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Ufban school administratorsJare being askei to
desegregate . their -echools without @dequate financial or legal
support, For every example of a national connitment to the goal of
school inteur?tion, courter instances can be identified. The - greatest
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enforcementfpovers. The issue of busing reveals the ambiguity with
which school integration has been pursued. state legislatures.have
, d4salloved/ the use of State funds for buses used to achieve school .
desegregation, and Congress prohibits the use of Federal fugds for .
busing. gnfortunately, busing remains the least ‘expensive anad _
_disrnpt*ve short term solution to segregated schools. The courts,
too, have been less than consistent in framina desegregation policy.
™he most pressing issue that +he: .,courts have yet to resolve is i
desegregation across district lines within netropolitan areas.,’ -
‘Metropolitan integration is- unlikely to occur, however, apart from .

. court action., Purther research on deseqregation effects, metropolita;;
. S>lutions, financial suppor* alternatives, the.role of-the courts, .
‘the political context of deseqregation, and social consequences of
desegregation can help-*+o clarify and strengthen the goals and
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»Administration is most efficient‘when objJectives are cleariy defined and.

K] . W

. goals are widely shared. Whegn the federal government committed itseif to

piacinq men On the face of the moon, 1t created a specific administrative
structurﬁlﬁﬁ\ achieve that goai. What had been barely imaginabie became a -
reaiity. In wartime situations, too, obJectives ciarifv. cOnsensus is

reaiized. and high leveis ‘of efficiency“bre obtained. Organizational

llobJectiﬂEs and individuai aspirations are welded together. outstanding

achievements can be grasped

w
4
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‘ *

- In recent’ yearS‘administrative devites have been invented th ; attémpt )

artificiaiiy to create such unity of effort. Management by obJectives'

' (MBO) is. one such tool. P]anning, proqramming and budgeting systems

‘1

(RPBS) are another. ‘Zero-based budqsting is a third.. In aii these ... .

“
L

...

programs the decision maker is expected to ciarifv his obJectives,

deiineate c]eariy how those obJectives will be achieved spec1fy the

resources necessary to carry out the plan, andCestablish target dates for -

implementation. Much is to be gained by clarity and precision, and many

of these schemes have .genuine value in specific contexts. Yet the

“i'success with which they are adopted depends on the degree to which those

perticipating in an organization share the obJectives the decision-maker\

has formulated. _ . ) .
. f u‘
/ B ' .

In many situations Lur po]icy objectives are defined broadly énd-ambiqu-

ousiy. Goals. arecstated SO abstractiy that they contain within them-

)

“

the goals are fairiy ciear, people disagree vigorously on the best means

selves values aii of Which cannot be maximized simultaneously.- Even when’
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for ach1ev1ng “the.- wlndeed some people may éven regard orqahlzat1on
goals as contraryﬂto other values 1mportant to them._ what should be.,

clear beeomes ‘uncertaing what should provlde unity creates dlscord.

4

Under these c1rcumstantes efflclent admlnlstratlon and flawless 1Mblemen
#J

T tatlon of pollcy objectlves becqne almost 1mposslble. a e

i

hA The Amblgulty of School Deseqregatloh Pollcy -

‘-3 i . v . B . ! i ot

Al e . T L R R
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Although many policy obJectlves are vaguely defined and amblguouslvf

stated school desegreaatlon provides the paramouq{ example of our t1me. : Yo
‘ - § % ,
. Hardly has any public policy affectlng the’natlon s schools been - T e A
\ P dhamploned S0 v1gorously by the most central 1nst1tutlbn$ of our natlon. '
._"" Lo 0t

. Yet hardly has any publ1c pollcy had’ such d1ff1culty in. f1nd1ng,the

'v??ﬂi\ l ,gﬁpproprlate mechanlsms for 1mplementat10n.e Although some qutes have

Yj?"'feéu been more sucoessful than others, every taol’ of 1mplementat10n has been

,'-:;yulnefflclent (.Given theifonfuslons, dlsagreements and confllctlng
lnterests at stake, i: could scareely have oeen d1fférent

\
. .
L .
i 6‘\ .o . . 31

R At aQ\abstract level the conmltment to school 1ntegrat10n has been statedf

unequjvocally and ‘without reservation. The Supreme Court declared 1n

k]

Brdwn and reaff1rmed in the Little Rock case (Cooper V. Aaron) that

A segregated publ1c schools were 1nherently unequal#®and contrary to the

S .
Foarteenth Amendment of the Const1tut10n. Every court declslon since
Brown has reafflrmed its baslc prin 1ples, and slnce that decision every
Pre§1dent in. office has announced his own comm1tment to school desegrega-

tion. s : . :> ;
; o , . o /
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After a march on Washin on by tens of thousands of Americans both blagk
v and white, at whloh Martin Luther Klno. Jr, evokad the hlqhoot of Aner fcan :
ldeals Longresf 1n 1964 passed a swaaping pleee\\f lgglslatlon calllng A
_for actlve government efforts to remove segregation from he natlon S -
::; public Institutiohs. An Office of Clvll nghts w1t 1n thl Department of
Health, Edjtation and welfare wos asslqned the res‘ons1b111ty of
. 1mplement1ng the leqlslation. Subsequently. Congress approprlated

m1ll10ns of dollars 1n the. Emergency School Atd Act to facilitate

da;egregation processes. And as a result of . all oflthese and‘other )
actlvitles. slqnlflcant school desegregatlon has occurred—-especiallv in® - o

smaTler c1q1es and- 1n the South. FrOm 1968 to 1972 t egpercentage of o

orthﬁrn and
states from 27.6 to 29.1 parcent whlle ln the Sopth\the plrcent%
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7% Yetégor every(example pf nqtlonal cjmniﬂpént to school 1htégrat10n,-"“ - LR
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'7" - counter 1nstances“can At every level of government and

*!' amblqulty 1n the pursutt of desegreqatlon obJecﬂlVés has been expressed %ﬁ%
4.& The greatest neslstance. 1t}§eems, has been at st:te qnd local levels.« K | o
e Hardly a school system in thgnggﬁfh 1n1t1ated a7y%§chool desegrégationf | ? \%ﬁﬁ
until it was compelled to do so e1ther\by court order or by a threatened~ -
. ,

AT cut-off in federal é?d 1In the North many schoolfboards expressed .; Y U

\ L
themselves opposed to raclal segregatlon 1n pr\nciple bdtvin practlce #E

they voluntarlly adopted only modest langely symbollc»plans Hhen . fw;x

J. . .
Rbbert Cra1n (1958) studied a- samplﬁ of northern tities in thefg L
i ' &9 Y. - o e
‘O - - . ) "L.&! " 'J \“ k(” Y ' . ' »‘) ' ._ o vt ‘I:‘
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mid-sixties he found great -variation 1n school responsiveness.to civil
rights demands, but aven in tha cities he found to be. most responsive
only very_)dpttad stéps to reduce school sqgregaﬁidn had baen taken, - In

the least rdsponsive cities, which even af that time inciuded Boston, the
A . e,

- board rasisted any commitment to school desegragation, rnator1cal"br .

substantive. More than a decade later we still find ali é;ate Tagisla-
tures, except for w1scons1h and Massachusetps, unwilling ép COmm1t‘
subséant{al resoufces to facj11tate thp procgsses 6f gese?rqgatlgﬁ. Ang'
local school sy;tems: even when they do desegregate, seem to think that

some other level of government should foot!the bill.

o
-

e
s

If resistance at state and Tocal levels has been prolonged and wide-

spread, the federal government itself has hardly been unequivocal in its

+

" commitment. The Nixon and Ford Administrations refused to use the -

enforcement powers. of HEW's Office of-01V11 Rights. . The Justice Départ-

ment,- which was assigned the responsibility for énforq1ng 3chodl'deségré1'

gat1on,,1nstead intervened 1nﬁthe‘Charlotté and—Manatee_County. F]or1da

cases on the side of southern school districts, arguing tﬁat—as long as_
N . , N “

. ‘ . :
schools served the racial composition of their neighborhoods, no fyrther
. , o - )
‘desegregation was Constitutionally required. Although the courts rejected

-the Justice Department's arqrmentg,:the Nfxon administration had q€11n-

eated”1n coukt-its,strdng’§tand’aga1nst busing.

N . By



Bustng revaals as. c]q&ﬁl&'ua any other {ssue the ambigiity with which |

school 1ntagrut|o§.has bubn pursuad. Most Ameriuans support  school

deseqvaqatton. ydt most Amartcans opposa busing as a mgans for dChiaV'ﬂQ ‘

that qoal, State lenislatur‘es hava disaylowad the usa of state funds for

i

buses used chiava " s«hoo] deseuragation. And congress. even whila ;,

reaff1rm ng 1tsr omm1tment to school dasegregat1on. prohibits the use of |

fedoral fun s, for.bus1no.

'Thare are manv reasens for nat bus1nq children of course. It ts more

conven1ent to walk 10 'school; children can come home for ‘Tunch; parents

can easily participate in PTAs and support teachers in thair classrooms.

- and bus1ng children is expensive 1n both labor and energy costs. Yet

oo 2

these considerations do not oreclude the use of the school bus for
purposes other than schoo desegregat1on. 1ndeed 1n 1973 74 fifty-two
percent of all public school Children went to school by bus and onlv
about one-e1ght of that‘f1qure was due to school desegregat1on pol1c1es
(Orfield, 128). '.% | |

»

&

If there were means of achievinq substantia] school desegregation without

- busing, this ambiguity 1n'nat1onal commitments would be trivial. But,

unfortunately, given residential seqregation, busing is the least -

.expensive, least disruptive, short-term solution to most instances of.

school 5eqregat1on. Especially in urban areas, with their large

geographical concentrations of segregated housing, desegregation without

@



busing hecomes simply jmpossible. The schoal bus controversy erupted put
hecause busas wera an undasirable way of achieving lntagration nut\
bacausa thdy were for practtuul'pdrpusws tha unly way, Hy opposing
E busing, Anaricans axpressed thalr ambiguous comn{timent to racial intayra-

w ¥

'Qtun.

U.!’.‘.L,,,(:WQ.‘!!'},L?,.:!li!.\..\ﬂ.‘%@i!.,.‘l}?}?_.‘w‘F.@!!,!,,L’Q?gﬁmﬁﬂﬁg_‘}lﬂ .
The coﬁ?ts.*too. hava buen lass tﬁan antiraely consistent 1n framing a
policy of‘q' gregation. Altﬁough thelr distance from elecéoval pressures
and the nedd for main@aining a'ddgrée of consistency with past decisfons
have allowe&xthé courts to develop a more stable set of policies thaﬁ
either ofthQ*pﬁher.branches of government, considerable variety in the
1nterpretationzhf the Fourteenth A@endmenx has taken place, Among the
many que§t1ons tﬁa_courts h%va'xét to resalve are the following: When is
sagreqation de facto and whén is 1t de jure?. What are thg/?ange of
feasible remedies av$1lable to the court? Are school district boundanieé

beyond the reach of judicial purview?

The single most pressing 1ssde which the courts have yet to resolve

per£a1ns té desegregation across school district lines within metropoli-
tan areaﬁ. Inasmuch as pupils 1in many b1g-é1ty school systems are now

primarily from minority backgrounds, desegregation within the central

‘ ~city is now 4coUhterproduct1've._ fh‘;e' S'c_:ﬁools are integrated, the less
- attractive the: central city 15"%0; whﬁtes. 'Although reseafch on "white .

flight" from the central c{ty has reached varied conclusions on the rate

B
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and causes of declining whitu eiral Ient, a consenaus seems now t;uuitdva
amergad.  Whenaver central M"V scloo is contatn Ngh percantages of
blacks and are intayrated, ang auuuvuan\\\Qnunla are alinost dlll“hlVdTy
white,* substantial white cantral city enrollment decltnes occur. Unly
Gities with matropolitan-wide desegragation plans have been able to
ratard this Kind of racial changa. .
Bacause these trends have bgen allowed to pursiét for nearly tﬁrce
ducades, school dessgregation {s today.ussenglallv a metrupolitun‘prubfem.
Although ong-half of blacks llving In smaller schpul d1s§r1cts attendad
pradominantly W\ft“ schools in the mid-1970's, onmly unu«fifth of blauk
chlldran/l1v|ng in lurga sChool d1strtcts were in comparable settings,
Three-four;hs of al) Qﬂack pupils attending school 1n segregated sattings
(80 per cent or more minority) attended school in large school districts.
In 1976 the 1ndax of seqreqation for blacks was .46 1n the central cities
of metropolitan areas, but only .09 in nun~metropolitan areas (Standard
Education Almanac. 1979, p. 479). Until metropo]itan—wide deseqgregation

s pursued persistently, these patterns of fac1al isolation will continue.

As a dual system of education has become increasingly entrenched in
metropolitan areas, central-city neighborhoods have deteriorated and

urban decay has induced fiscal crises in many big cities. At a time when

increasing enérgy costs and the attractions of urban living have sparked

urban revival. in scattered locations and qiven hope for genuine urban

» .
~renewal in the 1980's, a major obstacle to.such a revival is the pattern

of racial séqreqatioh in metropolitan schools. if central city schools

A0
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cauld antab b1en acaﬁla, raclally Inteyragathd ssttings fuv h#tu white and
Black puptls, thely nulqhhuvhuud; wou ld Nave a hase of suppurt move

Ty t,an& than gan hu pruvhqu hy any compunity ranawal progeam, Lf
vactal hﬂnmn throughodt Lha m&ti‘upulitqn arga la nm.unfullv achlavad,
whites and hlacks would have groeater !lb&lhlilty W radtdential chotce,
Saie attr‘\l)utultlw rguuréwtmn of L‘culral city achouls to uh\tu racial
prejudice nndv&sm*lmhmthm. t“j‘lut‘ that, 1 think, 15 too simplistie,
Whites, Ins tndividuals, profess a greater acceptance of Integrated
Sutthgs than gver l!'hf{t‘r&? At the same thie whites atil) resist tnvolve-
mant {n pradominant ly Black soctal contaxts, Moat whites in central
cities belteva'tﬁut. whan schools and naighborhoods acquire a fairly high
percentage of blacks, other whites will axit From that school or |
na\ghborhood.: Faaring that others will axit, they themselves lpava 0 as
not be laft behind., Even mora, new white tamilies refuse to take the
risk of moving into a chanqing community. As each white family antici-
pqxbi.the actions of others, their fears become u'self-fdlftlling

prophecy. ¢

: Such processes of resegregation can be avoided only by degisive. conjoint
action by the political 1nsﬁ1’utions of the community. If white families
know that a collective decision had beén made to stabilize white-black
school composition, the pressuré to exit from a school with increasing
numbers of minokity students would decrease. Indeed, integrated
neighborhoods could become desirable locales for both whites and blacks,
if children were assured they could attend the locai.séhool instead of

LI |
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helig liuacl olymwhera To achiove veclal Dalanee. Lo muat larys o1t lca
ayeh 4 pulley cah e affectively imgtaﬂcul;d aitly v a metrapalitan wide
acale, letraott, 3. Layty ang perhags even Milwaukae 3imply du naf have
wilhtn Chaly bBowidar tey auff!cfnnt numbers af white papily tg matnfatle g
stable racial balance,

The court's pusttion on matropal iCan dexagrdgat tun draws upan s Tong-
atanding distinction between de faclo and de Jure deseyregation, \:

Pl X

' : \
wwann v, tharlotte-Mack jgnbury Hoard uf Educatlon the court de tded ‘tn

1971 that a county-wide ﬂGSaurugdtiun plan was constitutionally raquivad.

Where the 'state had daliberately constructed and matntatned ractal
segragatton “, . . 1t muat provide a remedy for such ;&grqgation,nvén It
that remady might be “administratively awkard, inconvenient and even

bizarre In some sttuations.” In Keyws (1971) the court applied this same

rule to Denver; the basis for coyrt-ordered school deneyragation in

northern citias had pow bedn flrmlj tatd, But thwe following yaar, in
Bradley v. Milliken (19/4), the Supreme Court ruled thgt multi-district

desegregation In Detroit was not constitutionally required. As long as

no state action had produced the existing pattern of racial segéegation

between districts, no inter-district action to remedy racial isolatfon
was necessary. Although in a later case fnvolving Wilmington, Delaware,
the Suprizgﬁggurt did not review a lower. court decisioniwhich required

interdistrict metropolitan desegregation,gthe court in 197/ vacated a

¢

‘ metropolitan»Qide busing plan for indianapolis;

94

-

The Milliken decision thus precludék-cburt—ordered metropolitan-wide
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desegregation at the present time. Yet there are inconsistencies .in the

court's opinion that may well be. exp]oited by civil rights groups in the
future. .Nhile tﬁn SuprEme Court ih‘Milliken refused to take ev1dence on
the extent to which state acf?bn had- Droduced a pattern of housing )

segresatson in the Detroit metropolitan area, one of the Judges that .

comprised the f1ve-member majority in this decision wrote that "No record

. has b¥en made . . . showing that the racial composition of the Detroit

scﬁooi population or that residentialvpatterns within Detroit and 1in the
surrounding areas were in any significant measure caused by government
activity." If the court were willinq to listen to evidence on this
~issue, it is highly probable that a paﬁtern of state action promot1nq |
seqgregation cou]d be demonstrated in most cities. Suburban zoning laws;
the practices of state licensed real estate agencies, suburban reluctance
“to. bu11d 1ow-1income housing, and FHA “red iininq" po]icies all seem to . )
have contributed to inter-disﬁﬁ%ct racial separation. xn‘;Ehe future"
case a more liberal Supreme Court could become convinced that inter-
¢istrict patterns'bf¢;§C1ai'1solation nere'caused in part by state

action. If so, the c%urts may order metropolitan desegregatian plans.

i

l

Metropolitan-wide integration is unlikely to occur apart from court- L L

action. Voluntary co~ oper Mi n between central cities ‘and spec1fic¢.\

suburbs occurs onlysin the most nnusual circumstances, and even then oN»y

RN

- token integration for a few of the more able black pupils takes place. e

. Although these small experiments in integrated education deserve encour-

agement, substantial action to change the pattern of racial segregation /-

in the United States will occur on]y when courts are convinced that’
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state-wide remedies that cover entire metropolitan areas are necessary to

provide equal protection before the law. If the national commitment to

1ntegrat1on were unambiguqus, such métronoT1tan-w1de solutions would

already have been fo Y ‘they are not testifies to the continuing

incons1stenc1es and conf11cts in our desegregat1on po]1c1es.

9
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Administering ¥mbiquity

y
£

It is in this context that we need to consider comments 6& three centna1

c1ty‘school administrators. 'The problems in 1ntergovetnmenta1 felatinns

that they have identified describe 1n detail the d1ff1cu1t1es posed for
adm1n1strators by ambiguous public policies. "School super1ntendents in
our largest c1t1eSEasf being asked today to 1) desegregate the1r local
schools without undergoing the necessary preparation and plann1ng, 2):
desegregate their schools, even if their minority pupils outnumber the
so-called majority; 3) desegregate their schools without federal funds to
cover transportation costs, the sine qua non of any s1gn1f1cant desegre-
gq;ﬁon b]an; 4) desegregate their pupils, eﬂb;y1f this means that

compensatory Title I assistance can no longer/be made available or must

-‘be provided in s%gregated’contexts; 5) desegregate their schools, even

though this wi]] provoke communtty controversy and hasten exodus of

middle-class children from the schools. -

Local school superintendents are being asked to carry-out a policy when

_theirnboards have no commjtment to it, community groups -oppose it, state

1eg1s1at¥res withhold resources needed to pursue it, and tne federal

E

)
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. government provides funds only ﬁt the last minute and then with numerous
/
strings attached. Yet 1t is the%gocal schoo] superintendents who are -

@ \ b

»

held responsible when transportatfﬁn breaks down, pupils are m1sd1rected~
resegregation occurs, or violence erupts. Indeed, even if the superin-

tendent avoids. these oisasters and 1ntegrates successful1y, he 1s held - B

responsible for not simultaneously dncreasinq pup11 commitment to schoo]
' aising verb ] ievement scores, creabing magnet schools, enhanc%ng e g
1nter-qroup'felattons, and expanding edqutional resources. -/

. R . :g"‘él R LI
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Research on Desegregation Policy

1]

Where gqoals are ambiguous and interests.conflict, research can contribute 'ﬁ
-
~only marginally to improved pub]ic policy. However, a number of 1issues
have been raised in the three papers which need more systematic research

attention. Let me discuss them in no particular order:

1. I,stfll believe high-quality, scientifically-grounded research on.
the effects of scnool desegregation is needed. Such basic
research has had and will continue to have important policy
consequences. The original ggg!ﬂ_dec?sion was based in part on
some not very good but nonetheless probably accurate social
sc1ence research that showed that segregated schools left blacks

"with fee)ings of inferiority. The study by the U.S. Office of
'Eoucation under the direction of James Coleman in 1965 reported
that in desegregated settings white children iearned astmuch as
.in segregated settings and black children learned more. Although

[ aad
i

Y
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the f1n:?nqs w1th respeét‘?ﬁ b]acks can probab]y be exp1a1ned by
the tendency for more ab]e b]acks to be recru1ted to deseqregated -
settings, the Co]eman study, by f1nd1ng no°neg&tive effects pf
deseqreqat1on and some apparent]y pos1t1ve eﬁfects, he]ped X
.ju5t1fy the drive to-desegregate southern schools by HEN in the
N Tate 1960!s: L o J
v‘ \ _— Research s1nce Co]eman s study has, y1e1ded more amb1quous f1nd1ngs ,
o ,#on the effect of Schoo] desegregat1on on b]ack pup11 performances. )
‘Although pos1t1ve effects have been>found more frequent]y than\ (
C . 3 negative effects, some say that the. pos1t1ve effects are SO
F tr1v1a1 that they.are not worth the cost of desegregaﬁaon. The
difficulty with th1s argument is that research has not found any
schoolrfactor, whether this be class s1ze. teachers salaries, or -
b111nqua1 instruction, to be unamb1quous]y a cause of substan-
t1a11y higher pupil ach1evement. If we were to spend money for
only those things that have been clearly shown to have had
pos1t1ve'effects on pupil's verbal achievement, we would commit

very few resources to schooling. .

One reason the‘Effects of desegregation are still debated 1s that
since Colemen we have not had a study with a high-quality research

. Eaf des1gn address this question with a large nat1on-w1de sample.
Instead what has passed'for basic resea ch.has often been a _/)

haphazard evaluation of short-term effects of some well-

publicized, controversial desegregation ]an. What we need fis
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\\ - Q\careful systematfc. long-term,‘lnvestlgation of schoollnq»ln»a
( K

/s’ ~

variety of different kinds of desegregated and segregated set-
’tinqs so that over the next decade we canblearn the long-term
effects of varlous kinds™ of school experiences. Such a program
of research would have little appllcab1l1ty to the day-to-day
- needs of contemporary admlnistrators(@ut 1t mlqht nonetheless

to how Lo proceed - lﬁ the next quarter

century. Although that may seem llke ‘too long a tlmeline one’

*give us some suggestions as.

must recall[that we -have already celebrated the twenty-ftfthy$_

annlversary o the Brown decision. ° Ty
/o
A

| g. ‘Research also needs to. fﬁcus on{i:e problim of metropolltan-wlde

- desegregatlon If thls 1s the a a in wh ch public pollcy changes

will have to bk madetln the next decade orLso, then the question

1
of central city - suburban relattons needs more scholarly atten-

tion. Up until now;\research has concentrated on the phenomenon
f‘df whlte flighﬁﬁfrom central c1t1es. Although this research has
.. been helpful in clarlfylng the dlmenslons of thls problem, we ‘now
'need to Know more about ways “in which metropolltan-wlde planning
can stabllize neighborhoods, provide choice to parentsfand‘ » :
'students. minimize transportatlon and malntaln citizen and paren-
tal involvement. o, .
/{mﬂa . -

Some sclfool districts are now prov1d1ng desegregated schoollng on

o

4 metrppolltan-wlde basis. - Careful case-study research of exper-

fences in Miami, Wilmington, Las Angeles, and elsewhere can faci-' d
N s '. l'q .‘v‘ + . v. .

1
e : £ ‘
1

.
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Titate future processes of racial change 1f -and when metropo]1tan- *emih
. . { :
_ wide desegregation occurs. s ‘////yﬁ

v . - . T [
\. B
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.3. Block-grant vs, categorica] grants. In several of the papers 18

has been observed that ]oca] schoo]-off1c1als have been”unable tp,

A 2 use federa] mon1es effective]yf1h the. processes of desegregat1on.,

Local adm1nistrat1ve resources must be used’Fo prepare progosa}s,=*

.

subm1t reports, and undertake eva]uat1ons. ESAA funds are a]lo- ‘ ./’-@ “
- L

) J
cated to the school" d1str1ct only afiter the schoo] year has bequn. ’T\\\\ .
creat1ng severe prbb]ems “in staff1ng and schedu11ng ! T1tTe I

/

L. funds, wh1th require concentration of. serv1ce-de11very on e]1g1-

1
- et ey

_ : ] ) blé’pup11s, encounagesggesegregation of pup1ls 1n special programs B /
;;_,f % "_fn .and 1ntroduces ‘many unreasonab]e adm1n§strat1ve burdéns.' Federafk -
‘;3,‘ _ 4_ : po]1c1es concern1nq Droqram pr1or1t1es constant]y sh1ft as a ,
- © :‘5 : resu]t, programs that once rece1ved federal funds . are left w1th- . ‘

' | out necessary support once they have been we]] estabIQShed For
;. ' these ~and other reasonS\many local adm1n1strators prefer that . | .

b]ock-qrants to local d1str1cts be subst1tuted for the multitude
of categor1ca] granﬂs pﬁesent]y shaping the pattern of inter-

7 governmenta] relations.

) From the point of v1ew of fhdera] adm1n1strators categor1ca1
grants st1l] seem necessary, They recall he early days of ESEA
when Title I funds were not addressed(to the needs of Tow-income
ch11dren and when ESAA funds were used in segregated settinqs.

- Gilven the resistance to both,schoo] desegregation and compensa-

CO -,

RN
-




tory education in many school districts, Congress and agency
officials in Nashington may feel it is inappropriate to dispurse

$

t?:deral funds without focusing\their use.
We. need systematic'regiarch that'can elucidate some'of these
ST issues and identify ways in which leqitimate national interests
| in securing equity in educational policy can be made consistent
with ieqitim e local interests in minimizing administrative -

e

. : /complexity; Fortunately, some of these questions are being

exploned in the Law and Government Grant program of the National
Institute of Education and by the Institusf for Finance and

'Governance at Stanford University.;

! ."‘ N
-9 Lo
. 0‘:

7 4, The use of &ourt/Masters to supervise the development and imple-~_a
| ’ tation of court-ordered plans for desegrggation is an impor- '

t&zt new development in intergovernmental'relations. Both in B

Milwaukee and in'St. Louis it seems that the Master i:§more than

2 mere interpreter of the legal opinion of -the court. Instead.

o ' » he\seems[responsible for fashioning an gdministrative plan accep- 5
'table to the school system, teachérs“orqanizations, community
groups and the court itself. Is this involv;ng the court in a

'; -poTitical thicket from which it will be difficult for it to

> B extricate itself? Have the functions of school boards been

) usurped? Or is this an adaptation to the reality that school

, © . desegregation becomes near 1y inpossible 4f not carried out within

'+, the protective curtain of the court order? David Kirp and Gary .
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S . E C
Schoo] desegregat1on occurs 1n po]1t1c;1]y changed contexts.. It

‘.boards and w1th1n their adm1n1strative staffs that sértpus -plan-

U, i} “' o xu B "7.;{;\'4"‘"'_“ o . ! -,‘ . ,j»

e R T e
- /w e . E . * " o ’ 'I' ) ¢ . ,,'
Babcock - are current]y examlning some of these 1ssues at the S
Un1vers1ty of’ California at Berke]ey EEN .“ -

»
LY

2

rl

1s often -imposed on a commun1ty in the face of board. adm1n1stra§ o ..

tive, and group oppos1t1on. Frequently, School adm1n1strators

[

are unable even to th1nk abgut’ what steps to take once 1ntegra- .

tion 1$ ordered by a court because 1eakage Of such plans m1ght

provSke board and commun1ty wrath. Ianome ways. M1lw ukee and ’”

Detroit are p]easant eXcept1ons to th1s pattern. Apparently,

Jthere was suff1c1ent support fon‘1ntegrat1on on these school X ﬂ-; e .

n1ng could occur pr1or to a court decision. Nith _ESAA funds and

ﬁsupport from ‘re state. 1eq1s]ature, comp]ex-ﬁ]ans for desegrega-

-

tion wh1ch maximize opportun1t1es for parental opt1on allowed forr )

" a more successful period of transition than in other places:

H1gh-qualjty, 1ns1de_accounts‘such as the ones prbvided this .
. : }

N

~conference can be of cons1derab1e use*to administrators in other .

©

cities. Also, it would be useful to have accounts of the
. Shid ' : , e

L" M11waukeef Detro1t and St. Louis experiences written by policy

analysts less 1nvo]ved in the day-to day tasks- of carry1ng out a -

the court order. Yet it must be recogn1zed that not many commu-
T ) . ‘ 4
n1ttes can enJoy the exceptional advantages that these cities fIrad.

‘What k1nd of”he]p‘can bewg1ven to\schoolsfwhere the adm1n1stra;

“tive staff does not have a support1ve political c11mate? Is 1t

appropriate to fund'an externa] organ1zatlon so that it: can

20
-
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deve]op a proposed plan of desegregat1on? Such a group wou]d be

free of some of the close scrut1ny school adm1n1strators suffer;

at the same t1me, an outsjder s plan might become a political

footba]] in loca] po]1t1cs, thereby rendering useless any recom-

mendations 1t made. The ut1]1ty of any\such externa] research

organizat1on would certainly degend on the.1nformal»t1e§ it bui]t
;? | - wWith the school's adm1n1strative staff and the'conf1dent1a11ty

‘with which the research 1S'carr1ed out.

6.. Finally, we need to examine garefu]]y the extent to wh1ch we ane
bu11d1nq class- segregated schoo] systems 1n the name of rac1a1
- 1ntegrat1on. In many c1t1es voluntary programs of desegregat1on -
‘or programs which prov1de m§x1mum parenta] cho1ce or opt1on p]ans
may be prov1d1ng 1mproved educational opportun1t1es for more able
wh1te and black ch1]dren but which at the same t1me ledve less
able ch11dren frqm less advantaged backgrounds in schoo]s w1thout
) hope or enerqy. Amer1cans have prided themselves for qenerat1ons
on the1r comprehensive, neighborhood high schools that did not
- perpetuate a system of elass'strat1f1cat1on such as marked
| _European éddcat1oﬁt- Islthe pressure for racial integregation

leading to a two-tier system of education in urban areas? If so,

we may be addressing the most V1s1b1e aspects of inequity

)

" . American society without tack11ng a more endur1ng problem of

1nequa11ty in educational opportunities.’

7 oy
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