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The National Task Force on Desegregation Strategies i1s the po/icyvnak:’ni]
arm of the National Project and Task Force on Desegregation Strategies.
The .nm of both the groject and tash force is to stimujate interest at the
state level in school desegreqar/on and to help states find ways to exerc:se
effective leadership in promoting equal educational oppom/n/ry

The National Task force on Desegregation Srrareg/es Is Lharqed with the

'res;)om/b///ry of /den tfying /ssues for srudy and of proposing po//cres for

state use. -

\ _ -
This report was prepared for the task force by Mary Rasﬁman, Research
Associate, National /Sro/ecz‘ and Task Fqrce on Feseqregar/on Strategies, to
aid the task fprr:e n cons:der/ng the issue of metropolitan-school-
deseqregar/on The recommendations are those of the t3sk force and do
*not necessarily, represent the views of its sponsoring oF funding agencies. i

The National Project and Task Force is jointly sponsored by the N
Educatior Commission of the States (ECS], the Council of Chief State
School Officers (CCSSO}-and the National Association of State Boards of
Education /NASBE}. It is funded by the Ford Foundation, the-National

“Institute of Education and the U.S. Office of Education. Thé National

Project and Task Force operates under the supervision of the Educar/on
Commisgion of the States, Department of Elementary Secondary . '
£ducation, Homer O. Elseroad, Director.

For further information contact. ‘Ben Williams, Director, Nar/:ona/ Project
and Task Force on Desegregation Strategies, Education Commission of the
States, 1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 300, Denver, Colorado 30295

Phone: (303) 861-4917 -\ -
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| o . ~ FOREWORD

o

' After Lonxxdc -ation of the chort on Mefropolitan Sghool Desegregation

prepared b\ War\ hashmdn, the National Task Force on DC\C xcgatxon Strategies

'
- 3]

unlnxmouxl\ adoptod a series of Recommendations. “The Recommendations

rctlcgt the group*s LOHSCHbU\ that mctxopolltln dpplOthC\ to school

dCngrcgltlon can 1n many ins tances contribute a gxd\t deal to the

achievement of equal cﬂuc&tional oppOrtuﬂity for all children. - LR
- ‘ . . !

b . .
“In adopting it$ Rccomncndu;ionshfthc Task Force did not attempt

to tollow thc orglnl_dtlon of the Report; nor-did it limit itselt to'the

1

specific strategies discussod therein.” The Romenondltxon: draw forom thc

Report, but at the same time, theyv fncorporatc‘thc independent views ot

the Task Force memtfers, -_5 : o o :

. “-"‘ -
Q ) : )
; ,
. o :
) ' L
Francis Keppel
‘ _ ** Chalrperson C v
it co .» " National -Task,Fofce oa *
L ' : De>ebregataon Strategies
L}
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. Dimensions of the Problem

In. 1977, the Unltgd States - Civil hxghf‘ (mmnlxxxomJiopoxtcd thlt

JMiile many minority students in rurll uomnunxtxc towns and
\mdller Cities have heen enrolled in desegregated \LhOOl\ during
the past decade, the great ‘majority of Bl\gk and Hispanic american
children who 11\0 in large cities remain in racially isolated publix
schools. 1 ~ s -
In the 26 largest cities, said the Commission, three out of tour black

T

pupils are assigned to intensely segreg atgd (detfined as 90 to 100 percent

L ]
mlnorxty) schools. Morcover, many blacks and Hl%plnlL annludﬁ\ live

’ . te . - . -y .
in the nation's largest cities. The 1970 census reported that 58..2% ot
all blacks live im central cities, 30% ip the cities of the lo largest
standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's); 50% of all Hispnnic

§ -

americans live in.central cities, 27% in the 26 largest SMSA's.
: _'J\ N Y . .
Many centralecities are themselves intensely segregatedy and their
: i =,
school enrollments everr morg so. FPor example, Atlanta and Wilmington have

“school enrollments which dFe over 80% black; Righmond and Baltimore arc’

03-black, Cleveland and St. Louis about 60%. When*Hispanic
" _ N s | .

are inggudcd in the copnt Chicago and Detroit are mare than

(I\rnxnorlt\ \LW \ork lnd Phxladolpth sver 00%, Los Angefes more than’
v ) ' v
50%. At the same tune ‘the typical \ubUIbLn dlstrlLt is over,90% white.”
/

The simple demographic fact is that many larce city school glbtrlLtS
cannot desegregate by themselves. gor dpildfen who attgnd school in such
districts, the Bést hope for attending andesegregated school lies 'in the
'implémedtdtion 6f*metropolitan school deéeg;egation strategies - j.e., )
debcgregatlon plans which, Jdo not stop at the city line, but rather

encompass at least some of the surroundlng suburban areas. Thls paper=

will explore the desirabilify‘and feaéibiligy of such plans, feview

¥ ?
. ~ i
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. o o ’ R . " C -~ )
federal court ryings on the subjegt and explore some ot thokactions
states can take to promote metropplitan school desédregation.

I1. Causes of the Problem . , :

—r . -

. »

The intense Segregation in some ot our central’ citidés is due partly
to two population migrations ot the 1940's, 1950's dnd 1960's:  the first,

4 r -
a migration of:black and Hispanic americans to- large cities, and the
. R - S - . .
second,. a migration of many whites trom the central cities to the surrounding
suburbs. | Segregated schools are in large part the product of segregated

housing patterns. Most authoritics agree, however, that segregated
housing patterns are not the ‘result of purely personal preferences,

accidental or even economic factors. The evidence suggests that segregated

housing patterns are to a great extent the result ot racial discrimination,

and that federal, state and local governments bear a signiticant share of
4 v

responsibility for such discrimination. i S -

* For example, the Federal lousing Adginistration's mortgage, wsurance
} J : 2 gag !

-

programs’were-an important tactor in tostering the growth ot the white

suburbs. FHA programs, by guarantceing loans, made it possible to purchase

suburban homes with low down payments and low interest rates. FHA
o LI : . e .

: 1Polm,' manuals cpenly. cautioned developers to guard against "infiltration

~
-~

R v d . - - . . S K ‘
-- of infamonious racial or.nationality groups." The FHA also wrote :

the .first restrictive Covenants and urged their enforgement (until such’
icovedﬁnts were declared uncdnékitu;ional by- the United States Subreme Court).
) - : ® T
" Later, U.S. goyernhent public housiég policies disﬁriminated in the
- . e L .o ¥
‘zelection of sites and assignmen;»df tenants., State courts'enforcéa

G

restrictive covenants and local zonifg ordinanCes. State agencles

/ ; : v .
reculating real estate practice implicated themselves bv- including in the
ST \r’ T
- - Co v, .
) ¥ ., ;
O . Lo ’ . ~ . . - ’
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codes ot ethnices whidh voverned real edtate practice, provisions tuvgrlng

“homogengous neighborhoods, . ‘ v

. ’
- . -

Nor can segregated housing patterns be explained by ingome digferences.

Demographer Reynolds Farley has calculated that on the basis of income,

43% of all black families in the New York City metropolitan arca should

live in the suburbs, instead of the 173 who do. Fortv-six percent of

the blacks who live in the Chicago metropolitan area should live in the

o . ) . 3" o , :
suburbs , instead of the 8% who'do.”  Demographer Karl Tacuber:estimates

s

c

that no more thdn,ﬁ -25% of the racial scqrcqution which.exists in the
9 t

metropolitan aread is attributable to CLOHONlL factors.

S

‘ Nor is housing scypregation a matter ot personal choice.  Survevs
14 Lreg ] A

-~
‘

show that most bluacks oxpress a preterence tor living in integrated

. f .

ncighborhoods.b' A gpeent survey ot 40 cities, undertaken for the Dcpartmnnt

"of tlousing and Urban Dé%elopment, LOHLlUdCd that sig nltxgant dleTmlnathR

;xgu& lacks STill exists in both buyer and renter markets, and that

-

such discrmmination has the cffogt ot discouraging blacks trom trying to

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

buy or rent.in certain neighborhoods.”

¥ .
The U.S. Civil Raghts Commission summed it up as follows: .

.

. The concentration ot blacks is not, to any significant

degree, the result ot individual choice or even income .
differences among the races. Rather, such segregation °
has come abo%t because ot the discriminatory practices
of important ‘institutions in our society, practices
which government h has tolerated, fbstered and in some

irstances mandated.S RN
A Ay “ . . N i
ITE. Objections to Metropolitan School Desegregation . -

-In many large metropolitan areas, the only demographically possible

: : ’ . N
way to desegregate city and suburban schools is by school desggregation

1

A - . :
»
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districts include a central city and surrounding suburban atea. Consequently

. 4

Al - .
which is free from the constraints imposced bvoarbigrary political Boundary

lines. Yot the opposition to metropolitan school deseurepat ion plans
ul ] Lodgsearey

! Y o ’

‘has been vehement. A number ot objections have been raased.  The mijor

omes fall®into four categories: 1)1 that metropolitan school desegregation

plans are/administratively unfasible; 2) that such plans require excessive
' - . . : ; -

. ' v

husing; 3) that "massive busing'y leads to white flight; and 1) that metro-

politan school desegregatton plans result in a loss ot local control over
cducation, ‘ » . ' '

.

a. Metropolitan school desegregation is feasible.

\

Althbugh impossible adninistrative and tiscal problems were among
. b ) . ' )
the spcct‘ors)mfzacd‘ by the Supreme Court in Milliken v. Br;ldlc_v,l(

]

whene it retused to order a metropolitan school desegregation plan tor

Dotroit in 1974, experience suggests that metropolitan desegregation 1s

_ S
t'c;l:;ihlc.l'l [n many states, particulariy those in the south and west,
T . o
<lhool districts have long been organized by county:  Such county-wide
" - . ) S *
s

%4 . . - e T 12 -
organization has been tound to he cost cnbcwnt. Frequently, such
L]

' | =

. B . - . . . .

the school desc_\zl/cgatlon gxpericnce by such Jistricts in recent years,
t C . .

has been mgtropollt‘m school . lesegrew 1tion., .\'otah"lc cx:muﬂes are Ch;ujlottc—\“\

v

-

Méck-lcnburg, North Carolina, lampa- thborouLh and other Floz Ld:l counties,
N . L {‘ . 13 )
and Nashville-Davidson, Tennessee, ™ . .o
A T : ’ . ' .
In ﬁ)rtv-ci'qht Gtates, there exist establistfed procedures for school

Ji _9 ridt I‘COI‘S.Lll._Jt 1on t,bxow*h Lan\o‘uhtlon Jdhnexation or merger.

In the past forty vears, those procedures have been crmploved to dr%t,unl‘ .
. - ) . . o . e L,«‘ 14 ’ -
reduce the numbér of school districts in this country. © “Between 10852 ,
. N N

qnd 1972, ~more than Sob, of khe natign's scheool di

7S

. . .\
sricts. were eliminated.

v, T ~
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The fact thnr/luch reorgantzation has occurrcd means that states: have

. -

experience in dealing w\fh the problems LXClth by - IOOlgdnl.dtlon. such

as adjustments of tax rates, redistribution ot district doht\ trin\tc
L ] ~

of title to fchool property, teacher reassignments, sclcqfion'o( superintendents
ot ; M~ 1o N '
and reconstitution of school boards. A though these procedumes were

\
developed in order to tacilitate cﬁ?&olidntion of small rural districts,

thev could serve equally well in the context of consolidating urban dnd
) N .

suburban arecas for purposes ot school desegregation.  In-the Wilmington,

Delaware school desegregation case, tor example, the tederal court was

able to rely almost éxclusivebson existing state laws to address the

] - ‘ P
noblems posed by the consolidation ot school dis}ricts.l‘ Moreover, A

~greatgdeal of inter-district cvoperdtion can be accomplished simplw by N
removing the constraint ot the political boundary line, without altering

' ) : ’ )

the. legl organization ‘ot the district (sce discussion pp. 17-19, M4

‘ +” ‘ \ . " Y . R N
L \ .\ : -
intra) . :

Currently, metropolitan solutions to such problems as public trans-
) . <

portntion rccrcntion, witer use nnd'scwnqe.trcatmcnt are common. Moreover, *

school district lines are trequcntl\/L10><ed tor eduuthonql purposes - for
\ ‘ ’ - - - \\ - - - *
r eyample, the provision of spcquk:ﬁnwuceg for the handicapped. In an. !

era of low birth rates, declining enrollments and high cost¥, metropol itan
i .
de\eqregatlonénd\ be more than sible. By avoiding wasteful dJuplication

-~ - . . - PR . I co. . .
of services ameng ad;acent-dlstrlcts and elimingting situations in which

an empty scheola{ikg osed in one district while n v another school
. . 4

§

is overcrowded, metropolitan scheol Jdesegregation’ can conter a positiyve

S .. 1s . .
economic benetit on the ‘area. :
. \ | .
= P) . ‘
- -
K
. P \ .
( . . ] r\/

"y, = . -
O
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b. Metropolitan school desegregation need not involve excessive busing.

. -

Although- many of’ the fears voiced about metropolitan school desegregn-

tion 1nvolve busing, there'is little basis in tact to justity the intense

- ~

concern over this issue.” The U.S. Civil Rights Commis<ion has documented

. . . ® : . . . :
the toklowing tfacts: 1) a larg€ percentage of Américan children rides buses

: . . . ‘ '
to school; 2).only a small percentage ot such busing is for school desegrega-
. - .. . : ) .
’tlongpurposcs; 3) the satest method ot™ednsporting children to school

Is by bus, and 4) fransportation accounts for oply a small proportion of
. \0
Y Setrices o -
most school districts' budgets.,
Rather than increasing the amount of busihyg required, there is
: . /

c¥idence thiat metropolitian sshool desegregation plans have “in some cases

)

, actually decreased it,  Although many of the substantial decreases in

busing distances have been.due to the ending of overlapping black and

white bus systems in seuthern distriets, declines in busing times are
. U o ' T
possible elsewhere.™ - This is because of two dcmogrnphic\pQFnémena,

First, concentrations of minority group populations are of'ten located:

closer to concentrations of whité populations in the suburbs than they

-

" [
are. to white concentrations in ic city. -\ school désegregation plan
drawing students trom neighborhoods in close proximity to one another

obviousty requires less pupil transportation than a plan drawing students

trom neighborhoods at opposite ends’ of ‘the city. Secoﬁd,“Bchools in

suburban communities surrqynding'mcdium—sized cities are often lofated

A€ar the city line, where the highest concentraticns of population are
\ .

found. -This means that the distance’from them is relatively short tor

stud;%ts living in minority group concentrations located near the city

boundary.  Thus, pairing minority schools in tlartford, Connecticut with

‘

\ o N

ERIC - T -
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suburban schools trom surrounding communities, for example, would result
in much shorter distances than trving to desewregate within thcf,

Hartford city limits. In some cases, the phenomena described above

e

mav make it possible to Jdeseqregate porti®hs of the school disttigt
‘ - o A G,
without any busing at all, cnce the constraint ot a political bolndary

line is removed. By contrast, some city-wide school desegregation
’

plans call for busing students over bizarre routey, or across natural
3 1

oundaries. ‘ v -
¢c. Metropolitan desegregation plans are stable. ' ‘ .

-

-« "Although there has been an intense debdte about "the causes ot white

flight trom the central city/school systemsy all sides of that controversy
agree that maintenance of the neighborhood school system has not stabilized

enrollments and that central cities with large minority enrolhnqpxs lose

~
N Y

-

. . \ .- . S - . M
whites rapidly even ir thev Jo nothing to integrate their schools.""=1

Those county-wide districts which have undergone desegregation appear,
bv centrast, to be more stahle.”™ In Charlotte—Megklenburg, Tampa-Hillsborough

~
3

and Nashville'Duvidsdn, for example, after Some iniiiﬁl loss of white children
to privata schéois. many ot these pupils returned to»the'public school
svstem. Siﬁce the éxtent to which deségregation contributes to white

_ — - ‘

.flight has not been tinally Jetermined, it makes sense to plan so as to )

- minimize the.poééibility‘thit the-school$ themselves will serve as an’
incentive to such flight. Iﬁ ;uburban. as well as city, schools are
desegregated, no incentive will exist Zor white parents to flee city

4 school districts in order to live in-listricts where the schools are

tredcminantlg white. In facz, metrcpolitan school desegregation can

“actually centridute td nmaintaining integrated meightorhcods bty exempting

ind ~

*

ERIC. . - - L
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such nelghborhoods from the desegregatlon plan (see. discussion n. 11,

infra):

d. Wetropolltan.desegrggatlon plans need not result in a loss of local
control over education. 7 .

[ 4

.The.existing balance between state and local responsibility for
. . . . (W . 4 .

-

~ education need not be disturbed by a metrobolitap school desegregation

" .plan. Even where metropolitanization is accomplished by consolidation - -

'_of school districts, the major respdnsibility éf.the ﬁetropoii;qn'échool
d@thorities would be to asgzgh children in a hondiscriﬁiﬁatory manner.
There is no nced to centralize -authority over other miatters. For
't :
',-cxahple, in thp proposed«plan for Richmond, Virginia; a consolidated district

would have been divided into subdivisions, ecach with authorify to hire

faculty and administrators, and to make decisions about curricllumsand ~

allocation of budget.23 'Similarly, a plan proposed for the Chicago metro-

politan area by Robert Havighurst provided for a single, six-county taxing

t‘unit, with authority to plan, to construct schools and to certify teachers.

.

The district would have been divided so that local community school boards
could administer schools, establish teacher salaries, and largely determine
. . . L

curriculum. In addition, thé Havighurst plan allowed the local boards

: ) _ 5
supplemental taxing power to raise money for special programs.

Somc/fcars about loss of local control stem from a basic misconception

about tht naturce of metropolitan desegregation - i,e., that it necessarjly

entails the.consolidation of districts into d.singlc‘lurgc school d¥#trict”

o
serving the entire metropolitan area,”” A5 we will see later (see discussion
3

pp. 17-19, infray, metropolitan desegregation may take a numbé;.o( different
et gt g t’ " . - . ~ ., ! -
forms., [Its essential character is the removal of the constraint of political

. . L , 20 . - .
boundary lines in planning for desegregation, For example, in the Richmond

AY .\ A * A Y



case referred to above, each of the seven new districts proposed/would have
‘been smaller than any of the three existing districts.'7 Some observers
believe that metropolitan desegregation presents a rare opportunity to

]

create smaller, more manageable school districts;"8 ' ‘ , !

-

[V: Advantages of Met¥opolitan School Desegrega%ion Plans

N : : 4
.. In addition to the primary advantage of metropolitan school desegregation,

i.e., that it promises to accorplish the task at hand, “there Pre'é number

of "other advantages to a metropolitan, as distinct from a city-wide,
. B \ ) ‘
school.deség?egatlon plan.
v _ ' .
a. Metropolitan school desegr®gation plans can make possible socloeconomic,
as well as racial, integratidn,. and can, facilitate s¥gnificant, rather
than token, desegregation. ) M

f . /
”

[n many metropolitap areas, socioeccnomic desegregation is as impossible
to attain within the city limits as is racial integration. Yet research

indicates that the achievement levels of students in schools with high
. - L ) . ) ) )
concentrations of poor children (regardless of race) is uniformally low."9
. ‘

Therefore, ":..desegregation plans which do not reduce the number of inner
. J _
“city type schools or which actually increase their number will contribute

- . . ke .
1ittT® or nothing toward the academic goals of desegregatioﬁ.”JO By

contrast, metrépolitan plans tend to create a socioecpnomically,as well as
racially heterogenecus student hody. Some studies suggest that such a mix

-may pfovidc a better leafning envirdmment for those minority youngsters ¢

who are not presently achieving adequately, while at fhe same time maintaining

or improving the chances' of niddle-status students whose present achievement -
level iswgatisfactory.3l “Thus metropolitan desegregation, because it

maximizes the pOssibilities of interzroup contact, increases the chances for
~9uccessful desegregation and the attainment of real ihtegration.

)

-
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Moreover, it seems that many parents perceive that sociceconomic
: . <

!
. . .. : ‘ . . L .
~ integréfion has beneficial educational effects. . Experiments in voluntary

»

cross-district programs in Bostop Hartford, and Rochester
support this conc1u510n {To the extent that the program has parental

5Uppqrt the prospects for its stability and its success are of course
. ~" ' h ‘ ‘..
increased. > _ .
i\relqted benefit from metropgiitan, as opposed to, intra-district
i . .« v o~
desegregation plans, ¥ the availability of substantial proportions -of

4

both majgtityrand minority students. Many suburbs have too

few minority group students to have a significant percentage of mi

-

students within'the schoel. Yet reeeﬁrchers such as Charles Willie-believe i
that there is a ''critical massf«ﬂi.e., a minimum percentage of minority

group ‘students 'in a desegreggted‘scﬁool) without which desegregation will

£ail. Metropolitan desegregation, by providing a larger. population base,

can aid‘the cause of effective desegreg®fion in this respect too.

b. aetropollt an desegycgatihn plans can insglase neighborhood stability.

In Swann v. Charlotte Wecklenbgzg, the ‘Supreme Court recognized that

the location of schools could have an impact on residential patterns.
The court said,

'The location of schools may... iﬁfluence thS patterns

of residential development of a metropolitan”area and

have important iTpact on composition of inner-city

neighborhoods. '
Other observers have made the same point. Metropolitan school descgregaticn
nlans which promise both racial and socioceconomic integration con
brovide the” base on which to build a stable, integrated metropolitan

’

. !
community. Such disincentive to live in the city which presently results

RIC - A




. L. " .
metropolitan hous ing patterns could be provided.°7

Y

from the poor quality of some city schools would be removed, and an incentive

_to live in integrated neighborhoods can be provided. Some scholars haye !

suggested that excepvions from metropolitan desegregation plans could be

L)

'granted tor stable, 1ntegrated nelchborhoods thus creating an 1nceht1we

for lntexgroup living. 33

Y

There is some eV1dence to >upport tq\ theories. -Sacramento, California,

. _
one ‘of the first cities to desegregate, has e(pcr1enced a major decl;ne in

[N,

~—
resldent1al chregatlon Rlver51de Callfornla whlch deseg}egated in the

mid- 1900 S, hds etperlcnced the phenomenon of famllles moving to the

- ~
-

ttenddnce zones to uh1ch the1r children were. bused _ One bChOOl in Evanston,
IllanlS, to Wthh blde children were bused, has now become integrated through,
Lhdnges,tﬂ resldentlal natterns 36 By allowling re51dent1ally 1ntegrated

areas to usc. local schools and avoid busing, real incentives for changing

-~

<. Wetropolltangpllns can distribute the burdens of descqregat1on more

jultJblV

-

One of the continuing criticisms of many intra-district desegregation

‘plans is thar they place too.much burden on those whose constitutional

rights have been violated. Thus in some cases, minority youngsters have
been bused great distances, when predominantly majority schools exist just
. - :
across a political boundary line, untouched by desegregation. Metropolitan
iy \ .

38
plans can reduce such 1ncqu1t%sg.’

d. Metropolitan desegregation plans can provide all students w1th ICJTHLQ&
Qpportun;txcs which onlv gy central city can provide.

Jhe hu,xncj,, cultural and govermmental 1nst1tutxon, of the central city

provide lcarning resources which ogherwise are unavailable to suburban

students.  dspecially at the ecendary school level, specialized cultural

11
/e
v



. the central city. At,thc sanme time, othe*ycity'schools'arq overcrowded. A

and occupational programs.can be provided efficiently in t citxvyhich out- *
T - Y .

matchAany such pﬁograms which can be provided in the suburbs. Indeed thegse .

5

strengths of the city.frequently are weaknesses in suburban schools now.

The chances in cities for magnet schools and for pairings between schools

" and businesses, cultural institutions and institutions of higher education

. ’
can offer improved opportunities for suburban students.

-
[y

e. Metropolitan desegregation plans can gase decllnlng enrollment and © -
overcrowding problems. B -

¢

Some suburbs as well as some cities, face déclining\School egrollments.

This phenomenon results in closing schools, particdlarly older schools. in .

. -
~

metropolitan approach to desegregation wo;ld allow for greater flexibility in
dcaling with these probfcms. Thé savings fesulting from more efficient class-
room usc; coupled with poteniial savinés from more efficient transportation
plané (due to the elimination of the éonstraint of thé political boundary

line,) should appeal to everyone concerned with the problems of school finance.

-

V. Alternatives to Metropolitan Schood Desegregation

Some argue that we should forget about desegregation and concentrate

. on improving_tie qyality of those city schools which arc‘ﬁrcscntly ‘

not adequately educating their students. This argument overlooks the

.

fact that improvement in academic uchjcvcmcntvis not the sole, ner perhaps
even the most important, reason for desegregation. In a multicultural
society, the only truly effective education, for hoth minority and majority

group children, is an integrated education. Not only 1s an integrated

‘education necessary to allow all children to learn to Func:}ﬁﬁ competently

/

as adults in a multicultural socicty; the ability- of persons from diverse

-

12
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igroups to work together in an 3tmosphere of mutual respect 1s essentlal .-

,educatlonal experlence for all chlldren ) - S ' -'f

e
. . ™ . M
* -f- ‘ - ‘o
. .

gt &
to the-preservatlon of our soclety #Thus, whlle we must strlve to achleve

1 L]
B ;

the best educatlon poss1ble for all chlldren regardless~o£ the racial’ » .

or’ sooioeCOnomlc ccmp051tlon of the school our goal mist be an 1ntegrated?
3 ) r?

- : - - : T
A second school of thought conceding the necess1ty for 1ntegrat10n

-

2-argues that it’ can best be accompllshed by re51dent1al 1ntegrat10n »Although

" sy port’ thlsﬂbellef The decline,, if any, .in

ithe 1960‘s and 1970's, has been barely pérceptlble 33 Between»l960 and l914

?P

et

' suburbs has resulted less in the 1ntegratlon of the suburbs than in ”the

theretfore SUbJC¢£~tO fedemal controls vost ot thewmarket 1s operated by

-~ P

w

4many stgm,to bel:eve that hou51ng segregatlon 3; decllnlng, the facts -do not ;

et .
s1dent1a1 segregatlon durlng R

r - L2

£ s £
the proportlon of blacks in the nat{bn s suburbs rose only from 4.8% to ; e

- ~ I

57 .40 woyeower with some exceptlons thws 51ow movement of blacks into | L

stabllshment of a few suburban blackfenclaves ”41 Serious problems of '

<.>

5

qegregated schools are developing in a number ofareas where suburbanization
A ;

ot blacks has been channeled Ry . ‘ | ] SR

L4

Vor is there mich reason to hope that Eedéral action agalnst hou51ng

segregatlon w1ll have a 51gn1f1cant meact in the near tuture Only a
tiny portlon of ‘the natlon s hou51ng supplv ts in the public sector and
. Y

T\,

the private hou51ng Lndustry, a group “wotorious for its opposition to S

integration. Unfortunately,‘the conver51on of federaI hou51ng programs

(l

to block grants, with fey strtngs attached means that even ‘ederal programs

.....

3 :
will reflect the attitudes prcvalllnz in thc rrlvate marke Chances for

.....

significant improvcments}hae tO"stricter enforcement, of federal fair housing

. 11 - * L
laws under these circumstances are small. ‘ : .

.hj,)

e
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s

-

--hou51ng segregat1on we cannot expect - such changes to affeCt the current

Adl

i ’ . k . . ‘.)

A related argument 15 that a rise in 1ncome for blacks and other

3

’ mlnorlty croups would result in. more movement to the suburbs by these:

groups and consequently more hou51ng 1ntegratlon. he have seen, however,

that etlstlng pattgrns of re51dent1a1 segregatlon cannot be explalned by
] »
dszerences in income. Therefore hou51ng patterns are not llkely to change
AN oy

as a reSult of even substantlal galns in income for black< and other .- 'f

- !.w/
manT1tleS In sum, segregategKre51dent1a1 paxterns are not 11ke to be‘%

-

‘generation o£ schpol chlf/ren o ‘ E T

51

V1. Federal .Court Rullngs on Vetropolltan,School Desegreqatlon

\ ‘\_.

The Supreme €ourt's deClblOn in Milliken, v BradleX, reJectlng a

4;& V-

metropolltan remedy for the DEtr01t arga, is w1de1y cons;dered to have been

1

fa set back Eor\netropof!tan school desegregatlon? Employlng the tradltlonal

Y
qulty doctrlne that the scope of the remedy must £¥t 'the scope. of the

\Phl 4

fulolatron the court ruled tha# in the absence of a finding of segregatlve

practlceﬂfby the'suburban dlstrlcts or of 1ctlons on the part of state

officials whxch contr1buted to segregatlon in the. :ubufbs, there was no

th

ba515 for anludlng the surroundlng suburbs 1n the remedy fof.school oebegrega-

[2

tion.in the city of Detr013.~% ' ;o -

The Supreme Court's decision in Milliken has been heavily'critized.

Sbcial scientists have taken etccptlon to Mr. Justice Stawart's comment

+
‘.

in a concurrlng opinion that desegregation in the Detroit metropolutan
area was caused by "unknown and.perhaps unknowable factors'. Even under the

stricter etandards for proof of intent to segregate which have .begen developed

2

EAS

%



in ‘ : . | . ‘ \ B :
by the Suprene Court in recent cases, many social scientists would argre that
@o
}ntent ‘to create conditions of netropolitan isolation 1s susceptible to K

\.)'
45

proof Qy SOCial soience ev1dence Moreover we'have seen/that two of the

‘court ' other arguments - that metrOpolitan school desegregation poses

igSurmountable administrative problems and that it requires‘massive‘busing - .

have ‘little or no baSIS in fact. . '
R 3 '. s

\
. \quiken did Jot completely ‘oreclose the pOSSlbllltV of metropolitan 7

2

relief for school segregation,»however. The majority stated thatan inter-
. .
> _

district remedy might be justified if, ”'[t]here has been'a constitutional
: <

5 ¢ -
Violation within one district that produced a significant segregative effect .

Lot §

another distrrG¢ or if it were shown that State officials 'had -

contributed to the separation of the races... by Euzposeful racially

-

discriminatory use of state ho%sing or lahing laws. '”46 These tests have
.y

)
.

been met in subsequent cases involving Wilmington, Delaware and Indianapolis,

Indiana. /////—_“ . -

‘In the Wilmington case,47 a three-judge U.S. District Court had,

-

<« . .
prior to Milliken, found a violation juystifying inter-district relief in

the passage of a state statute authorizing reorganization of school districts
but excluding predominantly black Wilmington from the spfitute's coverage.

r2
Following Williken the district court reatfirmed 1its finding of -violations

justifying inter-district relief. Similarly, in Indianapolis,48 a u.s.

District Court, after a re by the Supreme Court for reconsideration in
light of Milliken, reaffirme earlier findings of metropoiitan violations. The
—_— _ \

. ,.0 . . . - - . -
two major,violatiofis were 1) phe creation of a metropolitan govermment (Uni-Gov)

which ‘excluded schools, and ') the location ofj}ublic housing ekclusively

within the city,.—In- {rd case, the U.3. Court of Appeals for the Sixth

v . |

[
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5_{ ? ' ; : .”‘:.:‘,... o . ‘? ;\. ) oy ) «“ A v ,.‘(':
A S A A o : Ty -
Gircuilt approﬁ@d an lnferdistrictfremedvrfor Louisvillo hnd'Jofferson‘Couh;y, i#
™ % 3 \ . ',)“‘?. - -, .
T hentueky Because lt fouﬁd that both the cxtv and countwﬁggg.ggﬁiributed s
5. o oo % .o 8

"to malntalning 5egr€§d€10n : The LouiSville ahd_JeffOrsmnﬂCounty schools.
'ﬂxnerged ”voluntarll\” ‘olloW1ng that rullng 'f'“> - oy

oL These cases lndlcdto that the Mllllken standa?d Can e met *“oreo%%r

although Wllllken Irma) hd\e been walcome& by bome stat
_1————'— < . . »V : ,
“‘thev woul@\not He compelled to move . towards~furEher desegiegatlon, Mllllken 1150
4 v 3

made 1t clear that the. >ta§es would be held respon51ble by requ1r1ng

F Y

. 41ch1gan to e§tab11;h reﬁedlal educatlonal programs to OVercome the effects
. ~
~ of segreﬂatlon vIn WlllLkCn II tho Supreme Louxt approved lower coqnx"
——‘F—ﬂ_

Zf~-

ordors requ1r1ng the anlu51on of remedial educqglonal programs in the . P

"
dogroe and pIaced @esponsxblllty for’ half the LOPt of, those progrﬂps

e

-on thofstaﬁe deggndantx | -__”~ ';éi L . ‘,—w,' '@ﬁ‘f
Thgs, dospltc dlS&ppOlntﬂont on tho S%rt of some proponents of metro-
' ¥

polLtJn %emedlos w1;h the’ Hllll}cn I doc1slon later dec151ons&Tn MNilmington,

o
~_ 5 .

Indl1n}DoL1: dnd LOUlelll“ rndloato that thc issue is far from %EE}QG in )

) e . oo @ :
\ the courﬁ;. Hlllxkon ! 15 an Lndlcatlon, hgwever, that those who favor

motropolrtanbchoob dpsogroqatlon 'ould dowa:ll'to look to othcr branches

of the federal govornmont or to tho 3t3t05 for -help in initiating such plans. \g\n

.
-

LI : .
. . - .
4

VII. Implementation of etropolitan School escgregation
h . . 1

a. Conditions for successful metropolitan school desegregation.
- - ~

LLike any type.of desesgrecation plan, metropolitan school desegregation

.'/

programs will succeed in providing equal access to high quality education
: . . TR . : NS
only if they occur under the right conditions. These include the following
o The metropolitan school deseorepation plan should maximize

[

: 16
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3 ~

¢

’

v <

4 rd
iﬁhi(idual choice and allow the greatest amount of parental involvement

possible. . 7. . , ' N

v N . .
2. Th® plan must be perceived as imposing an ®qual burden on blacks,
- " . %

»
1

“other miﬂy‘lties and whites.
N v

3. x&% plan must be perceived as offering a real promis¢ of educational

‘ befiefits. to blacks, other minorities and whites. There are a numbér of
. . F\
«

K asagcts to this principle. -For example: “

4 N

‘a.’ Black ard other minority children should ndt be resegregated
in special classes witﬁiﬁzkhe "integrated' school, or
#
T . . - g . o e . f‘@ .
discriminated against in extra-curricular activities o .
~ in the administration of discipline.

‘ b. Teaching stgffs of all 'schools should include black, other
minority, and white role models, and the Meurric¢ulum should

_ ?cflcct an éwurcpess.of black and other minority group
>, . hisfory and culture. =

1. The desegregation plan should be presented as clearly inevitable;
it should continue ovef a period of vears, and i£~should.create a socio-
economic as ws}l as a racial’mix. |

5. The %iﬁﬁ*shodld be coordinated with a simultaneous attack on
hous ing scgregatioﬁ;

6. The plan shoudd have the support and involvement of ;11 lchls

of government and of the community groups, such as parent groups, church

groups, business and industry groups, taxpayer groups and the media.

b. Types of metropolitan school descgregation.
‘ -

There are a2 mmber of different forms which metropolitan school

—
-

deseerceation plans can take,

c
)t

All of them h:ivq in comnon, however, the

17
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o . . ) . . : ‘ .
_ellmln%flon ot the political boundary. line ‘as an obstacle to a rational

regional governments'have not yet undertdken Qgggationai planning, but’

-small. Financial incentives for such programs, such as those provided by

. s ) ]

? . ' . . N

> .

_ . 2
school desegregation plan. i :

1. The metropolitan or federaged schoor‘app%oaéh. This approach is
. . . h . £ )

an outgrowth of the metropolitan government movement. It involves a

4

regional goverrment, which functions as a single .taxing unit. Most such
- . s

. \ ~ N 4
there is no reason why they could not do%so. 1

2. Consblidation. Consolidation is a process provided *for under

‘most state laws.- As,statedhearlier, this tegchnique has been .used over the

. ' . - : . \ i
-past forty years to drastically reduce the number of school districts in

this country. Examples related tovdescgrSgation include thé Wilmington,
Delaware case, where the federal court ordered the consolidation of
Wilbmington with the surrounding New Castle County, and the Louisville,

g - .
An which the_Jefferson County schools were consolidated

Kentucky cascf
with the lLoulsville school §¥;tcm.

3: Interdistritct Transfers. These have hccn‘used in voluntary,
one-way husing progrims In boston, Hartford, and Rocﬁcstcr, with’pniformally
positive results, although the number. of students involved has been relatively
o
Wisconsin's legislation (see section on Statc.Role below) can give an
added 1mpcfus to such programs,. One disadvantﬁgc to such programs 1s thhf
if the tuking structure: remiins the same, some parents will pay taxes in

one district while their children attend school in another.

~/ 4. Shared Services.  This approach is already in use in gome arens

f P
:

where school districts contract among themselves so that one district
provides the school for the handicapped, another for the gifted, ete!
» .

)y
.



.This could be done, forzexample, for magnet schools,' or districts could

sxmply cOntract for the transfer of pupils: ) '
. Ly

idea of a single ld?ge.s;hool district, which, it is feared, would result

-

in a-loss of local contro} over éduca‘. o\s stated e%rlier, this need

1 . . .
not necessarily be the case. Metropolitan desegregation simply means that

-

the constralnts/created by political boundary llnes are removed. 53

| Bevond,that there afg\E\QN~_’;>0f different forms of zrganlzatlon Wthh

a metropolitan plan can take. \one of those forms neell result in a

.

loss of -local control over education although the state government,

-

and perg\ps~an 1ntcrmcdlate go»ernlng Dnat such as a county board W111 -

-

have to exercise some authority. Since staigs are sometlmeq able to o '

: 3
exercise a more impartial view than localities, this may be ‘a beneficial rcsult.54

/

VIII. Options for State Role
< X

-
P .

a, State Role
., ’ . [

Although thc states have most often left it to the federal govcrnment_

to initiate school descgrcqatlon education 1s a respon51b111ty which is
‘ {
primarily committed to thc states bv federal and state constltutlons
—— e k‘\ Va 1

As mentioned carlief dibLusglon p. lb,-sugra), the Supreme Court

recognizedrshis: 5tq;'_ ' ponsibility in Milliken Il by requiring the state

of Michigan to fa&hlon rcmedlal programs to overcome the effects of segregation
and to share in the costs of such programs. Increasingly, federal courts

are including similar provigions in tﬂcir orders. lor cxampic, in (chvcland55
und'Coiumbus,Sﬁ state defendants Anvc been held liable, along with local

-

of ficials, for segregated conditions. Such liability findings mean that

19

oo
" a

\bny of the fears surroundlng metropollfan dgsegregation stem’ from the ™ '
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‘the state can be ﬁeld llable for its share of the costs of desegrcgatlon
as well. Although nelther of these caseg 1nvol\ed a metropdlltan remedy,

the same principle was applled in the Wilmington ca:e (see dlscus51on p. 15,

supra) ,~here thé7judge ordered the stat? to prov??e funds for-educat%onal

prégiams as part df a metropafitan desegregation plan.
. - A - ’ ’ -
It 1s appropriate that states shfuld be drawn into planning for— . |
Loy . _ —

metropolitamsgletegregation, because of the state's role with respect ﬁﬁ
J Pl Lt . i

-

.. ) . o/
school funding and because the’state 1s the only repgaitorf of multiy,
X ' s

district administrative experienge available.57 Moreover, state govermments
which have large metropolitan areas with declining centrdl cities need to
s \

cofisider the conbqueﬁ/;s of SULh a ﬁattern for state aid. ~Among the

= ‘~

v
alternatlwes/iré the follow1nq 1) that the state will have to pay out

contjnually larger amounts of state aid to the central cities; '2) that school

+

services will have to be cut back, br.3) that resources will be drawn from
. A .

the entire metropolitan area, including the suburbs .>®  In other words, the

states may have a ‘real financial stake in mctropolitanism.59
b. Tools
+ ' The tools dyﬁilablc to state officials to implement a metropolitan

school desegregation policy are the powers and duties inherent in the offices’

of wovernor, chicf state school officer, state board of education, state
education agency and the state legislature. For example, the following
is a brief listing of some of the options available to various state officials

»
. - L
with respect to m&tropolitnn school desegregation strategils:

1. The State Board of ‘Liducation .could ] . ™

1. Adopt a state-wide plan which in¢ludes metropolitan school
desegregation strategids,

20) o , .
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b. Adopt pOllC) statements: or resolutions in favor of metropolltan
' school desegregation. = : ~ L. o,
c. Set standards for desegregation which reflect state- w1de L

or metropolitan- w1de population composition.

d. elake metropolitan school desegregation a’ top priotity goal
e ~of the state board.

.

.. e.. Pass regulations or guidelines setting up mechanjisms for
voluntary cooperation among school dlStTlCtS or requiring *
1nter district cooperatlon -

_—

v
ct

f. Intervene in litigation or administrative proceedings to seek
metropolitam school desegregation remedies. v

2.. The Governor could
- N L

a. Make mecommendations to the legislature supporting "legislation

to encourage or require metropolitan school deseg egat&sn.

b, Issue executive orders designed to. further metropolitan . '
planning for school desegregation. : ’ >

c. -Facilitate coordination of Rousing and school "agencies to.
_ simultaneously attack housing and school segregation.
N\O ' , '

3. The State Legislature could pass legislation

a. Committing the state to a policy of meterolltan school
desegregatlon '

~

: b. Dcflnlnq acceptable desegregation on a state-wide or mctropolltan-
wide basis. o =

¢. Authorizing the state education agency to compel lmplementatlon
of metropolitan school desegregation plans by giving the agency
a right to sue or to withhold state funds £&tw1non complying
districts or metropolitan areas.

.
v

d. Funding ' a -

a~

'(l) Financial incentive plans to cncduragc inter-district
coopcratlon NPT
-

(2) Metropolitan-wide magnet school programs.
(33 Transportation for metropolitan school desegregation.
(1) Innovative programs to promote quality education in ”’f,

desegregated schools with populations drawn from the
metropolitan arca,




0

Requiring school districts i metropolitan areas to utilize
empty classrooms to further desegregation and requiring
impact statements on school closings. .

~
.

_f. Facilitating school district reorganization, consolidation,
s and contractual arrangements for shared services or inter-
district transters. ‘ "

g. Changiing .teacher and administrator certitication requirements
to reflect the demands that would be placed on educators
as a result of metropolitan desegregation,
J. The Chief State School Ofticer could -
a. Provide leadership tor the state education agency in
vigorously implementing the state's metropolitan school
_descgregation policy. ‘

b. Educate the public about the metropelitan school desegregation
+ policy through public statements; work with a metropolitan
parent group to educate and learn from parents.

»

.

Work with state-wide teacher greups, administrators and
'local school boards to educate them about the metropolitun
school desegregation policy. e

Jd. Initiate on-going relationships with community organizations
which support Jesegregation.

5. The State Education®Agency could

a. Vigorously enforce state legislation and state board of
education policies and rules by monitoring the progress
ot the local districts and metropolitan areas and by

" using all of the authority available by statute or rule
to encourage or compel compliance with state standards.

b. Provide technical uassistance to localities or métropolitan
areas in the adoption and implementation of local (i.e.,
- including metropolitan) school desegregation plans.

Some of the specific technigues for implementing metropolitan school

desegregation weré outlined in an carlier section of this paper. They

, , i )
include (1) creation of a metropolitan-wide school Jdistrict; (2) consolidation
and reorganization of school districts; (3) inter-district student transters,

and (1) shared services. A particular state plan might utilize one oOr more

of Wgmse techniques. Moreover, a parficular state plan might utilize

A
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exclusively voluntary programsy mandatory programs, or some combination ot

the two. The Tllinois desegregation rules, tor example, allow for voluntary
desegregation plans, but require back-up provisions to assurc desegregation
i1f the voluntary measures tail to achieve it.
. R
¢. Examples ) ' . , x

This section will briefly describe those few metropolitan school

ydesegregation programs in-existence, and some proposals which have been
made by varigus state officials dnd academic researchers.
1. Massachusetts' Experience: METCO, Magnets and the Daly-Sullivan Bill.
/;ETCO (the Metropolitan Council ftor Edﬁcutionnl Opportuﬁity), which
operates in Boston and about 40 of its surﬁpunding suburbs; is one ot
the three well established voluntary inter-district transfer programs.
" The others are Project US (Urban-Suburban) in Rochester, New York, and
‘Projqﬁt Concern, in Harttord, Connecticut. Although the three programs
differ slightly (primarily in terms of their sources of financiul<5upport),
"METCO 1is rgpreientdtive and perhaps most relevant, because it is state
~ supported. ¢

-

METCO has been in existence for over 10 vears. [t came about initially

as the result ot voluntary cooperation between black Boston parents and
supportive whites in a tew suburban districts. METCO is a voluntary,

urban-suburban transter program, which today involves over 3,000 chiddren.

: . . . : . p=d
METCO has been state funded since its inception. Presently, the state

picks up the tab for the receiving district's actualdincremental costs

’

of educating the non-resident transter student - e.g., adding two METCO
Y -

: - . . . - . Ve
students to 4 class of 21 does not create incremental costs of instruction, &
* , . 1 B

- . > . . . - 0
except for materials and transporkatlon, which the state pavs 1In fu11. oY

Sz

-
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Through a process of state,board approval ot local district plans, the state
board enforces its.standards Yor cqual oducationnl.opportuhity. The Bureau
of Equal Educational Op;g;thnity within the state education department serves

as the agent of the state board to monitor cach METCO program, to‘assure that

ithe activities and expenditures undertaken conform with the state board

approved locullglfg. Despite the relatively small mumber of children involved,
bﬁﬂCO, and its two sister programs in New York and Connccticutf:uxzéencrally
considered successtul. At a minhﬁnn, they provide a valuable "ice breaker"
for future metropolitan progr;lms'01

About 3,700 students trom both Boston and the suburbg’ were involved
in the past school yéar in voluntary magnet programs at so-called 'neutral
sites. Pafents.and students select thesc programs tor their educatfonai
3ttr1Lt1\cness but 1li such school$ also serve the needs of desegregation.

A\ long term hope of Massachusctts state officials is that magnet schodols

1n Boston and other Masdachusetts cities will draw white-suburban Students

v .
. back 1nto the city, thus balancing the one-way urban-suburban character

of METCO. L1rge thle hav“ ohxlou\ advantdge\ for dcveloplng speL1311 ed
*1&,}1 school's - e.g., thoir close proximitv to business, qovernmental and

cultural antltutlon;, and the availability ot large scale unl\erxlty bLhOOl

pairings.
A key component in both METCO and the magnet programs is stagevfinancial
support. In*1974, an® amendment to the state's Racial Imbalance Act (Ch. 630),

provided a mechanism for funding both the METCO and magnet programs. Funding
B . -
under the ''magnet educational program' section ot Ch. Q36 is available for
\ A
METCO: funding under the "magnet school facility section of the act 1s

available to meet -the incremental costs of educating a student at a magnet

3
1
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(as opposed td non-magnet) school, .the full cost of transporting sStudents
, .

and up to 75% lof construction costs. In the 197778 school'ycur, the
- >

state spent a total of $24 million on desegregation activities, including

. R \‘
"the METCO and magnet school programs. .

Py

-

In 1974, legislation known as the Daly-Sullivan bill was proposed

(and defeated) in Massachusetts. The bill would have required any community
within a 20 milel radius of a city, and with a median income above the average
income in the Stindard Metropolitan Statistical Area, to make available
seats to city children, black and white, to the extent
that such scats are available. The state would have been responsible for
. . \

picking up the tabp for the incremental costs ot this education, suppert

’ :
services and trangportation costs ot the program. Although it was defeated,

the bill scems a $ensible scheme for dealing with two problems at once.
»By/utili:ing’empty suburban seats, it would ease declining enrollment
problems £6r suburban schools (and perhaps overcrowded condjtions in the

city as well). At the same time, it would make available to both black and

white central city children the opportunity of attending a sqhbol in an

5 suburban school system.

upper-middle clas

Y

<

as~.2. Wisconsin's Financial Incentive Program.OJ

R A second verjsion of the voluntary inter-district transter model is
: v . . . .
Wisconsin's Ch. 120 L5 '75 (sometimes referred to as the Conta Act). (Appendix 1).

The law has two basic provisiens. First, it requires the formation of

-

plann}ng councils between Milwaukee and each of its surrounding suburbs.
- t . v~ :

These| councils

before a transffer plan actually goes into erfect. Individual transfers under




+ the program are voluntary. )

The second, and more widely noted aspect of the legislation, is its

provision of financial incentives tor both intra- and inter-district

’

transfers. The legislation provides that the receiving school district

receives the full per pupil allocation of aid from the state. gf 5% of
AN N
a suburban district's enrollment consists of inter-district transfer students,

its incentives are increased by an additional 20%. The sending district,

is allowed to continue to count students who have been transferred for
. o .

state aid purposes, so there is no disingcentive for them to participate.

Finally, the state picks up the tab for the entire cost of transportation
réduired for the plan. Normally, the state covers only slightly more than
half of such costs. = L\

3. Model [ntegration [ncentive ;\ct.b4

¥

. , R ) ' ~ - - -
John Codns and Stephen Sugdarman, two protessors at the University ot

California's law school at Berkeley, have dratfted a Model Integraticn

Incentive Act, which incorporates teatures of the .Wisconsin and ME#CO plans.

[%3

- (Appendix 2). The Model Act was introduced into the\¢977 session of | the

California legislature, but has not been passed.

. Like the Wisconsin leégislation, the model act applies to both intra-

<und‘intcr-disfrict transfers. It is designed to give tinancial bonuses

r

- to school districts to reward them tor offering ‘pupils an integrated

’

education. It also gives‘parenfs the right to demand an integratea education
for their children. |

‘Underfthe terﬁs of the act, a receiving school, pursuant to a plan
approved by thé state educatign agency, receives a $500 bonus for'each

transfer pupM™M. A receiving school may be a public.or private school. For

d ~
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intcr-district transters, the s;nding school must pay the tuition ot the
.trgnsfer gtudcnt, although tt continues tomcbunt the student as pnrt of its
own avgzige'duily attgndance. Fultlon paid h) the \ondlnb school xnuludc
"within reasonable minimm and maximgn dlbtanges" free transportation. ic
sending district also receives $500 ;cr pupil for the number of inter-district /
transfers which exceeds the nwnbcr of students .transferring into the district.
The act requires that the approved plan include provisions: a) that the
rCCeiving school provide "appropriate integrated educational gxperienées"
(xngludlng prov1s10n for ”qulel linquiﬁtic and cultural néeds”), and b) that
if there are 15 or more transfer pupils, a parental advisory body be Cstabllbhed
to recommend uses for the bonus dollars. " The act also requires that allo
transferé have family conjpﬁ}. |
The model act impOSOS an obligation on school districts to inform

parents Qf their right to secure an integrated education for their children,
and makes the parents' right to be informed enforceable in a cauSé of action

for damages and atternevs' fees. t 3116@5 a‘parent to demand either an

intra- or an\inter~district'transfer, in o}ger to obtain an integrated

education “or h%s/her child. | ' .

The act establishes an Integration Division, as part of the state

‘education agemcy, to administer the program. ’ﬂqz Division would be responsible

for approving local plans. In addition, the model act authotizes the oo
Division to award plinning grants to school districts and to fund pilot
innovative efforts.

The authors of the legislation suggest-three gpproaches which could be

1mplemented tp strengthen the bill:

s

a. -A'preferred mix" could be e>t1D11>hed“fDﬁth more money b01ng



paid to the district, the closer its racial/ethnic ratio

approaches the "ideal". .

b. A minimum measure of integration could be established, which
each school would have to meet betore being eligible to
feceive any funds under the Act, or a minimum measurg of
integration for the district could be required, prior to any
school's being eligible to receive bonuses.

¢. The mix rewarded under the Act, or either of the alternatives
proposed above, could be hased upon state-wide racial-data, so .
as to encourage the greatest number of inter-district transfers
possible. This approach, however, would make it difficult for
districts with very high concentrations of minority children to
quality for funds. ‘

5

’

4. Nancy St. Jahn's Plan.°
Just prior to the United States District Court order-which instituted
- - a' plan to compel racial balance #n Boston, Governor Francis Sargent had,

proposed a voluntary urban-suburban transfer program, which would have

<
built upon and expanded the METCO program. The Sargent plan, which never ?i
went into effect because of the district court order, included the following ]

elements:

" *3.  That the sending school distridt pay tuition for each child in
. an amount equal to its own per pupil cost.

b. That the state pay the fdllowing costs:

r 4 . ‘ . . .

(1) the full difference between the tuition paid by the sending
district and the average per pupil costs of the receiving
school.

(2} 75% of the costs‘of -expansion necessary to accomodate minority
trans fer students in receiving schoots with tull enrollment.

. (3) full transportation costs. L
© (4)  $300,000 for information centers to inform Parents of options
‘and to recruit children for the program. :

(5) - a $500 "bonus" per child to the receiving school for support
services.

. That magnet schools and other proqums”be.established to attract

-1
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white children to inner-city schools.
d.  That recruitment of minority teachers and administrators be -/

undertaken. ]

v

e. That in-service training be providcd tor teachers.

Nancy St. John. ;n authority on school désegregntion problems, proposes
two significant modifications to tighten thc.Sargehr plad. First, she suggests
that participation by suburban communities in the plan be mandatory rather than
voluntary, and thdt such a requirement be enforceable through court proceedings
or by withholding state funds. St. John estimates that if all suburban ,l
commmities within a one-hour bus ride'df the central city were made to
participate, ﬁhd if each district accepted mhnority students as up to 25%-30%
of iES enrollment, a large proportion of the black population in most metro-
politqﬁ areas could bg accommodated. She cauiions. however, against allowing -
the crig}céi mass of minority youngsters to fn%l below 10% at any one school.
Second, St. John would eliminate the_”bonus” payment to suburban School§
for accepting minoyity students, but would expend a comparable ‘amount to
impreye the_duality of inner-city schools and to finance'magnet schools in
the - nnér Gity. . |

St. John seag two obvious drawbacks to the modified Sargent planﬁ .

(1) that blacks who transfer to suburban schools will always be in a racial
minority, ang (2) that the primary.burdgn of busiﬁg will fgl} on the

minorit§ gfoqp children. Given the present extent of residential segregation,
hOWevef, she seés no way to avoid these problems. She favors a strong

magnet school program to strengthen the two-way aépect of the inter-district

progfam by drawing white children into the city.

-

5. ‘James Coleman's Financial Incentive’.\lodels.06 "

. The incentive'plans s&ggested by METCO, the Wisconsin Plan, the Model
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\

Integration Incentive Act and by Governor Sargent and Nancy St. John do
not dxhaust the possibilities for financial incentive programs. James Coleman,

A

another authority on scheol desegregation problems, has suggested at least

two additional types: , . s -

-

a. A Voucher Svstem. Assuming the existence of a voucher system for

paving tuition, it would be possible ta give schools or school districts

intentives to desegregate, by making vouchsrs helogging to children whose
presence works to increase Jesegregation redeemable for more than vouchers

of children in the majority group within that school or district. The

difticulty with #his suggestion is of course the absence of voucher systems

, -

for paving tuition. .

b. [ncentives to parents. Coleman reports @ proposal by John Rue,

a Cincinnati school board member, that families of children who attend
intogratedAschools be paid a bonus, (either cnﬁb or. some portion of college

tuition based upon the number of vears of attending desegregated schools)

on the theory that the benefits of integrated education accrue to society

as -a whole, and that therefore society should bear the costs.

There are a couple of reasons for the current interest in incentive

‘schemes: (1) a recognition that voluntary desegregation programs are likely

~

to be successtul, because of the built-in element of parental choice and
the consequent commitment to their success, - and (2).the post-Millikeh

awareness that the federal courts are not likely to compel inter-district

plans except in unusual cases. On the other hand, some experts, such as

\ <

Mever Weinberg, editor of Integrateducation, believe that voluntary programs

have limited potentidl, and that substantial desegregation will never be

: < * .
accomplished except by mandatory measures. Nancy St. John's proposal for



a mandatory voluntary (7) plan may rvpréscht 4 compromise retlecting both

views. An alternative might be a voluntary plan with mandatory backup
\

provisions, such as I1linois' Jdesegregation guidelines suggest.

The next two proposals reflect the view that more than purely
"voluntary efforts will be required to accomplish metropolitan school desegrega-
tion.
£ A

‘6. Recormmendations for Metropolitan Chicnéo.

In the fall'af 1977, the Illinois Stnée Board of Education appointed
a Technical‘Assistunée Committee to evaluate a plan submitted to it by the
Chicago School 3oard pursuant to state desegfegation guidelines.  That

comnittee recommended, amonyg other things, the adoption of metropolitan

school desegregation strategies for the Chicago metropolitan area. The

committee, chai‘fd bv Garv Ortield, made the following recommendations:
4. That the state board develop policies and standards supporting
metropolitan school desegregation strategies. .
b. That legislation be adopted to compel school districts .in the
metropoiitan area to utilize empty cldssrooms to further
-Jesegregation. Elements of such legislation would include:

(1) state aid to both sending and receiving districts, including
payment for reldted program costs.

(2)- impact statements on all proposed school closings.

«

c.égiﬁQHlt legis'lation provide £8r creating metropolitan-wide magnet
% $thools in locations which would stabilize residential integration.

d. Thaf state funding and incentives be provided for more intense
cooperation among school districts and for encouragement of more

voluntary efforts" ‘ _ -
That the state board consider the possibility of requiring the
merger of,smnll.adjacent'systems'to orevent resegregation.

A}

4]

That the state board amend the Jesegregaticn rules so that the
state's desegregation standard more nearly rerflects the racial
composition of the metrcpolitap area as a whole.

ry,




That the state board seek the cooperation of HUD and local housing
Aofficials to stabilize integrated neighborhoods and to accelerate
enforcement of residential Jesegregation.

Although recognizing that the recommendations outlined above would
not solve Chicago's school integration problems, the Committee étated
that ,such a program would be a positive'first step towdrd metropolitan
school desegregation. The Committee concluded‘with the following statement:

Chicago is so far away from substantial housing integration
that school desegregation offers the only chance for
breaching the racial walls. In the long run, there will
be little desegregation unless there is an area-wide plan
with mandated reassignments. It is time for the Chicago

- Board of Education, officials in inner-suburban commmities,
civil. rights organizations, and federal agencies to begin
considering legal action for a metropolitan plan. The
obstacles to such a plan are great, but in the long run, ¢
it is the most sensible and workable option that remains.
~
68 N “

7. Joe*Cronin's Dream. ®

/

In the May, 1977 issue 'of Phi Delta Kappan, Joseph M. Crohin, School
Superintendent for Illinois, wrote that he had had{a dream in which a federal
judge had found the entire state of Illinois guilty of perpetuating~schoqi;
desegéegation. (Appendix 3). <4bome of the evidence,i?CIUded fhe following:

a. That the Chicago Board had erected hundreds of temporary
" classroams at all-black schaols instead of desegregating,
.and had established- schoolsat racially segregated housing .
projects. , ‘

b. That the Chicago Board had failed to implement a proposed plan
which would have achieved some desegregation. o -

c. That the Chicago Board had closed scme all-black schools and

Ve transferred the children to other all-black schools. >
) - ¥

d. That despite the opening'of several magnet schools, segregation

. © »had continued to increase, partly pecause there was no comprehensive

. school desegregation plan. :

e. That school reorganization legislation, which had been put into
effect in many downstate counties, had never been fully implemented;
that a series of all-black school districts remained, same of

Y S . . _ )
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which lacked an adequate financial base to truly provide equal
educational opportunity, and that state and county officials had
failed to assume sufficient leadership in proposing mergers or
consolidations. ' .

In Cronin's dream{ the federal judge had béfore him three models for
remedy: (1) the Wilmington, Delaware precedent, in which the court ordered
the city and suburbs to work togefher to develop a comprehensive plan, (2) a
St. Louis County; Missouri case in which fhe judge ordered the consolidation

of two white suburbs with one black suburb to form one integrated diserict,

.

and (3) a model for dividing the Chicago metropolitan area into pie-shaped

wedges. The judge adopted insteud a township'plan, with one unit $uperintendent

for each township, and 10,000-30,000 students per district. SeVen‘Of tﬂe S

new townships were pai}ed with seven of the most segregated Chicago distfic;s.-
In Cfonin's dream, the first vear of the plan's implementation caused

1less disnmption than anticipated; most administrators found new ijs in

the newly reofganized unit; schools that needed to be closed were, and many 4

=

« . o .
students were able to exercise magnet options; prominent businessmen and

church leaders aided the-court in implementing the plan; corporations and

_ : ’
unions ‘sponsored magnet schools, and universities assisted in teacher \ Y

* ~

training.1
Can a dream come true? The METCO and Wisconsin experiences indicate
N e
that ssuccessful voluntary intet-district cooperation is possible on a small
% ' .~ .

scale. Such programs can be valuable models for successful metropoiltan -

desegregation. Care should be taken, however, to avoid thinking of such

‘ : . ) : " ) Y
‘small-scale programs as ultimate solutions to the problem. of segregation 1n

large central cities. Otherwise, such programs will become barriers
: - . 69 *
+0 successful desegregation, rather than important .intermediate steps.

-

(92 ]
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IX. Political Opposition to Metropolitan Solutions

No paper on metropolitan school desegregation strategies would be
complete if it failed to recognize thc.idtense political opposition to

metropolitah approaches to school descg&ion. This opposition comes

from blacks as well as whites, and from those who favor equal educational

'

opportunity, as well as these who are opposed.
An articulate spokesperson tor those blacks who oppose metropolitan

desegregation strategies is Derrick Beil, Professor of Law, Harvard University.
. N —7
Professor Bell makes two argumcnts/o whleh deserve ;peelal eon51deratxon by
) . . . U.(
those whites who favor metropolitan plans. One 1s that fram the'p01nt_of

view of many blacks} tLere is no advantage in black students‘ being

distributeﬁ\khroughout a metropolltan area so that they are a m1nor1tv group
. v

in every school. This arqument seems to exprcss a leq1tunate feqr ot 1045

v

of the potential political strcngth-and sense of cultur31 identity“that would

come from the existénce of black majorities in inner city schools. The second;

" and related, argument is that the strategy of moving black students from

-5

majority-black to majority-white schools umpiies that mdjbrity~black/§chools
Y ‘ ' -

e "bad" and that no one ‘can gain a decent education at‘one of them.
Profe>sor Bell arﬂuments reflect to a lqyge extent the unhapplness'
of mQ?y blacks and other mlnorltles with the way desegfegatlon has becn
melemented in the past - e.g., with the dlsproportlonate burden that has

been placed upon blacks to remedy’ the effects of dlscrlmlnatlon of which they
e AN
have been the victims, the failure’to assure that a Substantial proportion

a ~

,of mmority sroup students is represented in an "integrated' school (&2
discussion p. 9, supra), and the lack of attention that has been paid to blach§

and other minoritigs’ cultural identity in "integrated', >chool>

LY ~ o> «

-



&

-

‘ Ngne of these conditions is a reason for rejecting desegregation,
/ho&eYer.' Instégd, these arguﬁeﬁté emphasize the importance of attention
to equity in the desegregation process and to those conditions which will
maximize the possibilify of achieving true integration (scé discussion
'pﬁ 16-17, supra). Two ot these criticisms of- desegregation - 1i. é
4
the disproportionate burden which has been plac;d on b}JLk> and the failure
to insure that desesreqatLOn is substantial, And not token - dre 1n fact
arguments for mé¥tropolitan desegregation, since_metropolitan desegregation
lans make it possible to overcome these problems. _wé have already seen
- ' . .
thag metfopolitan school deseg%egq}ion need not lead to loss of local control
over tﬁé;§;hopis (see discussion pp; 10, 19, supra). Moreover,lit should
not be Eorgbttenvthat'what:we are discuésing 1s mefropolitan séhool desegrega-
tion, and.not the pros and cons of metropolitanism iri"gene_‘ral'~
After héting some of the weaknesses of the urban-suburban transfer -
4pr6§rams such as WETCO Thomas Pettigfew, another Harvard professor, asks,
| * Why then do black parents eagerlx sign up thexr offspring
for these programs? The answer is simple. These suburban

busing scliemes offer one of the few options available for .
black parents with amb1t10n>-for better lives tor their

e daughters and sons.

\\
“Perhaps “this 1s the best answer to Professor Bell. A\

. Nhlte oop051tlon to metrOpolltan debezregatlon plans 1s ott&n couched

in arguments about ”m3551ve bu51ng,”“adm1nlstrqt1ve te351b111ty, white
fllght and loss of local control over schools. ‘As we have seen, however; |

“nione of these ar”uments is logically sound. \t bottom, much'of the whl5a

'/.
1

that"

oop051t$on td metropolltan ‘desegregation no doubt derives from the fact
4 . ' . @
metropolitan uesegregatlon would work -- i.e., that it would accomplis

desegregation and .create conditions that wculd be:optimum for achievin

T "



: , ) { :
true integration‘énd,eqﬁgi/e;;:etional opportunity. For whites who perceive

their children as being advantaged by the present unequal distribution of*

3 E - . ¥ . . - .‘ l .
educational opportunity, such an outcome is a threat which inspires intense -

“

and often emotional resistance.

Desegregation touches raw nerves in the American anatomy, making us
"
uncomfortably aware of the racial, ethnic and 50c1oeconom1c divisions

within our society which un counter to our democratlc polltlcal 1deals

Metropolitan desegregation, be;ause it threatehs to make those ideals a

reality, 1s an even more highly Chargea political issue. The fear.of some
blacks that they will 1ese the political strength and the cultural identity
which they see as inhc}ent in majority-black urban school systems, and the
fear of -some whites that their children will suffer, if foreed to coﬁpctc

on an equal footing for jobs and ''the good life' in this society, are

evidence of the profound mistrust which exists among the diverse groups

in this societf?? The very existence of this mistrust, in this writer's view,
argues for a reorganizing of our schools which will bring‘chifdren from

these groups into contact with each other at an early age, under circumetances

)

conducive to the development of mutual understanding and mutual réspect.



RECOMMENDATIONS*

~

S

. o ‘
1. The Task Force recommends- that states establish metropolitan

L4

planning councils and legislative commissions authorized to: a) assess

the extent of racial isolation and inequality, b) identify and analyze state,

local, federal and private pdlicies and practices likeiy to cause increased

.

isolation, and c) develop plans muénmke iegislativé recommendations which
if implemented would provide accessibility to®quality educétidﬁ. Such
councils should be représentative of minority and majority groups and
shotild ingludc parents, students, metropolitan planners, business persons,
educators, public ofgicials and other cmmn@nity iepfeseﬁtatives.

2. The Task Force recommends that state legislatures establish

standards and dssign to the state anrd the authority to require consolidation
o > U .

of school districts, where necessary, to accomplish desegregation. Such

"legislation should provide authorization for the state to bear an appropriate

share of the costs directly associatéd with desegregation.

-

3. The Task Force recommends the establishment of stafe housing
integration agencies, within the exccutivc.branch of state gqvernments, with
the.authority to.identify and make us¢ of state policy and subsidy instruments
which. may be utilized to foster residential integration. Where such
instruments do not exist, the hoqsing agency should formulate and recommend

state'poliéy for the furtherance of residential integration. In additidﬁ, the
Task Force recommends that states seek ways to\encouragé local educational
agencies to use the means at their disposal to foster hausing integration.

e
*[nanimously adopted by the National Task Force on Desegregation Strategies,
Novembher 18, 1978, New Orleans, La. '
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4. - The Task Force recommends that each Stateiconduct a comp;ehensive
evaluation of the effectiveness of federal programs relating to school
desegregation as they operate within that sfateg in order to ascerta}n
{heir strengths and to determine what improvements are required to meet

~ the needs of comprehensive state-wide desegregation planning. In.addition,
the. Task Force recommends thaé states seek wéys to coordinate their desegrega-
. tion monitoring activities wi{% those of thé federal Office for Civil Rights.
5. The Task Force recommends that“state.boards or appropriate
'authoragies require affirmative action plans for sta?f desegregation in
each district in metropolitan areas, using as avguide the hindrity percentage
5f the relevant labor market in the mctropolifan area.

6. Thé Task Force récommehds that its sponsoring organizations, the
Education Commissioﬁ of the States, the Council of Chief State Scﬁool Officers
and the{Nationﬁl Association of State Boards of Education, and related
edﬁcation qgenciés, plan and carry out among their constituencies ah
aggressive program to increase the number of-intcgrated:échbols in metro-
politan areas. = | | ,. ’

7. The Task Force recommends that state boards establish programs
dnd channels of inférmution to inform parents of their right to an intcgratgd
education and tQ-Offcr parents forums for reflecting and articulating their
nceds concerning mctropblitun descgregation. )

8. The Task Force recommends that,priority attention be given to
efforts to increase minority participation on state boards and within
state education agencics with the goal of achieving a minimum of ”ddcqﬂate
representation' by 1981.- Adequate ropTeschtation medans numbets Sufficicnt

e .

to have an impact on the develbpment of state ‘education policy and programs

) - : /
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ive "to minority needs.
e following are Task Force recommended guidelines for metropolftan

des¢gregation planning:

a) A sound metropolitan program provides ignificant racial,
ethnic and socioeconomic diversity in the schools.
' b) A sound metropolitan program provides acfess to educational
experiences, including special linguistic and cultural

experiences, equal to or better than those experiences o
previously available.

c) A sound metropolitan program equalizes to the greatest extent
possible among participants the inconveniences assoclated
with the implementation of the program.

d) A sound metrdpolitan program provides a variety of options,
i.e., as to locality, types of schools 5§§>variety of programs
offered. -

e) A sound metropolitan program includes provisions for the
assignment ‘of students in:such a’'manner as to insure that
each group is represented in sufficient numbers as to have
an impact on the total- school..

£) - A sound metropolitan program provides a framework for
monitoring the program. The monitoring group should 1include
representatives from the various communities in propértion’
to the general racial composition of those affected by the
plan.

g) A sound metropolitan program requires’ that schools s&ow
evidence that their staffs and programs reflect racial
and cultural diversity.

“

. X h) A sound metropolitan program provides for strengthening
“schools in the minority communities.

i) A sound metropolitan program provides a plan of incentiv:

©and opportunity for the group transferring to acquire housing
in the community where the school is located.

j) " A-sound metropolitan program provides for demonstrations as
to how each participating district is being benefited by
the program. J

10. ‘The Task Force recommends that incentives such as "'state tax

allowances' he offered for formal programs between central, city schools




and businesses, which strengthen the school curriculum and/or offer

employment incentives to students,

.

. (10 4 ‘;




15

16

17

APPENDIX 1

* The people of the state of Wisconsin, represented in .senate and

1 ;
assembly, do enact as follows:

©

SECTION 1. LEGISLATIVE DECLARATION. The state’of Wisconsin

hereby declares that it is the announced policy of the,statq\to
facilitate the transfer of students between school districts to
promote cultural and racial integration in education where students

and their parents desire such transfer and where schools and school

.
districts determine that such-transfers serye educational interests.

The state further declares. that 1t is a proper state expense to
encourage such.transfers through the provisiOn of special aids.
 SECTION 2. 20.255 '(])$(fp) of ‘the statutes is created to

.



'powers;.p

read:

\ ’
20.255 (1) (fp) Aid for pupil transfers. A sum suff.:ienc for

aid paymenté undéf s. 121.85.

‘SECTION 3. 115.28 (12) of the statutes ié created to read:

115.28, (12) MINORITY éﬁOUP PUPIL CENSUS Establish procedures
under which school dlStrlCtS report annually the number of m1nor1ty
group puplls as defiﬁed”in s. 121.85, re51d1ng in the school dis-
trlct an attendlng publlc schools in the district so as to be able'
to\;la551f school districts under s. 121.85 (2).

SECTION 4. 119.04 of the statutes, as affected by chapter 41,
laws of 1975, is amended to read: | -

119.04 PUBLIC INSTRUCTION LAWS APPLICABLE. Subchapter I of ch.

121 and ss. 66.03 (3) (c), 115.01 (1) and (2), 115.345, 115.76,
115.77, 115.79 to 115.94, 118.03, 118.04, 118.06, 118.07, 118.10,
118.12 (1), 118.125, 118.14, 118.15, 118.16 (1), (2) and (4) to (6),

”~ .
118.18, 118 19 (7 ), 118 20, 118.24 (7) to (5), 118.255, 120.13 (1)
D

~and (19), 120. J6 (6), 120.49 (6), -120.61, 121.52, 121.53, 121.54

(1), (3) and (4), 121.55, 121.58 (2) (b), (4) and (6), 171 77 (1),
121.79, 121. SO 1!1 81 (), 121.82 (1), 121 83 121.84 (1) and
l’l g} are' 1pplica le to the board of school dlrectors ard to

>ch<ﬂl\! in® c'1

"of the lst class The board shall exercise the

A Y

‘:the fUﬂLtLOﬂS and be Lntltled to all school aid
therein prov1ded 1nsofar as the same are relevant to C1t1es of thc -
1st class. The board and the SLhOOlS in cities of the lbt class

1

shall be governed'in all mattegs by the general laws of the state,
E; express amendments .

except AS'Qltqycd or modified |

: “Q<, 42 ray i N
o , J :



s _ SECTION 5. 121.07 (6) (am) of the statutes is created/ﬂé

2 read: _
3 ., 121.07 (6) (am) The amounts computed under s. 121.85 (6) (b) 2
4 and 3 shall not be included as operational receipts under par. (a)-

5 ~  SECTION 6. ¥21.20 of the statutes, as affected by chapter 39,

6 - 'laws of 1975, is amended to read: -

7 121.20 USE OF STATE AID: EXEMPTION FROM EXECUTION. All moneys
'8  paid to a school district under s. 20,255 (¥) (f), (fb), (fg),

. : | . . .
9 (fh) and (fp) shall be used hy the school district solely for the -

-

}0 purposes for which paid. Such moneys are exempt from execution,
11 attachment, garnishment or procesé imifavOr,of creditors, except
12 . as to claims for salaries or wages of:teachers and othe} school coe
13; employees and as to claims for school m;kefials, supplies; fuel and
14~ current repairs. » '
15, " SecTIoN 7. 121.85 of the statutes is’crea}ed to read:
16 \ 121.85 SPECIAngRANSFER PROGRAMS. (1) / DEFINITIONS. In this ]
17 ‘ §egtiop: | | .
18 | ) (a)E”Mino;itX group pupil" means a pupil who is a Blacklﬁmerican,
19’ d'nafive American, a_Spanish-surnamed American or an Oriental g
20 Americdn. | |
lZIJ .(b) "Attandance érea” means the geMgraphical area within a
; 72 school district cétablished by the school board thereof éor the pur-
23 pose of”designatingﬁ£he glemcntary,*middlé,'high;or other school
\i24 ¢ ; whiéh pupils residing within the area Aormally wbuld attend.
Z%ih‘“ (c) "Total coét” is the cost of operation, minug the oper-
36; ’.ational ééccigfs; plus the principal and interest payments on long-

{




. 10

11

12
13
14

16
17

18

" fers: e

.pupils enrolled in tpat school.

-

term indebtedness and annual capital outlay, for the current school

v

year. ' . ‘

(2) APPLICABILITY OF SECTION. This section appliés to transe

~

™) Integaistriét. 1. By minority group pupils who reside in

an attendance ared in a school district where minority group pupils

’ I3

constituté 30% or .more of the pumber of pupils enrolled in the

school serving that attendance area and which the pupil would nor-

mally attend, from that district to a school in a school district
e .

. where minority group p&pils constitute less than 30% of the number

of pupils enrolled in -that school.

2. By«nonmiﬁority group pupils who reside in an attendance

area in a school district where minority group pupils constitute

'_less than 30% Qf-the number of pupils enrolled in the school serving

tﬁat attendance area and which the pupil,wouﬂd‘nonnally attend 1n

the district, from that district to a school in a sc@ool district .

where minority group pupils constitute 40% or more of the number of .

(b) Intradistrict. 1. By minority group pupils who reside‘in
an attendance arca where minority group pupils constitute ,30% or

more of the number of pupils enrolled in the school serving that

attendance area and'thch the pupil nOrhally would attehd, from that

school to another school within the district where minority group

pupils constitute less than 30% of the number of'pupils enrolled 'in
that school.

2. By Zomminority group pupils who reside in an attendance

~

.o



*

1 ~ arxea where mihorityAgroup pupils cohstitute less than 30% .of the

2 . number Qf pupils enrolled in the school serving that attendance-area

3 and which the pupil normally would attend, frdg‘ghdt school to

4 Qanothir schooi within the district where minority group pﬁpils

5 4'constitute 30% or more of the number of pupils enrolled in that school.
bf6 (%) TRANSFER AGREEMENTS. In accordance with sub. (2) and with

-7 the approval of the parents or :jguardian of the pupil:

8 | * (a) Interdistrict. The school bodrd of fhe*district of resi-

9 - dence and the school board of the district of attendance may enter

.10 into annual written agreements to permit a pupil to attend a public
I1 * school outside‘the*échool_district of residence.
12 , (b) Intradistrict. The school board of the district may permit

13 o a pupil to attend. a public school within the district which is out-
14 side the pupil's attendancé area. : \\1
15 i . (4) OTHER PLANS TO' REDUCE RACIAL IMBALANCE.  Pupil fransfers
16 resulting from a plan implemented by the school boardlto reduce

‘.17 racial imbalangg in a school district or attendance area shall be
18 - deemed to be transfer agreements under sub. (3) and shall be eli-

19  gible for state aid under this section if the transfers comply with

20 sub. (2). , A
ie o _ 1 ) ) o
j21 « (5) PART-TIME TRANSFERS. Part-time transfers for curriculum _ -~ .\
22 offerings also may be permitted under this section. The department -
— _ :
23 shall establish procedures for aid é;mputations in such cases.
' > o i
24 (6) STATE AIDS. T(a) Intradistrict transfet. The school is-"
25 . trict of attendance of pupils transferring from é6ne attendance arca
26 to another under subs, (3) (b) and (4) shall be entitled to:
‘ e 45
Q L | o)




i

1 1.; An ahount equal to that produted by couqting7éach transfer
2 pupil as qng pupil enrolled in computing state aid under ss. 121.07
3 “and 121.08; plus |
4 | 2. Ah amount equal fo that produced by couhtiﬁg'each transfer
5 pupil as .2 pupil enrolled fér state aid computation purboses under

6 ss. 121.07 and 121.08. - - SR

7 ~ <(b) Interdistrict transfer. 1. If a pupil transfers from one

8 . school district to another under sub. (3) (a), the school district

ra 2
L)

9 'of residence shall count each such pupil as oné,pupil enrolled for

10 Spre aid camputation purposes under ss. 121.07 and 121.08 through-

] -
4 .

11 =~ out the petriod of transfer.

12 o 2. If, in any one school year, the number of pupils transfer-
13 'ring from one school distrift to another under sub. gS) (a) consti-
(14 ;tutq 1;55 than 5% of the total pupif; enrolled iﬁ the school dis- °

15 . trict of at£endance, the school district of attendance ;hall,rééeive
16 | an amount equal -to thaiOp}oduced by mult#plying théﬂ;umbér of pupils
17 transfe%?ed intdlthe diétrict'uhder sub. (3) (a) by t%e amount pro-

18 duced by dividing the school district's total cost by the sum of the

19 number of resident pupils enrolled,. as definedlunder s. 121.07" (1),
20 plus the nuhber of pupils transferred into the district of atten-
21 dance under sub.'fS) (aj. | A, . '

22 ' 3. "If, in any one séhool year, the number of pupilsrtransfer-
23 ring from éne school district to another under sﬁb..(S) (a) consti- '
21 | tute 5% or more of the tétal pupils enrolled in the schoél'district
25 of attcndance, the school district 6f‘dtfcndnnce shall rcciéve an
26 amount equal to 1.2 nmltiplicd by the amount to which the district

| -

) 46 \\\\\
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1 is entitled under supd. 2. _ '

2 (c) Special applicat;ons. If a school disirict finds that ‘it -
3  has incurrea costs beyond aids received because of the number of

4 pupils which it has accepted as transfers under this section, it may

=

5 apply to the department for supplemenfary aids under this subsec-

6~ tion. If the department finds that the school district has incurred
. p ,

7 costs for which reimbursement has not been made under par. (b) *or

8 3, it shall supplement the state aids paid to the district in an

9  amount equal to the unreimbursed cost.

10 | (d) Aid in lieu of tuition. Aid payments under this section
11 - shall be 4n lieu of tuition payments cotherwise required under this

12 subchapter. ‘ o - |

13 S ' (e) Sources of aid payments. State aid for pupils counted.

1¥  funder pars. (a) 1 and (b) 1 shall be paid from the appropriation
15 under s. 20.255 (1) (£). .Other state aid under this subsection

16 . shall-be paid from the appropriation under s.,20.255 (1) (fp).

17 \ (7) TRANSPORTATION. Transportation shall be provided to

18 : pupils transferring schools under this section if required under
‘119 , - subch. TII. Trénsportation for a pupil attending a public 5chool

20 u;der sub.'(S)'(a)\outside the pupil's school distrié? of residence

21 ‘ shqll be;prov{ded pursuaﬁt to agreement between the school dis}rict

22 of.residence dﬁd the school district of attendance. Transportation

* 23  for a pupil attending 4 public school under sub. (3). (b) outside his i
.24 or her'atten%ance arcaof residence may be provided by hisjor her

25 school district. A school district providing transportation under —<

20 this subsection shall be paid state and fﬁz full costs incurred

“»

Ed , ' ;
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1 therefor from the appropriafioh under s. 20.255 (1) (fp).

9

(8) TRANSFERRED PUPILS. Pupils transferring schools:under

(2]

this section shall be subject to the same rules dand regulations as

4  resident pupils and shall have the responsibilities, privileges and

5 rights of resident pupils in the school district or attendance drea.
6 Subject to this subsection, a pupil tsansferring schools under

7 either sub. (3) (a} or (b) has the right to complete his or her

8  education as the elementary, middle or high school fo which he or she

9 transtfers so long as full funding therefor is available under s.
10 20.255 (1) (p). v |
11 : (9) PLANNING COUNCILS. (a) Annually, beginning within 60

12 - dayswafter the effective date of this act (1975), and thereafter on
13 or before October 1, the school board of each school district lying

14 - wholly or partially within a county having a population of 500,000

13 - or more shall organize a planning council with>thé school board:pf

16 fhe Scﬁool district within such county containing a' city of the 1st

i7 class.* Each planning council shall consist of 10 mémbérs, 5 members
‘}8 from the school districtvgontdining a city of the ist classland 5

19 members from the school district which does not contain a city of

20{ ~ the 1st class. fﬁe represcnfatives of the B}anning council from ‘
21 each school déstr;ctvshall include, .for terms of membership de%er-

22 .mined by the schgol board, 3 school board members, tﬁe school district

devi »
- 23 administrator and one public member who resides in the school district.
29 In the case of school districts contdining a city of the ist class,
25° the school board may appoint the same persons as representatives to
26 more ‘than one planning council, and the school district administrator -
5 18 (T_‘~ ) - e 4
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5
6
7
8

9

10:

12

13

14

15

16

17

11

18-

19
20
21

29
o s

21

A
)

26

may select a representative to serwe in his or her place on any

planning counc1l Within 180 davs after its apb01ntment, each plannlng

- council shall make a recommendation to its appointing school boards

on a cooperative program debigned to facilitate transfers under

sub. (3) (a) for the en>u1ng school term to promote cultural and
racial 1ntegration “The recomme ions shall include socio- economic,
achievement and other relevant fEZTer for the school boards to
consider in pennitting pupils to transfer for the purpose of fatilitating,

so. far as possible, a balanced representation of pupils who might

transfer under suh..(S) (a). hithin 90 days after rece1v1ng the

\

recommendation of the planning countil, “each >chool board shall

determine the extent to which its district will participate in the  ':

EE N

Cooperative program. Upon making its detennination each school’

<

"board shall disseminate information concerning the cooperative program

.

:to pupils and parents and guardians of_pupils in the school district.

Information shall be diaseminated regarding the‘availability of?
transfera; the nature of the transportation to be provided, the
courses and programs to be available to transfer pupiIS‘and any
other aspects whieh the school board determines to be appropriate.
(b) Within 90 days after dctermining that its distrfct will
participate in transfers under this section, the school board of a
diStritt not‘subjee;£§ par. (a) shall make appointments to, and
shall organize with other partitipqting school d]stricts, a plarthing
‘counc1il to makc retommendations to iJLllltJtC LOOpCTdt]VO programs.
,(c). The ohligatlon undcr -par. (a) to orylnioc planning councils
shall apply only wrth rnvard to 'school- terms for 'which full pupil ‘.

)

« -«
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P~7 transter ands are appropriated under s, 2002066 (1) (tp) and planning

2 counéll assistance (uﬁds;nrc uppfuprig}bd under s, JOLfSS (D) ().

; . , Y
3 SECTION 8. 121,91 (5) (<) ot the statutes, af created
4 by chapter 39, laws 5( 1975; is mended to read: | .
S 1;1.01 (5) () Prc&ont,thc full iﬁplcmcntation'of a compre-
) hensive plan to eliminate racial imhnlun@c }n,thc school diétric;"hy'
B a stated date or of spj&inl transter prqgrnms under s 131f§§?¥~ i
g ASHHWONQ. lNHRDHWRKﬁ:EHNﬂWRIWANIMERUMTMW‘ ©

v ABPROPRIATION.  The appropriation in section 20.255 (1) (a) of the

L0 % rstatutes, as aftfected by *the laws of 1975, ix incfongcd by $100:6b0"
11 for the 1970-77 fiscal vear tor the purpose o("proyiding financial
L2 nssistdnce to school ho;rds required to establish pl&nning fpuncils
13 nndcx_svﬁtion 121.85 (9 (a) of the statutes, as ﬁrentod by this act.
14 Of this amount, 350,000 shall be made available to the bhoard of
15 school directors for the ity of the st class which is subject to '
lo section LIS () (n)>4nd S50,000 shall be mﬂdo available to the
LT cooperative cducut}unql SeTVice chncy for the atfected area tor ‘X
1S distribution to those other school boards subject thereto.
~ R
10 ' ' (lind) . . b
. A
.
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“The Model.Integratigh Incentive Act

m 1. Classified Groups. Pursuant to regulations '

by ths Syperintendent of Bubtk Instruction.
yntary, and secondary school pupils shall be
ed into six gro#ps: Astan or Pacific Islander
iliptino), Blalk (not of Hispgpic ongin). Filipino.
nic, ARerican Ipdipn 8r Alaskan Nauve. and
{not of Hispanic ongin). Students who are

bers ofthe first five clapmiied groups sheil be -

dered minonty stdents tor purposes of this
er. .y T o .

oR 2. Intradistrict Int¥gration Bonuses. The
rintendent of Public Instruction shall apportion
ich scheol distgct an intradistnict integration
s 1@ the amount offfive hundred dollars ($300)
1ally for each pupil Who 13 @0t a member of the
st classified group attending his or her indi-
al school~provided that the following conditions
nct: "

) the school distfict has apupil concentration of

at least 5 percent of two vr more ot the six
classified groups.

} the school district has adopted an integration
plan that has been approved bv the Integra- ‘
tion Divisioh of the Department ot Education
established under Section 3. Such plan shail
contain the tollowing provisions:

(1) the bonus shall be spentin the schoolin
which it 1s generated; ’

« (i) the bonus shall be used to assure to
.uchypupl,l an appropnate integrated
educational expenence. and in particu-
lar to, provide tor the céltural and hin-
guistic needs of the minonty students
in the school;

(iii) the professionat statf of the school re-
ceiving the bonus shail be bgoadiv rep-
resentatmgegef the groups attending the
~scﬁool'omll have received appropn-
ate training in providing integrated.
education; and - -

Volume XVII, Number | 7
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(iv) each school recciving bonus muneys
shall organize s parental advisore bodv
npnur{tlng the classitied groups ate
tending the school. This group mav
make recommendations concerning the
"use of bonus monevs.

Provided further that (1) while a school distnct
may.develop a plan for only some ot 1ts schools,

.~ its eligibility for bonus funds shall be limited to

those schools included 1n the plan; and (2) no
money shall be appurtioned with respect to anv
pupil whose parentor guardian has not given his
informed consent to his placementina particular
school if that school 18 anv uther than the school

\ of the approp;‘ute grade level closest to the

*

o

pupil’s home. .

Section 3. Extradistrict [ntegration Bonuscs.

ta) For purpuses of this section and Sestion 4. ‘
(1) A qualifying school mav be either (i) anv
public school outsjde the district of the
pupil’'s residence or {ti) any prnivate school
which satisties the general requirements tor
prvate schodls in this state.

(2) A qualifving integrated school 13 a qualitying
school whose tusfion-paid pupils’do not pe-
long to the classified group that1s the largest

_inthe school. : .

(3) A tuiion-paid pupilis one whose school dis-
trict. pursuant to this section, pavs his tull
tuition at a quahitying integrated school

(b) In order © participate in the program estavhished
by this section. school distncts and qualitving inte- ‘
grated schools mav contract tor the purpose ot provid-
ing puptls with an education 1n an integrated envi-
ronment. and pursuant to such coftracts. sending
school districts shall pav the amount of the full tuition
of the qualitying integrated school; provided. how- .
ever. that (1) 1n the case of & public quahtving integ:
rated school, the contrict shall be made on 1ts behalif
by its scheol distnict; and (2) for all quaiifving integ-
rated schools. the tuition amount shail. within
reasonable minimum and malimum distances, 1n-

. clude arrafigements torand-prov ision of free transpor-
“tation to and from the school..

{c) A tuttion-paid pupil shall be counted as part ot the ‘
.average daily attendance of the school distnict which
contracts tor his education at the quahitving integrated
school and pursudnt to that contract pavs the tull tui-
tion. A tuition~paid pupil shail countas a pupil ot the
qualifving school tor purpose ot group co’um{ﬁnhm
that school but not for purposes of funding under
Section 2. y :

b} ] Theory Into Practice
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'he Supenntendent of Public Instruction shall
¢ apportionments as follows: :

Nt h W ntexrated sch . Section 5. State Responsibility. .
e 0 o of the Depument o Eduaon t
g L 4 . . D
five hundred dollars (S300) for each.tuition- be known as the Integration Division shall be estab-

lished to administer-this chapter. There shall be ap-
propriated & for the use of this Division. The
Superintendent of Public [nstruction and the Integra-
tion Division shalt provide to the legislature an annual
. A report and evaluation of the results ot the program.
(b) The Division shall have the responsibility of ap-
proving integration plans submitted pursuant to this
chapter. Any plan which furthers integration. fulfalls
the requirements of this chapter. and provides for the
interests of minonty students 1n each participating
school shall be approved by the Division. In deter-
(i) the contrage shall ovcur pursuant to 1 mining whether the conditions of this chapter are
* plan which has been adopted by the met, the Integration Division will: whencver possi-
sending school distnct and the regeiv- ble. give deference to school district innovation and
ing school district or private school ap- discretion.
proved by the Integration Division.
which plan shall provide that (A) the

paid pupil. and - '
) to each school district contracting out pupils

under this Section tive hundsed doll v 5300)

times the number ov whidltne pudils con-

tracten vur Py eGSR crcteay e
_tuition-na oupils recaived bv the distr,, .

providea fhat no tunus tor anv tuitic.epad .

pupil shall be apportioned unless the tollow-

ing conditions are met with respect to such 4

pupik :

.

(c) In addition to anv other appropnaticns under this

chapter. there shall be appropriated dollars
receiving school will provide appropn: to the Division to be awarded to appiving school dis-
ate integrated educational expenences tricts (1) as planning grants to be used by the schéol
and will provide for the speciat linguis- *, districts to formulate and organize integration plans
tic and cultural needs ot its minonty . subject to Division approval and (2) to tund selectcd
pupils. and (B) if the receiving schoul pilot efforts 1n different torms of integrated educa-
has more than 15 tuition-paid pupils a tional experiences.
parental advisory bodv representativye (d) The Supenntendent of Public Instruction. withthe
of the tuntion-paid pupils shail te or- advice of the [ntegration Division, shall adopt regula-
ganized by the school to make, recom- . tions implementing this chapter. inclyding regula-

mendations concerming the use ot
bonus dJollars; and .

tions which shall determine how to deal with school
population turmover and anv ensuing altered ehtitle-

(11} the snformed consent of the parent ot ment to bonus funds Junng the course of a vear.
+ guardian ot the contracted pupil has , (e) The Supenintendent ot Public Instruction shall as-
been obtained. sure through appropnate regulation that school dis-
on 4. Right to iftcgration. Any- pupil who s not s tricts inform all t'am:lx'gs ot the opportunities for inte-
nber of the largest classitied group 1n hus Jretnice grated educauonaavanable under this chapterand par-
is 3 member of the largest classitied group in ris - ticularly under Section 4 This right to intormation
»ol mav. through his or her parent or fuardian ,shall be: entorceable by parents in a crivate cause ot
sest to be transferred to a public school in his ' action in which thgre mav be awarded monetary u'{.‘m-
nct 1n which he would not be a membyr of thv _ _ages and attorney fees., b8
est classitied group\ If such requestis not granted .
distnct. at the request of the patent or guandian
Il be obligated to contract tor his cducation cur
nt to Section 3. as a tyition-pard pupilin agquabin: . .
integrated school to wnich he has bezn aueptd
1n which ne will not be a member of the laniest
sified group. provided that his classinen wreups , .
portionally smallet 1n the receiving schuoad thann . |
sending school. and provided turther that hrs tut: o
s 1n an amount that does not exvveed M1t
fict's average expenditure per pupilina compary:
grade. A
R\ N ‘ . ‘
* 52 &
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APPENDIX 3

HOWEHEIGHILAGD B ENY
[DESEGREGAVED R NISLH DDA
“The desegregation plan offered here 33 3 “dréam“ has caused something '
of a furor in llhinois education and politics, because its author s

state superintendent of education. The Kappan editors commend it 3s a

.

rare example of strong education leadership in a sensitive ared — and as a recom-
mendation soundly based on progressive legal and social principles.

&as( month ! had an unusual dream.

The year was 1980. A federal judge had
tuled in 1978 on a desegregation case
affecting not only Chicago hut also
Cook Qounty and the entire state of
Ilinqis. All were judged guilty ot altow:
ing schuols to perpetuate racial seyrega-
uon.

At first, people thought onty Chicaco
would pe found guidty Hundreds ot s
schooll were vrtually a1t black: several
dozen Were all white -Yes. Chicago was
found guilty on these specitics: i

1. The Chicago Buard of Edugztion
in the 1960s had erected hundreds of
teirporary  classrooms  on the playv-
grounds of all-black schoels father than
find ways to desevrevate the city. Also,
Chicago had estachshed 2 seses of
schools within racually segregated hous-
ing projects.

2. The Chicaro board failed fo mm-
plement the 1967 plan. which would
have acnieved 1 certain measure of

_desegregation. Like the judge 1n 2 sinn-
lar case wvolving Omaha schovls. the
Chicago case judye ruled that omission
to be 2 violation ol the Civil Rights Act
of 1964. : '

3. Subsequently. the Chicago board
had adopted 3 plan to close dJown two
dozen schouls. but in su doing tunaged
to transfer most oi the.bluck children
fiom one set of buftdings with all-black
enrollment to wthers of sinular raaal
compositiun. -

4. Although several magnet schools
were opened n the. 19703, the judge

- noted that segregation had continued to

.

JOSEPH M CRONIN (Stanfurd Unie

2 wersuy Chaoter) s state supermtondent

of elucanton ui [linvs. Tlus articic 8
drawn from u ik e Jeltvercd ut 3
mectne of e South Cook County

tdrtialrators ssocidlion- n
3 .

Schoal

PHI DELTA KAPPAN

increase in the city, in part because a

comprehensive plan was tacking. )
The judge turmulated a plan that

resemBled that of the Charlotte-Meck.

lenburg decision. Clearly, the aity by

wself could not achieve all the racul
desegregation needed in ihe schools. It
would need help. the judee reasoned.
The judee used the Wilnungton. Dela-
ware. precedent to tind-ihat the county
and state never reailv implemented the
1947 School Distnict Reorganization
Plan. which was put into etfect in many
downstate counties. He notced that

tus left not one but a seres of pre- .

dominantly black school districts in
Chucago — Harvey, Hazelcrest. Clucago
Herghts. Mavwood. and Posen-Robbins
among others. He also tound that some
of these school distacts lack an ade:
quate financual base to carry on truly
equal program ot educational opoor-
tunity. Many ot these school districts
seeni~deliberately wailed oIV from white
suburbs. and he indicated that state and
county oltivials had not assumed sulfi-
cient leadersiup tn pruposing mergers vt
consolidations. :

In Wilmington the judge had told
city mand suburbs to gzt together in
devetoping 2 comprehensive plan. Ina
simutar St. Lows County, Missouri, case,
Judge Meredith had decreed -consolida-
ton of twe all-white suburbs and vue
all-black suburd to form one racially
intégrated shool distnet. The judge
the Clucago case counsdered ogher al-
rernatives. swch as sphtang the Clucago
schouls into. seven me-hanedgwedees
reacting out as fyr as 2@Joe I3
miles — each” wedse contamdng” 250
funonty and 78T winte! Insgead. the
judge in the dream catled for .Iﬁﬂ))\ﬂ)hlp
plan with vne unu nx_p\‘rAmlcndcnl tor
cacit town@up L and from »10.000 w

30000 studenes n cach of the O ST

tured school disrits. Seven o the new
53 N
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township districts were paired with the
seven Chicago school districts that were
most segregated in housing and schools.

The plan caused much less  dis-
turbance in the first yvear than anyone
thought 1t would. Almost every adminis.
trator 1 the Codl County area sccured
1 job in the newly reorganized units or

found a comfortable ajternative. .
Twenty-tive others’ took ‘early retire-
ment  and  cooperatively  opened 2

Flonida conduminiunt with a health spa
and gulf course on the beach. {What an
amazing dream!) -

Fifty of the older buildings with -

predominantiy black students Chua-
go were closed torever. An equal numt-
ber of vatmoeded ai-wiute schools were
also closed. S:udents from the two sets
of schools were otfered the chowe of
magnet school progranis: most ol them
got therr tisst choice.®

Th'c.)udgc‘ as [ remamber the dream.
did exempt several yeas tfrom the deci
ston. Two were Oak Park and\Lvanston
Townshtp, whose tull huusing patterng
and voluhtary school desestegation o
ready met constitutional requirements.
Another was Proviso Township, wich
desevreyated the huigh school and several
etementary schools ared canie nto com-
pliance wuh guidelines established by
the State Board ot Education i 1978,
Also  excluded was South  Hoiland.
which had desegregated under pror
federal court order. The South-Holland
district was merged with the rest of the
townslup as part ot the new wmmt dis-
trict. :

The Chicago City Manatselt was boid

“and creative. It invobed:

. The clowng of mute than 300

ractally  sedregated  temoorary  class-
ooIms.
2. The abuandunment ot 70 sub-

standard  bulings housing matnly
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minonties or whites,

3. The o ~nmy cof 15 new muagnet
igh schoob, 1T of them with advanced
ocattanal and technual specnalnies —
he branctild ot General Supenn-
endent Joseph llannon wath coopera:
jon from Clicago * business — these
chools serving an all<ity chentele

4. The opening of 60 new ot te-
yabilitated  elententary  schools -~ each
>f them servin; blavk and white popula:
lions. 20 of them with banc shills
srientation. 20 with a special fucus on
jcience and industry, and 20 with vther
ppecialty services. '

§. The building ot mixed 1ncome,

and multi<thae  housing  and new
schools, first i the Chicago renewed
Twenty-Onc area and later the “domn

again” South Sil:. with 2 massie in-

fusion of HUD funds.

[}

chually. the number of black chil-
dren 1n Chicago schouls continued to
dechine after 1972, mainly’ because of
migration back to the South or to
suburbia. This simphitied the problems
of racial desegregation somewhat At
the same time. the number of multi-
bngual families of other races zrew

_ gradually. and 12 of the clementany

| schools became toreizn language magnet

Q
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schools. each offenng at leavt theee
modern forerzn Languayes
At thas point, the dream secmed to

fade. although 1 recalled the reaction ot

_key people to the decision.

The judge wrdered 2 council ot 30
prominent  busin¢ssmen and church
leaders to ofter gudance and advice tor
the court in the mplementation ot the
decision. He abo directed the corpon-
tions to cossponsor the new npapnet high

‘school plans and calied on the univeni-

ties 1o uifer assistance in drawing up 2
new curnculumy and teacher tramng
program for quality integrated educa-
von. The Universiy of Nhnos Gucte
Campus plavéd 3 major role —Js wis
evpected — when the General Assembiy
supported the school devetopment. The
uther 'su;)ultnn school systems began to
accrue minonty adminstirators. teach:
ers. and counselors on 1 desegrey ted
basis. and the universities were expepted
1o cooperate here as well.

The Chucaro deawmon fullowed close-
lv o the Cleveland decwion. the Mil-
waukee and Secona Deiroit cases, the
Philadelplua and New York casys. In
eacht case the NAACP was enher the
plaintitt pron support of a grpup of

Jocst planufis. A lew citizen /groups,

along with one af the Chicagh news:
papers, advocated appeal tu & thicher

"quality

court, but the Marshsil Field news
papers ponted out that cach and every
component in the decision had a prece-
dent. i Denver. St. Lous, Charlotte, ot
Loussnitic. James, Coleman endorsed the
metropolitan  aspects. s did Mever
Weinherg ‘at Northwestern University
Robert Havighurst and Phallip Hauser at
the University of Clucago recalled that
they had 16 yean ago recommended J
much milder set of solutions.

Peuple from Wisconsin louked dowen .
the lake and raised the quesuon, “Why
didn’t you adopt the volgntary metio
politan plan that our leznslature’enacted
in 19767 Such 3 program sent minonty
chuldren across civ lines. but withy
parcuts volunjeenng to enroll 1n the
wtegrated  schiool progiams. Some 83
nmullion was spent the tirst year on
integrated programs between
city and suburbs n Wiséonsin. Each
suburban school distndt in Wisconsin
was able to Jeade whether and how
much paruaipation made sense. ‘Every-
one agrezd that voluntary action was
preferable 1o 2 judge’s ordenng the
suburbs around. ‘

Some Chicago businessmen said that
they had talked with theur counterparts
in other cities and 1t seemed that this
kind of decraion was corung. Bill Singer
snd he was surprised by the deaision
but agreed with closing the old schools
as an economy measure. Jim Rednond
wistfully recalied the voual protest over
a much nore hinuted plan an the late
1960s. The new maghet schoobs Jat-
tracted national acclaim - and stuaents
as far west as Kane and DuPage Coun-
ties attended .the Marcor Schoul of
Technology. the Ficld Schoul ol Mer-
chandising. the Rav Kroe School ot
Food Service. the Johnson Institute tor
Communication. the Stevenson-Daiey
Center for Governinent Studies. dnd e
Dantel Burnhiam Center tor Liban Plan-
ning. .
The siate legilature enacted new
statutes 10 puarantee silte nd to the
metropolitan school  distucts without

‘proration, and the State Board of tJuca-

ion found a way to reduce the nuinber

mandated courses of studr. The
Winois thigh School Assoqution wiiiing-
ly offered to modify the residence rule,
for athletes to further racial equaitty
and to improve the competiting puay
between city and suburban high schools.

e L] .
~ All of a sudden beans of the nung
sun came 1n my window ~ causie mne
to waonder hiew moraer would Ui
prepare for the rest of the 1970s. a
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states, American Sarfoa, Puerto Rico and the Virgin-Islands
are now members. Its goal is to further a working relationship
among governors, state legislators and educators for the
- improvem_er;.t of education. The commissian offices are located
at.Suite 300, 1860 Lincoin Street, Denver, Colerado 80295.

¢ .
It is the policy of the Education Commissiaon of the States to
o take affirmative action to prevent discrimination in its policies,
. LI »
\programs and employment practices.
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"The Education Commussion of the States is a noqp!ofit or-
ganmization formed by interstate comipact in 1966. Forty-seven *
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