s dissent in that decision is absolutely
convincing that the distribution of schoolchildren in Dayton and
Columbus was not the result of school actions, was not the result of
State actions, and there was no constitutional requirement that an
unpopular, ineffective, and undesired course of action be imposed.
know this committee has no legislation before it and has no

roposed amendments before it. To refer again to Senator Biden's
rustration over the long sgriod of time he has spent on this matter
and on the difficulty o ngress in expressing the desires of the
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American people to be able to impose any restraint on the courts
in this matter, referring to all that, the question is: Is there any-
thing the Congress can do?

In 19717, 1 testified before a subcommittee then chaired by Sena-
tor Biden. Senator Roth was present. They had a piece of legisla-
tion which I still think makes good sense.

The piece of legislation, in effect, said that one could not impose
a desegregation requirement that was required more than correct-
ing for the effects of any school action in distributing schoolchil-
dren by race.

It can be argued that this is a very difficult test to apply. It is
not a difficult test to apply. If school¢children are not more segre-
gated in the schools of a district than people are segregated in
their residential patterns, then there is simply no overall effect of
State action in increasing the segregation of schoolchildren.

There is a good deal more I could say. I subscribe to everything
David Armor has said. I will not take further time of the commit-
tee, except to say I think that piece of legislation of 1977 is worth
looking at. That proposed legislation, I think, without being a
constitutional lawyer and without knowing to what extent courts
will accept the power of Congress to define what is unconstitution-
al discrimination, it is still worth a try.

Thank you.

" [The material follows:]
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TESTIMONY ON SCHOOL BUSING.

-~ Nathan Glazer

""'School busingk'ot the assignment of children to public schools
on the basis of race in order to spread black and white children evenly
through the public schools, 1is perhaps the most unpopular, widely
implemented, school™ policy in the United States. Great majorities of white
parents oppose it, in various surveys half or more of black parents
oppose it, and undoubtedly majorities of Asian and Hispanic parents oppose
it. Further it is undoubtedly‘one factor leading to the rapid loss of
population, black and white, in cities in which it has been implemented.
Additionaliy, it adds, even if only marginally, to the cost of public
education, and in its initial stages leads to the loss of large percentages
of white children to private schools and to schools in jurisdictions
without busing. Why, then, do we find it in existence in many cities, with
substantial threats that it will be imposed in cities which do not yet
have 1it?

Three chief arguments are presented for it. By far the most important
is that school busing is required under the Constitution in order to
overcome the effects of unconstitutional segregation of.black children.
Clearly such an argument is best addressed by Constitutional lawyers, but
there are aspects of it to which social scientists can contribute, and
indeed have contributed. Since it is now at least a dozen years or more
since desegregation as required by state law in the South directly affected
school attendance by race, and many more years since segregation was
practiced directly in the North and West, the question of the explanation
of the prevailing patterns of attendance at public schools by race is
an important one. The facts as to this distribution are not
in dispute: Almost everywhere in the absence of busing most black
children attend schools that are almost entirely black, most white
children attend schools that are almost exclusively white (though

‘substantial proportions of black children are found in white majority

83-458 0 - 82 -~ 10 . -
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schools, and some white children are found in black majority schools).

The Supreme Court requires evidence that this distribution is caused by
public action in order to consider it, in whole or in part, state-imposed
desegregation, de jure segregation. Thus, in the absence of laws requiring

such segregation, it is necessary to conduct an investigation as to causes

before busing can be required. The facts relied on by courts to find de

Jure segregation are the shifting of school zone boundaries, the siting of

new schools, the closing of old schools, the overcrowding or undercrowding

of schools, the provision of temporary classrooms to accommodate over-
crowding, all in relation to racial changes in school-going populations.

These demonstrations are defective in various ways as evidence of state~imposed
segregation:

(1) Many of the actions took place a long time ago, and the reasons
for them are no longer clear.

(2) Many took place at a time when there were no racial censuses of
school children.

(3) Some may have taken place with the active support of black
communities, who have always been interested in good schools and new schools,
and who often are not concerned that new schools in black neighbor-
hoods would be black schools.,

(4) Causes are always multiple, and hard to disentangle.

(5) Most important, when the black population. of cities is rapidly
growing -- as has been true since World War II -- schools in growing
black neighborhoods will become predominantly black schools, whether
or not school zone boundaries are shifted, or large schools are built,
or small schools, and whether or not they are planned to be placed in
the middle of black neighborhoods or on their edges. With a rapidly
growing black school population, and a neighborhood school policy, all
schools in the path of growth will become black,

On occasion, the Supreme Court has suggested, to counter the argument
that these school populations are the result of neighborhood concentrations,

that the neighborhood concentrations are themselves caused in part by
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school segregation. But this argument is specious: Black neighborhoods
‘exist because of the rapid growth of black populations, their relative
'poverty and discrimination in housing ~- and since the latter is in large
measure caused by individuals and families exercising their option to move,
it is almost immune to influence by public policy. (See Eleanor P. Wolf,
"Northern School Desegregation and Residential Choice,” in The Supreme
Court Review, 1977, pp. 63-85.) ‘ '
The most reasonable conclusion that social scientists can draw is
that distribution by race in public schools is almost exactly waat we would
expect on the basis of the geographical distribution of black and white
children of school age. Whatever the motives of the almost unrecoverable
and innumerable actions of school boards, they are not the cause of the
distribution of black and white children in public schools. ([Kantrowitz)
One may ask why courts have been so often convinced that these actions
are the result of school board actions. There are, I think, three reasons

for this. The first is that most social scientists think that school

desegregation by any means is a good thing, and are willing to testify
that school board act;ons have caused segregation. There are many fewer
social scientists who will testify to the contrary. The second is that
the advocates of school desegregation through busing are far more
experienced in litigating school desegregation suits than the lawyers for
school boards or states. The third is that the Supreme Court has on

the whole accepted weak and specious evidence to érove de jure segregation.

[Rehnquist dissent in Dayton and Columbus. )

There are two other arguments for desegregation that may have no
constitutional standing but which play an important role I believe in leading
Judges to find for plaintiffs. IOnce again social scientists play an
important role in advancing both arguments.

The first is that going to school with a majority of whites is
necessary for black school achievement to improve. There are reasons
why we might in theory expect this, The fact is it has not been demonstrated,

and in the nature of the case it is hard to see how it can be demonstrated.
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School desegregation is not one thing but many things, depending on the
school district ané the school. Of course if school desegregation is
accompanied by a massive infusion of Federal funds, innovative curricula,
cooperation by business and local colleges, school achievement may improve
(though it may also not), but in this case, to what are we to attribute
the improvement? '

A-second is that race relations between blacks and whites generally
will thereby improve. Once again, in the nature of the case, this cannot
be demonstrated: desegregation, as implemented, means so many different
things -- as does good race relations -- that we are likely to find

improvement in one situation, deterioration in another, or improvement
by some measures, deterioration by another in any given case.

The Supreme Court, inferior Federal courts, and plaintiffs' lawyers
have~operated on a peculiar view of race and ethnicity in the United States:
They take as a desirable norm the even distribution of each group in
every institution in the society. This has never been the case with
ethnic and racial groups. Groups have distinctive experiences which
shape them: Some are more urban or more rural, more or less prosperous,
more or less educated, concentrated in one region or another. All this,
and much else, must make for difference. Discrimination as a cause of these
differences is prohibited by law. Many other causes of difference cannot be
reached by law. Because of these prohibitions of discrimination, {n part,
and because of enormous declines in prejudice and discrimination by the white
population, we have seen a huge increase in the proportion of blacks in
formerly white colleges, in the income of working blacks, in the proportion
in white-collar work and the professions, in the number of blacks elected to
office, in the proportion of blacks moving, like whites before them, to newer
residential areas. All this is producing more integration and better race
relations: Busing is not responsible for these positive changes, and does
not contribute to good race relations.

Under these circumstances, what role can Congress play? Once again,

this is a matter for lawyers and elected representatives primarily, but
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1 believe that Congress can, by legislation, define prohibited segregation
in such a way that the school concentrations that do not diverge from
what might be expected on the basis of neighborhood concentrations is clearly

declared to be de facto, not de jure segregation.

1 realize some consider this interference in the proper role of the
)
Supreme Court: I 'do not. The Court has given ambiguous and inconsistent
guidance. The de facto segregation of Dayton I turned into the de jure
of Dayton II. Both decisions were bitterly disputed. If the Court
cannot decide, let Congress.

against Congressional action /
A second argumentlis that where busing is now working well it will

be ended. 1 am not sure what "working well" means, but in a political

system where blacks share political power, and are dominant in many cities,
I am confident that where it is working to general satisfaction it will
be retained.

A third argument is that all progress to school desegreéation d&ll
cease. I don't agree with that either. School 1integration
can come in many ways -~ through the nonpublic schools, where the proportion
of blacks is growing, through voluntary programs, which have been denigrated
by the advocates of forced busing, and generally through the changes
in education, occupation, income, and residential concentration that are

taking place in the black population.
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Senator THURMOND. Professor Glazer, 1 believe you formerly
taught at the University of Californa at Berkeley?

Mr. GLAZER. Yes.

Senator THURMOND. Since 1973, you have been the editor of one
of the most provocative and consistently informative magazines on
the American scene, the Public Interest.

Mr. GrazgR. That is true. I mean it is true I am editor.

Senator THURMOND. I believe you are the author of a number of
most significant works of social analysis that have appeared in this
country since the Second World War, including the ‘“Lonely
Crowd,” written with David Riesman; ‘“The Social Basis of Commu-
nism; Beyond the Melting Pot,” written with our colleague, Senator
Moynihan; and “Affirmative Discrimination-Ethnic Inequality and
Public Policy.” ,

I believe you were also the author of a number of important
articles on schoolbusing.

Mr. GLAZER. Yes.

Senator THURMOND. We are very glad to have you with us today.

Mr. GLAzER. Thank you.

Senator THURMOND. Professor Graglia, I believe you are profes-
sor of constitutional law at the University of Texas Law School.

Mr. GrRAGLIA. Yes.

Senator THURMOND. Professor Graglia has been a visiting profes-
sor at the University of Virginia and is one of the Nation’s leading
authorities on civil rights laws. He is the author of one of the
outstandin% works that has appeared on the subject of busing:
“Disaster by Decree: Supreme Court Decisions on Race in the
Schools.” Professor Graglia is also the author of numerous articles
on constitutional law.

We are very pleased to have you here. Would you care to make a
statement now?

STATEMENT OF LINO GRAGLIA, PROFESSOR OF LAW,
UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS

Mr. GRAGLIA. I have submitted a fairly brief written statement. I
will be even more brief orally.

What Professor Glazer was just telling us, I think, is a good thing
to begin with. In essence, what he was saying is that the supposed
factual basis for what the courts do, for court-ordered busing, does
not exist. That is the case. The situation in this area is that what
the courts purport or claim to be doing is not what they are
actually doing in fact.

However, I take it the major thing we are concerned with here
and now is what can Congress do? We have heard much about the
harms and lack of benefits of busing that I agree with entirely. The
gt(x)estion is what can be done about it? I believe it is high time that

ngress act effectively and aggressively in this area.

THE CONSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENT. DESEGREGATION, NOT
INTEGRATION

To understand what it is that Congress can do about the busing
requirement, it is necessary to understand exactly what the busing
requirement is. Unfortunately, it is not easy to understand what
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the busing requirement is, because as I said, and as Professor
Glazer in effect indicated, what the courts do and what the courts
say are two different things in this area. It is an area where words
are often used to mean the opposite of what they otherwise seem to
mean.

For example, a prohibition of assignment of kids to school on the
basis of race turns out to mean, surprisingly, that the kids must be
assigned to school on the basis of race.

The most important thing to understand as a matter of constitu-
tional law about this whole area is that in constitutional law, at
least in constitutional theory, there is no requirement of integra-
tion or racial balance. The Supreme Court has told us many times
that the mere existence of racially separated or imbalanced
schools, or even the existence of one-race schools, is not a constitu-
tional violation.

The constitutional requirement is only the ending of segregation,
the abolishing of the use of racial discrimination in the operation
of the school systems. Why then do we have busing, which it would
seem is obviously intended to increase integration or create inte-
gration and which is, in fact, the use of racial discrimination and
the assignment of children to schools on the basis of race?

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DESEGREGATION AND COMPULSORY
INTEGRATION

The courts tell us—it seems to me this is crucial to understand—
that there is no requirement of integration, that the only require-
ment is desegregation, and that that is a very different thing.

How is it a different thing? It is a different thing basically in two
respects. A requirement of integration would apply wherever there
is racial separation. If you look at a school system and you find
that schools are not racially balanced, then this requirement of
integration would apply.

A requu'ement of desegregation, however, only applies where you
find segregation in the constitutional legal sense.

One of the confusions here is that social scientists use the word

“segregation” as synonymous with racial separation. That is the
way Professor Armor, for example, was using the word.

In constitutional law, however, there is a very important distinc-
tion between segregation and the mere fact of racial separation.
We can-use words as we wish, of course, but if we wish to discuss
constitutional law accurately and helpfully in this area, it is neces-
sary to maintain that distinction. _

A constitutional requirement of integration would simply be a
constitutional requirement that is applicable wherever racial im-
balance ex1sts A requirement of desegregation, however, which the
courts say is a very different thing, applies only where segregation
exists, only where the separation that exists is the result of racial
discrimination by school authorities.

The second difference between a requirement of integration and
a requlrement of desegregation is that a requirement of integration
would require whatever steps are necessary to produce as much
racial balance as can be produced.
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A requirement of desegregation, however, is not that at all. It is
not a requirement to produce as much racial balance as you can. It
is, after all, only a requirement to desegregate, end segregation.
That is: To produce as much racial integration or balance as there
would be except for the supposed violation, the racial discrimina-
tion.

MISTAKEN FACTUAL ASSUMPTIONS BY THE COURTS

This distinction is very important because it provides the whole
basis and theory of busing, and it therefore provides Congress with
a clear means of ending busing through legislative action. The
courts have clearly misapplied their own theory, their own basis
for busing. As Professor Glazer said, the facts do not support what
the courts say they are doing.

We must assume that the courts have been unable to make
accurate determinations as to the facts. That is, the courts appar-
ently have not been able to determine what is the real cause or the
real causes of the school racial separation that exists. The courts
seem to assume and believe that all separation is a result of racial
discrimination by school authorities.

That is, if there were no racial discrimination by school authori-
ties, the schools would be very neatly balanced. That, as Dr. Glazer
was just saying, appears not to be the case.

The courts seem to have failed to understand the facts as to that.
It seems that they have also failed to understand the facts as to the
effects of busing, what effect busing actually has on increasing
rather than decreasing racial separation, what effect it has on
educational effectiveness, what effect it has on the provision of
equality of educational opportunity, and what effect it has on
racial relations.

It seems to me the courts are operating under mistaken factual
assumptions, and Congress ought to conduct factual investigations
to determine and establish as best it can what seem to be the facts
on these matters.

If Congress finds, as I think is the case, that the racial separation
that exists in our schools is not the result of racial discrimination,
then busing has no constitutional basis.

BUSING IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL RACIAL DISCRIMINATION

The constitutional basis for busing is that it is undoing racial
discrimination, but if the separation is not the result of racial
discrimination, the busing cannot be justified on that ground. The
busing then is not desegregation. Indeed, the busing then is simply
the practice of racial discrimination. The practice of racial discrim-
ination by government is forbidden by the equal protection clause
of the 14th amendment.

First, Congress, pursuant to its power to enforce the 14th amend-
ment, ought to prohibit, or, at a minimum, severely limit busing to
those situations in which it, in fact, can be justified as the undoing
of racial discrimination.
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BUSING INCREASES RACIAL SEPARATION

Second, Congress could also support legislation prohibiting or

strictly limiting busing on the grounds that, as I said, the courts
seem to have misappraised the effects of busing.

" Busing, as Dr. Armor said, in very many situations, large cities

in particular, typically increases racial separation rather than de-

creases it and has adverse effects on equality of educational oppor-

tunity and on race relations.

It seems to me that Congress, as a means of enforcing the 14th
amendment, could therefore prohibit busing because busing is sepa-
rating the races. It is making our public schools and our cities
more racially separate than would otherwise be the case. It is
apparently increasing racial animosities. It is not aiding but hurt-
ing educational effectiveness. It is not contributing to but apparent-
ly has an adverse impact on equality of educational opportunity.
Therefore, it seems to me that Congress has ample authority under
the 14th amendment to simply prohibit, or at least strictly limit,
busing.

Thank you.

[The material follows:]
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The Fourteenth Amendment and School Busing
Lino A. Graglia [}

Rex G. Baker and Edna Heflin Baker Professor

of Constitutional Law, University of Texas
School of Law

In order fo; Congress to know what it can do about the
busing requirement, it must first understand exactly what the
busing requirement is. That, unfortunately, is not a simple
matter. This is an area in which what the courts say they are
doing and what they do in fact are often two quite different
things. It is an area in which words are often used to mean
the oppdsite of what they are ordinarily understood to mean;
for example, a constitutional prohibition of the assignment
of children to school on the basis of race can turn out to be
a constitutional requirement that children be assigned to school
on the basis of race.

The most important thing to know about the constitutional
law of this area is that, in theory at least, there is no consti-
tutional requirement of school racial integration or "balance."
All that the courts require,'they tell us, is compliance with
Brown's prohibition of de jure segregation, segregation compelled
by law or by other racially discriminatory government action.

The basic regquirement, supposedly, is that children be assigned

to school without regard to their race, free of all racial discrim-
ination. In thecry, the Constitution, since Brown, prohibits -
segregation, but does not require integration; the existence of
racially imbalanced or even one-race schools is not, the Supreme
Court has many times stated, a constitutional violation.

But why then do the courts require busing? Is it not
obviously a requirement of school racial integration, and does
it not nece#sarily require the assignment of children to school
on the basis of race? No, the courts tell us, they do not re-
quire integration as such, but only "desegregation," something
very different and that is, in fact, simply the requirement of

Brown. Busing for "desegregation" may look a lot like busing
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to compel integration to those untutored in constitutional law,
but they are nonetheless, for those learned in constitutional
law, crucially different.

The basic differences are that, first, a requirement of
integration would apply wherever school racial separation or
imbalance exists, but a requirement of desegregation applies
only where unconstitutional seygregation exists--that is, there
must be, not mere racial separation, which is not unconstitu-
tional, but racial separation required by law or by the racially
discriminatory action of government officials, which is a con-
stitutional violation. Second, a requirement of integration
would require school authorities to take whatever steps might
be necessary to achieve complete school racial integration or
balance, but a requirement of desegregation requires school au-
thorities only to "remedy" the constitutional violation found,
to undo the unconstitutional segregation--the requirement is,
not to make the school system as racially balanced as possible,
but only to make it as racially integrated as it would be ex-
cept for the constitutional violation found.

The courts' supposed requirement of desegregation looks
so similar to a simple requirement of racial balance to most
observers because in practice they are the same. The problem,
in a word, is that the courts do not do in fact what they claim
to do. As Justice Powell pointed in the Keyes case eight years
ago, what the courts require and justify as "desegregation;
is in fact simply compulsory racial balance: it is not the rem-
edying of unconstitutional segregation, as the courts claim,
but the undoing of racial imbalance, whatever its cause.

First, courts that order busing do not in fact require

¢ an—actual showing that the racial imbalance existing in a school
system is the result of racial discrimination by school authori-
ties, i.e., unconstitutional segregation. In all or nearly all
cases, it quite plainly is not; it is simply the result of the

existence of areas of residential racial concentration, of the
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fact that people of the same race or ethnic group tend to reside
in the same neighborhoods. Second, the courts do not in fact
limit the busing they order to that necessary to "remedy" the
constitutional violation (unconstitutional segregation) that
they have supposedly found; they simply order that the schools
be racially balanced, as if no school racial separation or imbal- .
ance would exist in the absence of racial discrimination by school
authorities. : -
We must assume that the courts 4o not do in fact what
they say they are doing only because they have been unable to
make correct and accurate factual determinations as to the ac-
tual cause or causes of school racial imbalance. Congress,
with its much greater resources for factual investigation, should
itself determine the actual cause or causes of existing racial
imbalance in our nation's public schools. This is a question
subject to empiric investigation, and there are scholars profes-
sionally concerned with answering it. If Congress should find
that, as would appear to be the case, racial discrimination by
school autho;ities is not a significant cause of existing school
racial imbalance, Congress should enact appropriate legislation,
pursuant to its power to enforce the Fourteenth Amendment, to
prohibit or limit busing.
If busing cannot be justified as a means of preventing
or undoing racial discrimination by school authorities--i.e.,
as a means of enforcing gigﬂg's prohibition of racial discrim-
ination by government, as the courts claim~--it becomes itself
simply an unjustified practice of racial discrimination by gov-
ernment and, therefore, a clear violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment. At a minimum, Congress should provide that all court-
ordered busing cease unless it is actually shown in each case
that existing school racial imbalance is the result of racial
discrimination by school authorities, and Congress should fur-

ther provide that if such a showing is made, any busing ordered



161

should be specifically limited to that necessary to prevent or -~
correct such racial discrimination.

The courts have apparently also been unable to determine

accurately the effects of compulsory busing, particularly the
loﬁger-range effects, on school racial integration, educational
effectiveness, equality of educational opportunity, and race
relations. Again, these are matters subject to empiric inves-
tigation, and Congress should itself investigate and determine
the facts as to these matters. If Congress should determine
that, as would appear to be the case, court-ordered busing typ-
ically tends to produce more--rather than less, as the courts
apparently believe--racial separation in the nation's public
schools and to have an adverse impact on the educational effec-
tiveness of the schools, on the provision of equal educational
opportunity, and on race relations, Congress would have a fur-
ther basis for enacting appropriate legislation, pursuant to
its Fourteenth Amendment power, prohibiting or limiting court-
ordered busing.

A further step Congress can take regarding the busing
issue is to repeal Title IV of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which
authorizes the Attorney General to bring suits to require "deseg-
regation." This would be of very limited effectiveness as it
would prevent the filing of suits only by the government and
would not affect existing busing. It is, nonetheless, a step
to be recommended. The 1964 Act explicitly defines "desegrega~
tion" as meaning "tke assignment of students to public schools
and within such schools without regard to their race" and, re- -
dundantly, as not meaning "the assignment of students to public

schools in order to overcome racial imbalance." The Act, how-

ever, has been applied to exactly the opposite effect, to re-
quire the assignment of students to schools on the basis of
race in order to overcome racial imbalance. If the Act were
faithfuliy applied according to its terms, it could not be a

basis for court-ordered busing. It would then also be unneces-
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sary, however, because the'assignment of children to public
schools on the basis of race--except pursuant to court order--
no longer takes place. Making the purpose of the Act more clear
by amendment would not seem possible, and in any event, use of
the Act according to its actual purpose would, as just noted,
make it unnecessary. Simple repeal would remove all basis for
argument as to the government's authority and would prevent
further misuse of the Act.

In my opinion, Congress should also investigate the pos-
sibility of alternative effective means of ensuring equality
of educational opportunity to all persons. It would seem de-
sirable, for example, -that in general students or their parents
be given freedom of choice as to the school the student will
attend in the school district or perhaps even in other distric?s,
with transportation provided at public expense. Unfortunately,
it does not appear that problems of educational underachieve-
ment can be solved primarily with money, but money sﬁould be
made available and used in any ways that seem to hold promise.
There 15 no question, of course, that predominantly minority
schools must be funded, equipped, and staffed at. least as well
as predominantly white schools; in fact, it would seem clear
that greater educational resources should be devoted to schools
where there is greater educational need. In short, once it
has determined that court-ordered is not the answer to our edu-
cational and racial problems, Congress should attempt to deter-

mine what might be at least part of the answer.
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Senator THURMOND. Mr. Julius Chambers is president of the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund, and one of the Nation’s most promi-
nent civil rights attorneys. -

He is presently associated with a Charlotte, N.C., law firm of
Chambers, Stein, Ferguson & Becton.

Mr. Chambers played a major role in the litigation in Swann v.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg.

As always, this committee is pleased to listen to the testimony of
the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, and, in particular, to the testimo-
ny today of Mr. Chambers.

Mr. Chambers, we will be glad to hear from you.

' STATEMENT OF JULIUS CHAMBERS, PRESIDENT, NAACP LEGAL
DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND

Mr. CHAMBERS. Thank you.

I, too, will be brief in my opening statement. I will submit the
correction of the name of the firm which has changed in the past
couple of months.

I have been in private practice now for several years. I am
making these statements not only as president of the gfal De-
fense Fund, but also as a product of segregation that existed in the
South. I am a native of North Carolina. I was born and raised
there and I presently reside there.

As an example of why I think the committee should be proposing
legislation to improve efforts for desegregation, I want to use the
example of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg litigation. Again, I will be
very brief.

We filed the Charlotte-Mecklenburg case in 1965. At that time,
the school system had had very limited desegregation with one or
two students transferring under the freedom of choice plan in 1959.
In 1965, the board, with an effort to try to further desegregation,
decided to close all-black schools in the suburb. The board drafted
plans that continued segregation of the schools even with the clos-
ing of the black schools in the suburbs, gerrymandered school
districts. The board continued assigning teachers and other staff
persons solely on the basis of race.

There was no question in 1965 that Charlotte-Mecklenburg oper-
ated a de jure segregated school system, and the court so found.

With that determination, the court opted for what it called a
neutral plan of desegregation. That plan simply allowed the board
to draw lines that the court considered neutral at that time. It also
ordered the board to do something about desegregating teachers,
but it left the segregated system intact.

In 1969, we reopened that school case. The court, in 1969 and
1970, found that the board had failed to desegregate the school
system. It had purposefully created a racially segregated system
and had failed to implement plans necessary to desegregate. There
was no question in 1969 and 1970 that we had a State entity that
had purposefully created a segregated system. Under the Constitu-
tion, that system was obligated to desegregate.

The board had tried several plans between 1954 and 1969, plans
that had been advocated by some people who today say that busing
has been a failure. It tried freedom of choice. It tried neutral zones.
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Yet it had a racially segregated system, and not a de facto but a de
jure such system.

In 1970, the court ordered the board to implement a plan that
would desegregate. That plan included rezoning school districts,
pairing and clustering schools, and, as one element, transportation
of students. .

I should mention that the transportation ordered by that plan
did not substantially increase busing of students. I would also point
out that the one student who was referred to a moment ago who
supposedly was being bused 20 miles for the purpose of desegregat-
ing was not bused for that purpose. I would also point out that
there were students in the system then being transported more
than 20 miles for the purpose of maintaining segregation.

In the plan that was ordered into effect, the students were trans-
ported for a very limited period of time. The plan resulted in
complete desegregation of all the schools in the system.

There was some opposition. There was some limited white flight.
There was some development of private schools. However, what we
have seen with that plan is a situation where the community has
come together, where desegregation has, in fact, worked, where
students, black and white, have been improving in educational
programs, and where the community now actively supports a
public education system. '

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg system, when I first began work in
"North Carolina, had not only segregated schools but a rigidly segre-
gated housing situation, segregation in job opportunity, segregation
throughout the community. That was not de facto but purposefully
required by State practices.

The effect of desegregation in Charlotte-Mecklenburg has been
not only to improve relationships between the students and educa-
tional achievements of students, but also relationships among citi-
zens in the community. It is an example, I submit, of what desegre-
gation, including busing, would mean for the Nation.

Senator THURMOND. We will have to take a recess. There is a
vote in the Senate. The committee will be in recess for a few
minutes.

[Recess.]

Senator THURMOND. The committee will come to order.

Mr. Chambers, did you finish, or did you have something else
you wanted to say? -

Mr. CuamMBERS. I have three other points that I would like to
make briefly. ‘

Senator 'I{iURMOND. Go right ahead.

Mr. CuamBers. I would like to comment on the role that the
courts have played over the years in desegregation of schools.
There have been suggestions that the courts have overstepped their
bounds and that the courts have misinterpreted the Constitution. I
would just like to mention a few of the cases that have been
principal cases of the courts in desegregation to point out that the
courts have not only acted responsibly in these cases, but the
coix_riés have clearly followed the 14th amendment in directing
relief.
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In Brown, as we all know and as I understand everyone con-
ceives, the court there addressed a de jure segregated school system
and ordered that the 14th amendment required that there be relief.

In subsequent cases which have followed Brown, the courts have
adhered strenuously to the requirement that one demonstrate in-
tentional segregation.

For example, in Swann, the court pointed out clearly that relief
could be ordered by the court only upon a finding of de jure
segregation.

In Keyes-Denver, the court again pointed out that de jure segre-
gation was the only type of segregation that would allow relief.

In all of the cases that I am familiar with where the court has
addressed this problem, it has required strict adherence and truth
to a showing of intentional segregation. Suggestions here and else-
where that the courts have overstepped their bounds in finding
segregation and ordering relief, I submit, are clearly misplaced.

Additionally, the courts have directed relief only to the extent
that segregation is proven. It has clearly pointed out that a district
court or other Federal court can direct relief in these cases only to
the extent that de jure discrimination is proven. That was clear in
Swann. It was clear in Dayton and Cleveland. It was clear in Keyes.

I think it is a misrepresentation to suggest that the relief that
has been ordered is in excess of what discrimination has been
found by the court.

I think it is also unfair to suggest that the court is stretching to
find discrimination. In each instance where the court has sustained
a finding or showing of discrimination, active practices of school
officials to segregate have been clearly established.

With respect to the proposed legislation, I would suggest that the
proposed constitutional amendment removing jurisdiction from the
courts would not only be unconstitutional but would be unfair.

We have found over the years that it was the Court that has
entertained efforts by minorities to obtain relief from discriminato-
ry practices. The Court is obligated by article 3 of the Constitution
to interpret the Constitution. We should leave that jurisdiction
with the Court. I submit that it is constitutionally required to be
left with the Court.

I think it is also unwise legislation to remove jurisdictional au-
thority from HEW and from the Department of Justice to enforce
the Constitution. During the 1960’s and early 1970’s, we saw that
efforts by the Department of Justice were essential for minorities
throughout the country to obtain relief against clear discriminato-
ry practices. ,

HEW was also effective, and as jurisdiction was withdrawn from
HEW, we have clear efforts by school systems to continue with
racial and discriminatory practices with little hope by minorities
who are affected to obtain relief.

In conclusion, in Charlotte-Mecklenburg and in many districts
throughout the South, we have found that when efforts are being
made on a national level to try to erase what has been accom-
plished, those efforts simply create more turmoil and false hopes
for communities.

83-458 0 ~ 82 ~ 11
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In many districts now that have desegregated, proposed legisla-
tion to limit busing offer hopes, and I suggest false hopes, to some
school districts that they can now resegregate.

What we have seen during the past few months are efforts by
some school districts to go back to what they call neighborhood
schools and to simply resegregate their school districts.

We have seen many school districts that have desegregated and
now endorse those efforts with enormous problems of trying to
continue with those efforts because of hopes being created that
they can resegregate.

If we want to put this problem behind us, I submit that Congress
should now clearly declare that segregation, wherever it exists, in
the North or South, must be redressed, and must be redressed
through the only effective remedy that has been developed. That
remedy includes busing of students.

Thank you.

[The material follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF JULIUS LEVONNE CHAMBERS
BEFORE THE CONSTITUTIONAL SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
MAY 14, 1981

. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify before the Subcommittee today on busing as a
remedy for unconstitutional school segregation.

My name is Julius LeVonne Chambers. I am President
of the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. I
have served as counsel in numerous civil rights actions,
particularly in my home state of North Carolina. Among
the cases I have litigated is the Charlotte school deseg-

regation action, Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of

Education, 402 U.S. 1 (1971).

Unconstitutional School Segregation

In 1954, the United States Supreme Court declared
that public school segregation imposed or required by
law violated the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantee of
equal protection of the laws. The evil that Brown v.

Board of Education was directed against were dual systems

of education in which the separation of black school chil-~
dren was invidious and stigmatizing. In the eyes of state
law, black scﬁool children were iﬁferior and not fit to
sit in the same room and be educated with white students.

" Brown declared that separate educational facilities are
inherently unequal, and that black school children are
guaranteed a constitutional right to equal educational

opportunity.

Instead of complying with the mandate of Brown to
dismantle dual systems of education, school districts .
and states erected barriers to desegregation. There was

defiant outright opposition to law, as in Little Rock,



168

or, more usually, the day-to-day reality of persistent
massive resistance. For years, litigation continued,

and desegregation avoided and delayed. Throughout these
years, black schools remained black, racial attendance
zones remained, black students walked or were transported
to black schools, black teachers were confined to black
schools, Black school children who tried to transfer
were made unwelcome and subjected to threats to life and
dignity. There were few exceptions.

The law of school desegregation after Brown v. Board

of education was decided, proved to be a tale of futility

and the failure of remedy. Until 1968, the Supreme Court
waited patiently for desegregation. Finally, the Court
declared that dual systems of education must be disestab-
lished "root and branch," and desegregation take place

"now" and "immediately." The Court now looked to the bottom
line, and measured the various dilatory measures proposed
by school boards by the only equitable standard in light of
the years of delay--their effectiveness in achieving

actual desegregation.

Charlotte, North Carolina is a microcosm of this
period. A school desegregation case was filed in 1965.
After years of litigation, little desegregation was
achieved with freedom of choice, rezoning and other reme-
dies proposed by the school board. The school board
totally defaulted. Finally, the lower courts ordered a
desegregation plan in which each of the schools in
Charlotte-Mecklenburg reflect, within broad range, the
racial composition of the district as a whole, and which
relied on student transportation. The plan was fair and
equitable, achieving effective desegregation and spread-
ing the burdens equally among all students. In 1971, the
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Supreme Court upheld the use of student transportation in
Swann where, as in Charlotte, all other means to desegre-
gate had proved infeasible or ineffective. The remedial
principles established in Swann havebeen applied elsewhere
to achieve effective and equitable desegregation.

In recent years, the Court has recognized that school
segregation created by the acts of school boards and
states where there has been no state law also violates the

Fourteenth Amendment. First, in Keyes v. School District

No. 1, Denver, and then more recently in the two Ohio, cases

involving Dayton and Columbus, the Court has made it clear
that racially discriminatory schocol segregation is not an
evil limited to the southern states: the unconstitutional
segregation of black school children on account of their

race or color is a national problem. Unfortunately, today

we are experiencing the same resistance to vindication of

the constitutional rights of black school children in
states outside the South that we had in the South through-

out the 1950's and 1960's.

Student Transportation As A Remedy

In Swann, the Supreme Court stated that '"(d)esegre-
gation plans cannot be limited to the walk-in schoocl."
402 U.S. at 30,

Bus transportation has been an integral
part of the public education system for
years, and it was perhaps the single
most important factor in the transition
from the one-room schoolhouse to the
consolidated school. Eighteen million
of the Nations' public school chidren,
approximately 39%, were transported to
their schools by bus in 1969-70 in all
part of the country.

The importance of bus transporta-
tion as a normal and accepted tool of
educational policy is readily discern-
ible. ...
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Thus the remedial technique uséd

in the District Court's order were

within the court's power to provide

equitable relief; implementation of

the decree is well within the capacity

of the school authority.
402 U.S. at 29-30. Commonly, courts make efforts to safe-
guard the health and safety of children, and schools
located in integrated neighborhoods are exempted. The Court
also stated that "[n]o rigid guidelines as to student trans-
portation can be given for application to the infinite variety
of problems presented in thousands of situations." 402 U.sS.

at 29. Thus, student transportation is clearly a remedy

that the federal courts may permissibly use to right the
constitqtional wrong of segregation.

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg district is roughly 22
miles by 36, and covers 550 square miles. In 1968-69,
there were 84,000 pupils in 107 schools. The busing
ordered by the district court averaged seven miles and the
travel time not over 35 minutes at most. Busing, however,
was not new to Charlotte; under the previous policy stu-
~dents at all grade levels were transported an average of

15 miles one way for an average trip requiring over one
hour.

The federal courts have approached the question
of remedy in school desegregation on a case-by-case basis.
The courts have looked to the particular facts in each
case, and weighed various remedial proposals_ from the point
of view of which combination will work, that is, result in
effective desegregation. Busing is a remedy of last resort;

it is resorted to when other desegregative.tools prove
'unworkable or ineffective. The desegregation order in one
case necessarily - differs from that in another case: each
has been developed for a specific case and a specific set

of facts and circumstances.
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In the decade since Swann, student transportation
has proved a critical and necessary component of many
school desegregation plans. This is particularly true
where school districts default in their responsibilities
and subject their black students to discrimination long
after their right to equal educational opportunity has
been declared.

The legal basis for student transportation is plain:
it is a permissible remedy for unconstitutional school
segregation. Some would isolate busing from its moorings
as a remedy for a constitutional violation. However, this
overlooks that busing is designed to correct an illegality,
and that it arises as an issue only in the wake of a court
adjudication of a wrong committed. Courts order busing and
other remedial devices only when it is necessary. Nor is
busing a penalty: it is as the Swann opinion holds, "a

normal and accepted tool of educational policy."

Efficacy of Student Transportation

The social science literature on school desegregation
can be briefly summarized. Black students' achievement
scores often improve when they attend desegregated schools.
The achievement of black students is highest when desegre-
gation begins at the lowest grades. No study has found
that black or white pupils suffer academically from deseg-
regation. Black students attending desegregated schools
are more likely to go to college or enter the labor market
than those deprived of the opportunity for an integrated
education.

However, we do not need social science research to
tell us what we all know intuitively. As the Supreme
Court stated in Brown v. Board of Education, "[t]o sep-

arate [black children) from others of similar age and
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qualifications solely because of their race generates a
feeling of inferiority as to their status in the commun-
ity that may affect their hearts and minds in a way
unlikely ever to be undone." Desegregation removes black
children from that situation. They are removed from a
condition that society considers inherently unequal ahd
stigmatizing. They are thus better able to learn, not
only academic subjects but the values of a democratic
society.

The experience in Charlotte has been precisely this,
and it is the desegregation plan approved by the Supreme
Court that has made it possible. 1In Charlotte, as well as
other cities, educators have learned that desegfegation
has helped eliminate the fetters on the minds of black
children, and freed them to achieve as much as they can.

Recent studies show that school desegregation can
improve race relations, not just in the school system but
also throughout the community. Indeed, a recent study dem-
onstrates that metropolitan desegregation plans, such as
that in effect in Charlotte, which involve both inner-
city and suburban areas, contribute to significant increases

in housing integration.* The Supreme Court in Swann had

noted that intentionally racially segregated schools
promote racially segregated neighborhoods.'"Metropolitan
school desegregation not only breaks into the school-
housing segregation cycle, it sets up a very different
dynamic. By opening up housing opportunities for minori-

ties, by making the choice of an integrated neighborhood

*Pierce, '"Breaking Down Barriers: New Evidence on the
Impact of Metropolitan School Desegregation on Housing
Patterns" (Center for National Policy Review, Catholic
University, 1980).
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one that confers positive benefits, it supports the develop-
ment of stable integrated communities.” Thus, desegregation
plans, if fairly and effectively implemented, are self-
liquidating. In Riverside, California, the city with the
longest experience with busing, after 15 years, only 4 of
the 21 elementary schools require busing to raciall} inte-

grate. *
CONCLUSION

Busing is not the issue. The issue is whether uncon-

- stitutional School desegregation is to be effectively
remedied. Most student busing has nothing to do with
desegregation. Forty-one percent of America's school
children go to school on buses; only 3% are transported for
desegregation purposes.

Mr. Chairman, if this nation stands behind the guarantee

of Brown v. Board of Education, then we should get on with

the job of enforcement.

*Id.
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Senator THURMOND. I have a luncheon at 12 o’clock with Univer-
sity of South Carolina officials. Maybe Senator Hatch will be back
in a few minutes to carry on. If not, we will let the staff continue
the hearinf and give all of you a chance to be heard.

Mr. Taylor is next. I believe you are director of the Center for
National Policy Review here in Washington. You have been staff
director of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights as well as a repre-
sentative for the NAACP Legal Defense Fund. Is that correct?
FuMg TayvLorR. I was an attorney for the NAACP Legal Defense

nd.

Senator THURMOND. I believe you teach at Catholic University
Law School and you are widely considered to be one of the fore-
most experts in the country on civil rights law.

We will be glad to hear from you now.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM TAYLOR, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR
NATIONAL POLICY REVIEW, CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF
AMERICA

Mr. TayLor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My involvement in school desegregation cases spans a period of
some 25 years. You have mentioned some of the areas in which I
have been involved.

Currently, I serve as counsel for the school board of Wilmington,
Del,, in a case that Senator Biden referred to this morning. I also
serve as counsel for Indianapolis public schools in another metro-
politan case. I also serve as counsel for black plaintiffs in the St.
Louis case, which is also a metropolitan case.

Our center has also done research on a number of the questions
and issues discussed here this morning and posed by the chairman.
We would be glad to submit material for the record because I think
it does bear directly on some of the questions you are considering.

I welcome the hearings this committee is having. The last hear-
ings, as you may remember, Mr. Chairman, were those conducted
by then Senator Mondale as chairman of the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Education in 1970 to 1972.

Those hearings, I think, were a model for what Congress needs to
do in order to legislate. They heard not only from lawyers and
from experts but from parents, members of school boards, adminis-
_ trators, and students in the communities around the country where
desegregation has actually taken place. They also heard from ex-
perts who had done more serious and sustained work in some of
the areas that are being discussed today and who hold views that
are in contradiction to some of the views expressed today.

I would like briefly to address two of the questions the committee
has posed about the current status of school desegregation and also
what has been learned about the educational and community ef-
fects of plans that are in operation.

THE LEGAL BASIS OF COURT ORDERED DESEGREGATION

First of all, with respect to what the courts have done, contrary
to statements that have been made here this morning that the
courts have engaged in forced busing for racial balance or sociologi-
cal experimentation, school desegregation has been judicially re-
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quired only when acts of intentional racial discrimination have
been proven in the courts.

There has been a consistent thread of decisions from Brown right
up through the Columbus and Dayton cases that the Supreme
Court decided in 1979. What was at the heart of the Brown deci-
sion, in my view, was the right of black people in this country to be
exempt, quoting the Supreme Court, “from unfriendly legislation
implying inferiority in civil society.”

I think that point about Brown is now fairly well understood as
it applies to the southern and border States where there were
racially dual systems, but it seems to be less widely understood
about the school desegregation cases that have arisen in the North
and the West.

Yet from the Supreme Court’s first decision in the Keyes case in
1973 through the Columbus and Dayton decisions, it has been per-
fectly clear, as Mr. Chambers has said, that desegregation is or-
dered only where the plaintiffs prove a condition of segregation
resulting from intentional state action.

If the committee were to take the trouble to go through the
record of court findings in northern cases, you would find a host of
intentionally discriminatory practices: racial gerrymandering, dis-
criminatory site selection in the location of schools, segregative
transfer policies, the racial use of optional zones creating a zone to
enable white students to move out of schools that are becoming
integrated, and discriminatory teacher assignments. Those are just
a few of the practices that the courts have found have created
segregated systems over time.

I think if those who express some puzzlement about how Federal
judges, and in many cases conservative Federal judges, could order
what appear to be broad remedies, they only need examine the
cases and learn that what the judges have been doing is what
judges are supposed to do: applying well-éstablished principles of
equal protection of the law to the record evidence.

The courts have also exercised similar care in devising remedies
for the constitutional violations they have found. They have operat-
ed under principles that have been repeatedly stated in the Swann
and Milliken cases that the scope of the remedy should be tailored
to the scope of the violation.

Before they order systemwide relief that ordinarily requires
busing, they have required a demonstration that the violations
were significant and were pervasive. Where that has not been the
case, as in Dayton I, the Supreme Court refused to sustain an order
for systemwide relief.

At the same time, the courts have recognized that purportedly
neutral practices or remedies such as neighborhood assignment
may be woefully insufficient to cure the violation. In Swann and
Keyes, the Supreme Court acknowledged and spelled out that segre-

ative school practices by public officials can have a profound
influence on housing patterns. They can create racial segregation
in neighborhoods.

Senator THURMOND. I have to go now, We will leave it to the
staff to carry on until Senator Hatch comes back.

I want to thank all of you gentlemen for your presence here
today. Please continue.
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Mr. TayLor. Even in the cases where courts have ordered sys-
temwide remedies, they have drawn limits. The limits have been
based on time, on distance, and other factors on the extent to
which you can use busing.

References were made to wide-scale busing. It is interesting to
me that in the past in places like Virginia, Missouri, and other
places, black students were bused hundreds of miles to attend
boarding schools because there were no schools established for
them in the communities where they lived. I did not hear some of
that concern about busing being expressed in those days.

However, the Supreme Court has not ordered that done in the
cases here. They have ordered limited busing which accords with
the time and distances students are bused for other purposes.

In addition to the logistical considerations, the courts have
placed time limits on desegregation orders. Those time limits, in
essence, have been 3 to 5 years for active court supervision to
accomplish the affirmative duty to desegregate. '

Professor Glazer said that the court decisions were based on an
assumption that groups would be evenly distributed according to
their racial groups if there were no deliberate practices. That is not
the assumption at all.

What the courts are saying, in essence, is that here is a system
that has existed in some cases for many decades. You need to do
something to dismantle that system and to do it effectively. If
private preferences, such as Professor Glazer suggests, would lead
to resegregation, that can happen over a period of time because the
period of active court supervision is limited.

However, the further suggestion that racial and ethnic groups
prefer to stick together, I think, is unfounded. If black people in
this country were distributed in the schools the way other ethnic
groups were distributed, there would be far more desegregation
than there is today.

In short, I think any careful review of the record of the Federal
courts and schools desegregation since Brown will disclose that the
judiciary has acted cautiously and prudently and that it has dis-
turbed the established order of segregated schools only when a
convincing case of intentional discrimination has been made.

I have to say that I am astonished by some of the statements

that I have heard made here this morning about judicial activists
and courts out of control. I would have to ask what j'udges are the
witnesses referring to? Are they referring to Chief Justice Burger
and his opinions in the Swann and Keyes case? Are they referring
to judges like the late Judge Roth in Detroit, Judge Dillon in
Indianapolis, Judge Meredith in St. Louis, or Judge Gordon in
Louisville? These are judges who are cautious and conservative by
temperament and have come to their decisions only after studying
the full record.
" As to the statements that the courts are out of control, I think
they are equally unfounded. They are very disturbing. We rely on
the courts in this country to protect our most basic liberties. They
are charged with the responsibility of protecting groups who
cannot obtain equal protection of the laws elsewhere in the politi-
cal process.
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I think statements of the kind that I have heard made here this
morning are radical and destructive of the liberties that we all rely
on. Such statements ought to be of concern not just to those who
are interested in school desegregation cases but those who rely on
the courts to protect their rights in many other areas as well.

EDUCATIONAL EFFECTS OF DESEGREGATION

Let me turn briefly to the second question about the educational
impact of desegregation. Contrary to the suggestions, and the state-
ment was made here this morning by Senator Biden, that busing
has been a failure the evidence shows that school desegregation
plans involving busing have led to educational gains, that they
have proved stable over time, and that they have been ultimately
accepted by many of the communities involved.

I am sorry Senator Biden is not here, but I would say specifically
as someone who has been involved in Wilmington that despite all
the dire predictions that were made before that plan was imple-
mented, it has gone very well. It has gone peacefully. There have
been achievement gains in the schools. The communities are stay-
ing with it even though it is only in its third year of operation.

I would say Wilmington is one of the success stories. I would love
to discuss with Senator Biden the evidence on which he believes
that desegregation has not been a success in Wilmington, if that is,
indeed, what he believes. :

On the first point, that desegregation has led to achievement
gains, the most important current research on the links between
school desegregation and achievement scores has been conducted
by social scientists Robert Crain and Rita Mahard.

What they did was to analyze very carefully more than 100 case
studies of desegregation. They have found in communities such as
Sacramento, Fort Worth, Nashville, Charlotte-Mecklenburg, and
Louisville, the achievement scores of minority students increased
significantly after desegregation.

No study has concluded that white students suffer academically
from desegregation.

They have now gone beyond the question of whether to tr%ego
identify conditions under which desegregation produces the t
results. In their most recent report which became available just
last month, they conclude that metropolitan or countywide plans,
such as the one Mr. Chambers described in Charlotte-Mecklenburg,
and which involves substantial busing, have been the most success-
ful in leading to achievement gains for minority students.

The Crain and Mahard findings are supported strongly by the
results of the national assessment of educational progress that
appeared f'ust last month. The assessment reports major gains for
black children in reading during the past decade, particularly
black children in the Southeastern States. It is in the Southeastern
States that school desegregation orders were implemented on a
large scale in the 1970’s and where the plans have been metropoli-
tan or countywide in character because no boundary line divides
the city and suburban districts.

Second, metropolitan desegregation has been stable and has
achieved community acceptance.
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A few years ago, there was a great deal of public attention on
reports that suggested that desegregation was self-defeating be-
cause it would lead to white flight. It turned out that the conclu-
sions of the most publicized report were based on data from big
cities where school desegregation had never been ordered.

‘Almost all of the demographers and social scientists who have
studied this issue have concluded that while there may be a 1- or 2-
year impact, the declines in enrollments of central city schools
stem far more from continuing suburbanization of whites, which is
a movement of very long standing, than from desegregation orders.

In other words, if you looked at two central cities, one in which
there was a desegregation order and one in which there was not a
desegregation order, and then looked at them 5 years later, you are
likely to see very much the same pattern whether or not there has
been school desegregation in both cities.

A more accurate measure of the workability of desegregation
plans can be obtained in-the South where the plans have been
metropolitan or systemwide. Again, 'in districts such as Tampa-
Hillsboro, Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Nashville-Davidson, those plans
which involve extensive busing have been in effect for about 10
years and have proved remarkably stable and successful.

Despite all the furor over busing, most parents are far less
concerned about how their children get to school than the quality
of their education. In the countywide plans where each classroom
can consist of a majority of advantaged children, you have a favor-
able educational environment. In many of these communities, once
desegregation took place, parents and educators worked very hard
to improve the quality of total schooling for black and white chil-
dren after desegregation. They have succeeded.

I would also suggest that you take a look at the recent New York
Times CBS news opinion poll showing that most people in commu-
nities that have undergone desegregation react favorably to the
experience after the plan has been in effect for 3 years.

Indeed, over the long run, metropolitan plans may provide an
answer to concerns expressed about busing. Here I direct your
attention to the center study conducted by my colleague, Diana
Pearce, that finds significant housing desegregation taking place
after school desegregation in these metropolitan plan communities.
This was the pattern in communities as diverse as Racine, Wis,;
Witchita, Kans.; Riverside, Calif.; and Charlotte-Mecklenburg, N.C.

Once you stop labeling the schools as black or white, people do
not cluster around them in the same fashion. Real estate brokers
have a harder time steering people to communities based on what
the school looks like.

Finally, I think that desegregation has led to other gains for
black and white children. It goes beyond what you can measure on
standardized tests. Over the past 15 years, we have seen a lot of
progress in this country. We have minorities entering the profes-
sions and the skilled trades on more than a token basis. We have
minorities enrolled in universities and graduate schools on more
than a token basis.

Much of this breakthrough, I would suggest to you, is attributa-
ble not only to the general crumbling of racial barriers, but to the
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fact that when you open up the school systems, you widen the
horizons of minority youngsters.

In Boston, for example, a researcher hostile to desegregation, Dr.
Armor in fact, had to concede that black students from all income
levels who were enrolled in integrated suburban schools wound up
in better colleges and universities than their counterparts who -
remained in segregated schools.

Like Julius Chambers, I grew up in a segregated society as well.
I think that what we are talking about is something for white
children as well as black children. My children who went to inte-
grated schools are far better off in their understanding of the real
world and in their ability to cope with it than I was having grown
up in a segregated society.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, what I am saying is if the committee takes the
time to examine the evidence, to amass it, to look at it carefully, I
believe it will come to the conclusion, as Senator Mondale’s com-
mittee did in 1972, that the body of cases from Brown to the
present represents sound constitutional jurisprudence and that de-
se%yegation, when it is properly implemented, is sound educational
policy.

We are all concerned about our strength as a nation and our
strength as a people. What we are talking about here is what we
need to do to eliminate the stain of racial discrimination, which is
one of the few things that mars that strength.

Once before in our history, we had made some progress. Howev-
er, then the laws were dismantled and a Supreme Court Justice,
Justice Bradley, said that the time had come for black people to
cease being ‘‘special favorites of the law.”

Now I think finally we have come to a point where we have
begun to recover from that disaster in our history. We have mad:
some progress in dismantling the racially dual society that was
created to replace slavery in the country.

However, now we hear the echoes of the same views. I think it
would be a tragedy if we in this country made the same mistake
twice.

Thank you very much.

[The material follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. TAYLOR

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

My name is William L. Taylor and I serve as Director
of the Center for National Policy Review, a civilrrights re-
search and advocacy organization located at Catholic University
Law School. My interest and involvement in school desegrega-
tion issues spans a period of more than twenty-five years. In
the 1950s, as an attorney with the NAACP Legal Defense and
Educational Fund, I worked on several school cases that fol-

lowed the Supreme Court's decision in Brown v. Board of

Education. In the 1960s, as Staff Director of the U. S.
C§mmission on Civil Rights, I supervised public hearings and
studies on school desegregation issues including the 1967 re-
port on Racial Isolation in the Public Schools prépared at ghe
request of President Lyndon Johnson. Over the past ten years,
I have served as counsel for black parents or city school
boards in several lawsuits where the remedy sought in federal
court was metropolitén in scope, including cases in Wilmington,
Delaware; Indianapolis, Indiana; and St. Louis, Missouri. The
Center has conducted research and published reports on a vari-
ety of school issues, including the most recent study, Breaking

Down Barriers: New Evidence on the Impact of Metropolitan

School Desegregation on Housing Patterns, written by my colleague

| Diana Pearce in November, 1980.

Because of this longstanding interest and involvement, I
welcome the Committee's invitation to participate in these
oversight hearings oﬂ school desegregation. Fow issues have

been the subject of so much public misinformation and confusion:
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Some elected officials and community activists have centered
attacks on desegregation on the use of busing, neglecting the
fact that the real concerns of parents go far more to the qual-
ity of schools than to the means of transportation, Some jour-
nalists have concentrated their reports on a single moment in
time-~the conflict that frequently occurs when desegregation
plans are first implemented, ignoring both the past and the
unfolding story of how the plans work after they have been in
operation for several years. Some academics continue to use
tﬁe Brown decision as a playground for theories, often highly
abstract, about the role of courts and government in dealing
with social problems.

What is; often neglected in all of this is children and
their interests in attending public schools that are operated
in conformity with the Constitution and that meet their edu-
cational needs. '

While school desegregation is a subject that Congress has
addressed with some frequency in recent years--often in last-
minute riders to appropriations bills--there has been very lit-
tle effort to develop information through the process of legis-
lative investigations and hearings. The only comprehensive in-
vestigation that the Senate has ever done was conducted by the
Select Committee on Equal Educational Opportunity, chaired by
then-Senator.Mondale, from 1970 to 1972. Those hearings and
the Committee's report produced extremely useful information

which should be tapped in any consideration of legislative

93-456 0 - 62 ~ 12
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measures today. But the Mondale Committee report is .now

eight years old and it would be essential, if Congress is

again going to consider legislation, to develop a complete rec-
ord on the many important dévelopments that occurred during the
1970s.

Today, I would like to provide a brief overview on the
current status of school desegregation in the courts and on what
has been learned about the educational and community effects of
plans 'that are in operation.i/

1. Legal status. Contrary to suggestions that the courts

have engaged in "sociological experimentation", school desegre-

gation has been judicially required only when acts of intentional

racial discrimination have been proven. The Supreme Court and

virtually all lower federal courts have been consistent on this
point from the Brown opinion through the most recent Supreme
Court decisions in tﬁe Columbus and Dayton cases in 1979. The
heart of the Brown case, in my view, was the right of black peo-
ple "to exemption from unfriendly legislation...implying infer-
iority in civil society."g/ This fundamental point about the

basis of Brown now is widely understood as applied to the state

1. Because this testimony was prepared on short notice, I ask
the Committee's permission to file a supplemental statement for
the record. ’

2. The Court was quoting from Strauder v. West Virginia, 100
U.S. 303, 307-308 (1879). Similarly, in Bolling v. Sharpe, the
companion case to Brown involving the District of Columbia
schoocls, the focus was on the fact that governmentally-segre-
gated schools were a racial classification not reasonably re-
lated to any proper governmental objective. 347 U.S. 497, 499.'
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mandated or authorized dual systems that existed in the South
and Border states. The point is less widely understood about
the school desegregation cases that have arisen in the North
and West. ' ‘

Yet from the Supreme Court's first decision involving the
North in 1973 (Keyes v. School District No. 1 of Denver, 413
U.S. 189), through the decisions in Columbus ard Dayton, it has
insisted that desegregation will be ordered only where plaih-
t;ffs have proved "a current condition of segregation result-
ing from intentional state action..."éf Any examination of
the record and lower court findings in Northern cases where de-
segregation has been ordered would disclose a plethora of in-
tentionally discriminatory practices by school authorities--
racial gerrymandering, discriminatory site selection, segre-
gative:  transfer poliqies, the racial use of optional zones,
discriminatory teacher assignments--which over time have con-
tributed to the establishment of a segregated system. Those
who express puzzlement about how conservative federal judges
could order what appear to be sweeping remedies need only exa-
mine the cases to learn that the judiciary has been faithful
in performing its function--applying well-established princi-

ples of equal protection of the laws to the record evidence.i/

3. 413 U.S. at 205-20¢.

4, Several years ago, our Center prepared a chart listing the
intentional violations found by the courts in major Northern
cases, If the Committee believes it would be useful, we would
be glad to update our compilation and submit it for the record.
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In cases involving claims for inter-district or metro-

politan relief, plaintiffs have faced an additional burden

5/

since the Supreme Court's decision in Milliken v. Bradley.=

They are required to prove not only the existence of racial
intent by public officials, but that the discriminatory- acts
had substantial effects throughout the metropolitan area.
The courts have determined that this burden was not met in
Detroit and Atlanta but that such inter-district violations
were established in cases arising in Wilmington, Delaware
and Indianapolis, Indiané.

The courts have exercised similar care in devising rem-

" edies for the constitutional violations they have found.

They have operated under the equitable principle articulated

in Swann, Milliken and other Supreme Court decisions that the

scope of the remedy should be tailored to match the scope of
the violation. Before ordering systemwide relief, that ordi-
narily requires substantial busing, courts have required a
demonstration that the effects of the violation were signi-
ficant and pervasive. Where the violations that have been
foundwere only isolated, as in Dayton I é/, the Supreme Court
has refused to sustain orders for systemwide relief. At the
same time, the courts have recognized that purportedly neutral

remedies such as "neighborhood assignment" may be woefully in-

sufficient to cure the violation. In Swann and Keyes, the

. U‘Sl .
6. 433 U.S. 406 (1977).
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Supreme Court acknowledged that segregative school practices
by public officials can have a profound influence on housing
patterns, fostering racially segregated neighborhoods through-
out a city or metropolitan Areas. Even in these cases, how-
ever, the courts have drawn limits, based on time, distance
and other factors, on the extent to which busing can be ﬁsed
as a remedy.

In addition to logistical limitations, the courts have
also placed time limits on desegregation orders. 1In the
Pasadena case Z/, the Supreme Court indicated that the period
~allowed for active court supervision of the effort to "accom-
plish the affirmative duty to desegregate"” and to eliminate
official discrimination is a short one. Many lower courts in-
terpret this to permit three to five years for requiring re-
assignments to maintain an integrated system, a brief period
indeed to counteract.the ingrained customs and attitudes fos-
tered by decades of governmentally-imposed segregation,

In short, I believe that any careful review of thg record
of the federal courts in school desegregation since Brown will
disclbse that the judiciary has acted cautiously and prudently, .
disturbing the established order of segregated schools only
where a convincing case of intentional discrimination has been
made. If anything, if failing to come to grips with the major
role, both historic and contemporary, that government has played

in fostering conditions of racial separation in metropolitan

7. Spangler v. Pasadena City Board of Education, 427 U.S. 424
(1976).
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areas, the Supreme Court has yet to follow through completely
on the principles established in Brown.

2. Educational impact of desegregation. Contrary to

suggestions that "busing has been a failure", school desegre-

gation plans involving busing have led to educational gains,

have proved stable and have been accepted by the communities

involved.

a) Desegregation has led to achievement gains. The most

important current research on the links between school desegre-
gation and achievement scores has been conducted by social
scientists Robert Crain and Rita Mahard who analyzed carefully
more than 100 case studies of desegregation. They found that
in communities such as Sacramento, Fort Worth, Nashville,
Charlotte-Mecklenburg and Louisville, the achievement scores

of minority students increased significantly after desegrega-
tion. 1In only a handful of methodologically-flawed studies

was there any indication of a decline in achievement among
minority students. And no study has concluded that white stud-
ents suffer academically from desegregation.

Crain and Mahard and other researchers have now gone beyond
the question of whether school desegregation leads to achieve-
ment gains, to identify conditions under which it produces the
best results.

In their most recent report, which became available last
month, Crain and Mahard conclude that metropolitan or county-

wide plans, which inevitably entail substantial busing, have
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been the most successful in leading to achievement gains for
minority children. While this finding contravenes the con-
ventional wisdom, it should not be surprising. Metropolitan or
county-wide plans, while reguiring busing, facilitate the cre-
ation of a school system in which almost all classrooms con-
sist of advantaged children, an educational environment which
all researchers agree is most likely to foster gains for dis-
edvantaged students.,

. The Crain-Mahard findings also are supported strongly by
the results of the National Assessment of Educational Progress
published last month, The Assessment reports major gains for
black children in reading during the past decade Q/‘ particu~
larly black ‘children in the Southeastern states. It was in
the Southeast that school desegregation orders were implemented
on a large scale during the 1970s and where the plans have been
metropolitan or county-wide in character, because no boundary
line divides city from suburban districts.

b) Metropolitan desegregation has been stable and has

achieved community acceptance. A few years ago, a great deal

of public attention was focussed on reports that suggested that

efforts at school desegregation were self-defeating because
white parents inevitably would move away from racially mixed
schools. It turned out that the conclusions of the most-pub-

licized report were based on data from big cities where school

8. For nine-year old black children, for example, average
scores increased by 9.9%, while the overall gain for nine-
year olds was only 3.3%.
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desegregation had never been ordered. Demographers are now

in agreement that, while school desegregation may have a one-
or two-year impact, declines in the enrollments of central city
schools stem far more from the continuing suburbanization of
whites, a movement of more than 30 years' standing, than from
desegregation orders.

A more accurate measure of the workability of desegrega-
tion plans can be taken in the South where plans have been
metropolitan or systemwide. 1In districts such as Tampa-
Hillsborough, Charlotte-Mecklenburg and Nashville-Davidson,
these plans, involving extensive busing, have been in effect
for about ten years and they have proved remarkably stable and
successful. : Their stability may be traced to the fact that,
as I have noted, county-wide plans permit the establishment of
classrooms consisting primarily of advantaged students. Des-
pite the furor over susing, most parents are far less concerned
about how their children get to schools than about the quality
of their education. 1In many of the communities I have men-
tioned, parents and educators have worked hard and successfully
to improve the quality of education after desegregation.

-Certainly most parents, both black and white, would prefer
that desegregation be accomplished without busing if that were
possible. But a more concrete expression of public attitudes is
contained in the recent New York Times/CBS News opinion poll
showing that most people in communities that have undergone de-

segregation react favorably to the experience after the plans
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have been in effect for three years.

Indeed metropolitan plans may provide a long range answer
to the concerns expressed about busing. Our Center's recent
report, Breaking Down Barriérs, contains a good deal of evi-
dence that when'public schools are desegregated on a metropol-
itan basis, the process actually leads to increased residential
integration rather than to "white flight". This was the pat-
tern in communities as diverse as Racine, Wisconsin; Witchita,
Kansas; Riverside, California; and Charlotte-Mecklenburg,
North Carolina.

As the courts have recognized, when schools are labelled
by official practice or custom as "black" or "white", families
tend to cluster around them on the same racial -basis. Once
schools are integrated, real estate brokers are less able to
steer home-seekers along racial lines.

As housing integration increases, the need for busing de-
clines,

c) Desegregation has led to other gains for both black

and white children. The gains associated with desegregation go

far beyond what can be measured on standardized tests. Over
the past 15 years many more black students have enrolled in
universities and in some graduate fields. Blacks have entered
the professions and skilled trades in more than token numbers.
Much of this breakthrough is attributable to the general crumb-
ling of overt racial barriers, but some can be traced to the

ways desegregated schools widen the horizons of minority .
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youngsters. In Boston, for example, a researcher hostile to
desegregation had to concede that black students from all in-
come levels who were enrolled in integrated suburban schools
wound up in better colleges and universities that their
counterparts who remained in segregated schools in the city.

High schools, as D. W. Brogan once observed, are places
"where students instruct each other on how to live in America."
In central city schools, many students learn only the survival
skills of the ghetto. 1In desegregated schools, both black and
white children learn the skills of mainstream America.

Well-off white youngsters are victims of racial isolation
as well. When they attend segregated schools, their learning
experiences are constricted and a large part of the world they
will have to function in is shut out. It would be interesting
to contrast the expegiénce of white students in segregated
suburban schools with those in integrated schools such as
Seward Park and Newtown in New York City where.students use the
whole city as their learning laboratory and enrich each other
with knowledge of different languages and cultures.

Conclusion. In sum, Mr. Chairman, if the committee is
able to take the time to amass the evidence and to examine it
dispassionately, I believe it will conclude as did the Mondale
Committee in 1972 that the body of cases from Brown to the
present represent sound constitutional jurisprudence and that
desegregation when properly implemented is sound educational

policy.
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Most people would agree, I think, that one of the few

things that mars our strength as a nation and as a people is
the stain of racial discrimination. Once before in our history,
when some progress had been'made, the laws that had spurred the
progress were dismantled, with the observation by Justice
Bradley that:

When man has emerged from slav-

ery, and by the aid of benefi-

cent legislation has shaken off

the inseparable concomitant of

that state, there must be some

state in the progress of his

elevation when he takes the

rank of a mere citizen and

ceases to be the special favor-

ite of the laws.3/
Now, almost a century later, when we have made some progress in
dismantling the racially dual society that govérnments created
to replace slavery, there are echoes of the same views. It

would be a tragedy if we made the same mistake twice.

¥. Civil Rights Cases, 109 U.S. 3, 25 (1883).
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Desegregation and Achievement

Court orders for desegregation are based on the need to
remedy discriminatory government practices that violate the
Constitution, not on social ‘science judgments about the rela-
tionship of segregation or desegregation to achievement scores.
Nevertheless, any assessment of the effectiveness of court-
ordered desegregation plans properly takes into account the ef-
fect of the plans on the academic performance of children.

Contrary to sweeping charges that desegregation has led to
a decline in the quality of public education, the weight of the
evidence demonstrates that plans, including those involving sub-
stantial busing, have led to significant achievement gains for
minority students and have not harmed the performance of white
students. =

The first review of literature regarding the effect of de-
segregation on achievement scores was done by Nancy St. John in
1975.1/ While she found that more studies showed improvement in
black achievement Sé;res, she declined to draw a definite con-
clusion because of the uncertain quality of many of the studies,
Meyer Weinberg, in 1977 3/, reviewed substantially the same set
of studies. He went further than St. John, concluding that de-

segregation did raise minority achievement scores. Krol (1978}

also found a positive effect of desegregation on minority

1, N. St, John, School Desegregation: Outcomes for Children (1973).

2. M. Weinberg, Minority Students: A Research Appraisal (1977).
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achievement.
Two recent studies by Ro%ert L. Crain and Rita E.
Mahard ¥ are particularly valuable. The first study,

Desegregation and Black Achievement: A Review of the Research

(1978), reviewed 73 studies, including 32 studies previously
reviewed by Weinberg and St. John.if They concluded that
overall, desegregation did raise black students' achievement
scores., While 40 studies showed significant gaiﬁs,

only 12 showed declines. Further,

the authors pointed out that many of the studies showing de-

5/

clines were weaker methodologically.=

3. Robert L. Crain 1is a Senior Social Scientist at the Rand
Corporation. Rita E. Mahard is an Assistant Social Scientist
at the Rand Corporation and the University of Michigan.

4, This chart sets out the findings of the respective authors
in reviewing the achievment literature. Crain and Mahard noted
that in choosing the 41 studies they reviewed separately, they
purposely included more studies with negative results. This
was a result of statistical methods which resulted in Crain and
Mahard interpreting some small differences as negative rather

than as zero. ) .
Reviewer of Studies

C+M sty We W4 M4 Toul
Lffcct: Pasitive 4] 8 T G 40
: Zoro 12 [ R) 5 21
Negative 10 t 0 ! 12
Total 7 41 10 10 12 T
% Povitive 46% Soz 0% 50% 53%

5. The best design is a randomized experiment. Here, desegre-
gated and segregated students are chosen by the flip of a coin.
Almost as effective is a design where black students in segre-
gated schools are used as a control group, and both the deseg-
regated and segregated students are pre-tested before desegre-
gation begins. Weaker designs are those that have no control
group, comparing black achievement scores to national norms, black
students in the same grade a few years earlier, or white achieve-
ment scores., The general decline in nationwide achievement and- the
relationship between black and white achievement at different grade
levels create serious problems in these studies.
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For example, a study done in Waco, Texas that found a nega-
tive impact on achievement used a sample group of only 55
students who were not matched as to age, grade and sex.
Further, several studies not showing significant achievement
gains were conducted during the first year of desegregation,
when students are still adjusting to the impact of attending a
new school or adapting to a new educational environment. Stud-
ies done after the second year tend to show more positive out-
comes.

The second Crain and Mahard treatise, released in April

of this year is entitled Some Policy Implications of the

Desegregation-Minority Achievement Literature. Here, the

authors have-‘collected all the available studies (93) on the
effects of desegregation on black achievement E/, and removed
extraneous effects of differences in methodology. Thus, they
were able to arrive at some general conclusions regarding how
black achievement scores are affected by desegregation and
under what conditions the educational benefits of desegregation
are greatest.

The studies reviewd by Crain and Mahard involved minority
students in schools that have already been desegregated, as op-

1/

posed to examining black achievement scores in general.-—

6. There has been very little work on the achievement effects of
desegregation for Hispanic students, but what research is avail-
able shows a similar pattern as the studies on black achievement.
See Morrison (1972) and Coleman, et al., (1966).

7. Studies examining black achievement in general fail to dis-
tinguish between "natural" integration and integration occuring
as a direct result of a desegregation plan.
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Without exception the studies concluded that desegregation has
no adverse effect on the achievement scores of white students.
This finding includes districts iq which substantial busing

is utilized to achieve desegregation. As to minority stud-
ents, Crain and Mahard found that not only did achievement
scores rise for minority students in desegregated schools, but
that on the average, their IQ scores rose an average of 4
points.g/

The authors also sought to identify attributes of desegre~
gation plans that have an impact on achievement. First, they
conclude that the age at thch desegregation begins is impor-
tant. Students desegregated in kindergarten and first grade

showed consigtently higher achievement gains than those de-

segregated in later grades. Every sample of students deseg-

regated at the kindergarten level showed positive achievement
gains, while students desegregated for the first time in

secondary school showed gains in about half the samples.

8. The mean 1IQ score was 91. A four point gain would halve
the gap between 91 and 100, a "normal" IQ. This finding also
challenges the belief that IQ scores are an indicator of in-
ate intelligence.
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THE PROPORTION.OF STUDIES SHOWING POSITIVE DESEGREGATION

OUTCOMES, BY GRADE AT WHICH STUDENTS WERE DESEGREGATED

AND TYPE OF "RESEARCH DESIGN

Type of . Grade of Desegrepation _ Raw

Design K 1 . 2-3 4-6 7+ Average
Random experimental 100%(1) 100%(8) 11%(nN 60%(5) —-- 81%(21)
Longitudinal 100%(2) 73%(11)  46X(46)  62%(39) 69%(29)  59%(127)
Cohort comparison 1007%(5) 78%(23) 567%(25)  40%(37) 45%(11)  56%(101)
Norm-referenced 1007%(3) 0%(2)  43%(14) 37%4(19) 0%(8) 35%(46)
‘Column average 100%(11) 77%(44)  50%(92)  49%(100)  52%(48)  56%(295)

In terms of long-term achievement gains, this finding
assumes major importance. If the rate of achievement gain per-
sists throuq@out the child's school years, the authors say, a
minority child desegregated from the start would gain nearly
2 grade levels by the time she/he graduated from secondary
school.gf

Another factor relating to achievement gains is the com-
prehensiveness of the desegregation plan. Piecemeal plans that
merely re-assign students from one school to another burden the
students with making the adjustment on their own. Researchers
have pointed out the importance of in-service training for
teachers, administrators, school boards and supporting staff.

Training programs that help teachers to recognize their own

9. This calculation takes into account the fact that the rate
of achievement does not increase as the student moves from the
lower grades to secondary school, but rather remains constant.
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piases, give them knowledge of different groups' history and
culture and prepare.them for teaching more heterogenous classes
have a positive impact on minority achievement, and on the over-
all effectiveness of the plan.lg/

One of the most important conclusions reached by Crain
and Mahard is that the analyzed studies involving metropolitan
or county-wide desegregation plans showed stronger gains than
other studies. Studies of areas involved in metropolitan or
county-wide plans included Hartford and New Haven, Connecticut;
Newark, New Jersey; Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee;
Rochester, New York; and Louisville-Jefferson County, Kentucky.
Every one of these studies showed sizable achievement gains for
minority students.” In Louisville-Jefferson County, black stud-

ents' overall performance rose at a rate double that of white

students.
EFFECT OF DESEFREGATION, BY MYPE

OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SETTING

Mean Effect Number of
(std. dev.) Samples
Central city . .065 (97)
Suburb .021 (76) )
County-wide . 2119 (31)
Metropolitan L1644 (30)

10. See Gay (1978), Orfield (1975), Forehand, et al., (19276)
and Lincoln (1976).

83-458 0 ~ 82 -~ 13
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One reason for the higher achievement gains in areas
involved in metropolitan and county-wide plans is that these
forms of desegregation represent the most complete form of
socioeconomic integration, which has been cited by almost all
authorities as an important factor in raising minority students’

performance. See Coleman, et al., Equality of Educational

Oggortunitx (1966) and Mosteller and Moynihan, On_Equality
of Education Opportunity, Random House (1972). The National

Assessment of Educational Progress also noted considerable
progress for black children in reading during the past decade,
especially in the Southeast. This reflects the fact that large
numbers of desegregation orders were implemented during the
1970s. Many‘of these plans are metropolitan in character, as
no boundary lines separate urban and suburban districts.
Conclusion

From the available research, it is clear that there is a
positive relationship between desegregation and improvements in
minority achi.vement scores, and that desegregation has no detri-
mental effects on the scores of white children.

Especially significant is the positive relationship between
metropolitan desegregation plans and the rise in black children's
achievement scores. Legislation that would curtail the power of
courts or other agencie3 to order inter-district desegregation
or to use busing as a tool for desegregation would adversely
effect the plans that have been most effective in improving

academic performance.
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APPENDIX B
(TO TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM TAYLOR)

School Desegregation and White Flight

Critics of school desegregation argue that it is
self-defeating, as it leads to white flight and precip-
itates a significant drop in white enrollment in the
public schools. James Coleman, a prominent sociologist,
has been a particularly vocal critic. His 1975 study,

Recent Trends in School Integration, is often cited in

support of this proposition. When Colemans' report is
examined together with other research on the topic, however,
the results point to a quite different conclusion.

I. Large Cities. The claim that desegregation leads
to white flight is limited to school desegregation that -
occurs in large cities with high proportions of minorities
that are surrounded by virtually all white suburbs. Even
in this sgituation, the claim is largely inaccurate. White
suburbanization preceded school desegregation by several
decades. It stems from many causes, including record
levels of suburban housing construction; the movement of
urban jobs to suburban facilities; and discriminatory
housing practices limiting minority access to suburban

housing. i/ White suburban out-migration persists in

1. See Gary Orfield, White Flight Research: It's Importance,
Perplexities and Possible Policy Implications. (1975)
Delivered at the Brookings Institution Symposium on
School Desegregation and White Flight, August 1975.

For a comprehensive historical analysis of Federal housing
policy see Martin Sloane, Federal Programs and Equal
Housina Opportunity, from A Staff Report of the
Tubcomiittee on Constituional Rights of the Senate
Judiciary Committee. (1976)
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most large cities whether or not a desegregation plan has been
implemented. Thus, in 1979 in Boston, the site of the most in-
tense recent resistance to a desegregation plan, the decline in
white enrollment was less than one-third the level in Chicago,

2/

which has never experienced court-ordered desegregation.~ Sev-

eral factors cast doubt on Coleman's finding even as limited to
large cities.l/ Coleman defined school desegregation as "any
situation where there happens to be a significant number of black
and white -students in the same school at the same point in

time." Thus, many of the cities used in his study had neQer
operated under any desegregation plan. In fact, a New York -
Times Research study of the twenty largest cities in the

Coleman study failed to find any court-ordered desegregation

in any of those cities during the 1968-1970 period he studied.if

2. Gary Orfield, Voluntary Desegregation in Chicago, A Report
to Joseph Cronin, State Superintendent of Education (1979).

In Los Angeles, cited by David Armour as the principal example
of desegregation resulting in white flight, the rate of loss of
white first graders during the first year of the desegregation
plan was the same as Chicago during the same year. The overall
rate of white student loss was higher, however, during the first
year of the plan.

3. Coleman actually issued four different versions of this re-
port, which came to somewhat different conclusions. Many of

his colleagues were concerned that the statements Coleman made

to the media went beyond his findings. They were also concerned
with the methodological strength of the reports and the frequency
with which Coleman altered his findings. Green and Pettigrew,
School Desegregation and White Flight: A Reply to Professor
Coleman (1975).

4. Christine H. Rossell, School Desegregation and White Flight,
Political Science Quarterly, Volume 90, No. 4, Wwinter, 1975-76.

e
—_—
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Subsequent studies by Christine H. Rossell and Reynolds
Farley examined the effect of school desegregation on pupil
enrollment, Although thei; data base was similar to
Colemans' 2/ their conclusions Qere significantly different.
Looking at large cities where desegregation’had been
ordered, they found that although desegregation had a limited
impact on white enrollment during the first year, E/ by the
third year of the plans' operation, the rate of decline in
white enrollment had returned to pre-plan levels, and in some

cases, was below pre-plan levels.

TABI.E 2. Chmge n Percentage White for Four Desegregauon Groups and a Control Group Controliing fur City Size

eaime me @ emmem e e e = cems o e mem o mier e e e ¢ e i - ————

-4 2 2 -t o ! 2 2 Sgmt  Aveeage  Averrgs
Gmup Years Years  Yeors Years Years Years Years Years  Level Pieseres Postseres
Lur cines l‘ $00.0001
High dasg -13 -7 -28 -~ .4 ~23 -2 -14 NS -1.0 -20
Med. desg. . -40 -10 <11 -9 - -1 2 -18 -1
Low desg -5 -1 -36 - 8 -9 -4 NS -2 - .7
Conurot -21 -1.3 ~-13 -19 -1 -16 NS, ~16 -l;l

e P

The above chart, from Rossells' study, charts the rate
of white enrollment loss before and after desegregation in
cities of 500,000 or more. High desegregation represents cities
where more than 20% of all students were reassigned; medium,
between 5 and 20%, and low, less than 5%. Cities with no

desegregation plans were used for the control group.

S. Rossell expanded substantially on Coleman's data by
collecting data directly from each school district wherever
possible.

6. Rossell notes that increases in white flight usually occur just
before the implementation of a school desegregation plan,
indicating that this is a result not of problems experienced,
but of the fear of problems.
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Robert L. Green and Thomas F. Pettigrew confirmed both
Rossell's and Farley's conclusions in a study which examined
Coleman, Rossell and Farley and also included their own find-
ings.Z/ Pettigrew and Green found that the cities on which
Coleman based his conclusion that white flight in large cities
is a result of school desegregation were not at’ all represen-
tative of large cities that had undergone desegregation.
Coleman, in fact, omitted Denver, Colorado; Miami,
Jacksonville and Fort Lauderdalte, Florida.
All are large urban systems which had undergone school deseg-
regation. Using a more representative sample of cities,
Green and Pettigrew arrived at the same conclusions as did
Rossell and éarley: that while white enrollment in the public
schools does drop at a greater rate during the first year of a

desegregation plan, this effect is generally short-lived.

II. Small and Medium-Sized Cities. It is also clear

that the white flight phenomena does not apply in small and
middle~sized cities. Cities such as Fort Wayne, Indiana;
Stamford, Connecticut; Sacramento, California; and Ann Arbor,
Michigan all retained a rate of white enrollment consistent
with pre~desegregation years. Berkeley, California actually

experienced an increase in white enrollment post-desegregation.

7. Robert L. Green and Thomas F. Pettigrew, Public School
Desegregation and White Flight: A Reply to Professor Coleman.
Prepared for United States Civil Rights Commission, Washington,
D. C., December 8, 1975.
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: In Pontiac, Michigan, where nearly one-half of all black and
white students were reassigned, and despite community conflict
surrounding desegregation, by the ‘second year of the plan the
rate of white enrollment loss was lower than it was two years
prior to desegregation.g/

TABLE 2. Change in Percentage White for Four Desegregation Groups and a Controt Group Con trolling for City Snu.

-4 -3 -2 -1 (] 1 2 3 Sigmil Averuge  Aversge

Group Years Years Years Yedrs Years Yeurs Years Years Lavel!  RAeeseres Postseries
Med ¢ + #5 (100,000-500.000% .

High Je-g - -13 -16 -3 -13 -20 -18 -22 - 8 NS -1 17

Med desg - 8 13 - 6 -12 -12 -2t -t -1 NS -10 -13

Lowdesg -13 -25 -18 13 -13 -10 -14 -13 NS -7 “té

Controd -10 -20 -2 -2.4 -8 -13 -13 NS -172 -17
Smalicines [-. 100,000!

H.gh deen -22 -33 -48 -t8 -36 1.2 DR} NS -30 -'!9

M-d desqg. -2 -7 -12 -2 -9 .3 .a NS - 6 -

Loa d=ig -6 -5 - .7 -15 -15 ? - 6 -12

Conuot -22 -19 -1.6 -12 '] ? -17

IIT. Metropolitan and County-wide Plans. Pettigrew and

Green, and others have also found that districts involved in
metropolitan Of county-wide school desegregation plans, which
.inevitably involve substantial busing, do not experience de-~
segregation-related white flight. When a desegregation plan
was implemented in Tampa-Hillsborough County, Florida, there was
no white flight, despite the predictions of opponents to the
plan. Private "white flight academies" soon closed, due to

lack of enrollment.lg/ Rossell's study also showed that cities

8. For a complete list of all the cities used in Rossell's
study, see Attachment A,

9. See Page 3 for chart explanation.

10. Time Magazine, September 19, 1979, p. 76.

1o
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under metropolitan or county-wide plans such as Racine,
Wisconsin and Riverside, California experienced a drop in the
rate of white enrollment logs after desegregation.lﬁ/
In fact, far from leading to white flight, evidence shows
that metropolitan and county-wide desegregation may lead to in-
creased residential integration. Dr. Diana Pearée, in a 1980
study 13/, examined seven pairs of cities matched for popula-
tion, geographic location and the percentage of minority en-
rollment in the public schools. The only difference between
each pair was that one city had experienced metropolitan or
county-wide desegregation for a minimum of five years, while
the other half had no metropolitan desegregation.
In eaéh'pair of cities, substantially greater reductions
in housing segregation were found in the cities which had ex-
perienced metropolitan or county-wide'school desegregation.
In contrast to the short term effect of white flight, this trend
toward increased residential integration was found to be cumu-
lative over the years. 1In Riverside, California, for example,
after fifteen years of metropolitan school desegregation, only
four of the twenty-one elementary schools required busing; the

remainder of the school attendance zones had become sufficiently

integrated residentially so that busing was no longer necessary

11. See Attachment A.

12. Breaking Down Barriers: New Evidence on the Impact of
Metropolitan School Desegregation on Housing Patterns.
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to maintain racial balance in the public schools.

The study suggests several factors which explain this
result. First, eliminating segregated, racially identifiable
schools in an entire metropolitan area removes a means of
facilitating segregative housing choices.ig/ Second, when
schools are desegregated on a metropolitan basis, no matter
where one lives, one's children will attend desegregated schools.
Further, in some desegregation plans, integrated neighborhoods
become the only neighborhoods that are exempt from busing and
retain their neighborhood schools. This exemption provides a
powerful incentive for both minority and majority families to
create stable, %ntegrated neighborhoods. Louisville-Jefferson
Couﬁty, Kentucky operates under a metropolitan desegregation
plan which exempts blacks who move into an area where they are
a racial minority from busing. In conjunction with counéellinq
given to low-income families after the plgn went into effect,
many black families have moved from the city to white suburban
neighborhoods. Hundreds of black students have been automati-
cally exempted from the transportation aspects of the plan over
the past 5 years.

Additionally, as enough black families move into a neigh-

borhood to improve the racial balance of a given school

13, 1In fact, a survey of real estate agents in the cities
showed that in the cities with metropolitan desegregation,
brokers were more willing to show both black and white cus-
tomers housing in all areas of the city, which also helps
create integrated neighborhoods.
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t

attendance zone, it is possible for the entire school to be
exempted from busing, enabling all the students, black and
white, to attend their neighborhood séhool.li/

When coupled with the ginding that minority children's
achievement scores were found to rise the most in districts
with metropolitan desegregation ié/, it becomes clear that
metropolitan and county-wide school desegregation plans may be
an effective, long range tool to achieve integrated schools,,
stable integrated neighbdrhoods and better educated children
in both large cities and more rural areas.

Conclusion

Extensive social science evidence on school desegregation
and white flight shows that:

1) In large cities with substantial minority populations,
a drop in white enrollment may follow a school desegregation
order during the first year, but in succeeding years the rate
of white pupil loss usually returns to pre-~desegregation lev-
els. The major causes of white suburbanization have little to
do with school desegregation and the rate of white flight is

not different in cities that do not have court-ordered deseg-

regation.

14, Staff Report 80-1, Kentucky Commission on Human Rights,
Frankfort, Kentucky.

15. See Crain and Mahard, Some PoliqxﬁImplicatiohs of the
Desegregation-Minority Achievement Literature (1981).
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2) In small and medium-sized cities, there is little or
no effect of ‘desegregation on white enrollment loss.

3) Districts that have metropolitan and county-wide de-
segregation plans do not experience white flight or white
pupil loss as a result of desegregation. 1Indeed, these types
of plans have led to increased residential integration.

Proposed legislative findings that school desegregation
remedies required busing lead to white flight are unsupported
by the evidence. To the contrary, legislation that would curtail

the use of busing as a remedy would eliminate metropolitan plans

that have proved stable and have led to residential integration.
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16. Rossell, Desegregation and White Flight (1975).

Mr. MARKMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Taylor.

Again, we are very sorry that the Senators have had a number of
conflicts this morning and that we have had to delay the hearing
on several occasions.

I wonder if we could now have each of the panelists respond to
what they have heard from the other panelists and perhaps put
together a summary statement. Then perhaps Senator Thurmond’s
sta