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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

TuEe UnNiTeD STATES CoMMIssioN oN CiviL RIGHTS,
Washington, D.C., February 9, 1967.

TuE PRESIDENT oF THE UNITED STATES :

The Commission on Civil Rights presents-to you its report on racial
isolation in the public schools, a report prepared pursuant to your request
of November 17, 1965, asking the Commission to gather the relevant facts
and make them available to the Nation.

The Commission’s study substantiates your belief that racial isolation in
the schools serves as a deterrent to the full development of the country’s
human resources. It presents evidence of the harmful effects of such
isolation on young people and on our society.

We hope our findings and recommendations will, as you suggested,
provide the Nation with information that will serve as a basis for remedial
action by local school authorities, the States, and the Federal Govern-
ment—action to assure quality education for all American children.

Respectfully yours,
Joun A. HanNaH, Chairman.
EUGENE PATTERSON, Vice Chairman.
FrRaNKIE M. FREEMAN.
ErwIN N. GRIswOLD.
Rev. THEODORE M. HEspurcH, C.S.C.
RoBERT S. RaANKIN:
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Tue WHITE HoOUSE,
Washington, November 17, 1965.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN:

The future of our Nation rests on the quality of the education its young
people receive. And for our Negro children quality education is especially
vital because it is the key to equality.

In the past decade this Nation has moved with increasing speed toward
the elimination of discrimination and segregation in education, and in
housing, employment, voting, and access to public facilities and accom-
modations. However, long after we have done all we can to eliminate
past inequities, we will continue to pay their costs in stunted lives. Because
millions of Negroes were deprived of quality education and training in basic
skills, because they were given to believe that they could aspire only to the
most menial and insecure places in our society, they are seriously handi-
capped In taking advantage of opportunities afforded by new laws, new
attitudes and an expanding economy. We can no longer tolerate such
waste of human resources.

Although we have made substantial progress in ending formal segregation
of schools, racial isolation in the schools persists—both in the North and
the South—Dbecause of housing patterns, school districting, economic stratifi-
cation and population movements. It has become apparent that such isola-
tion presents serious barriers to quality education. The problems are more
subtle and complex than those presented by segregation imposed by law.
The remedies may be difficult. But as a first and vital step, the Nation
needs to know the facts.

These problems of race and education fall within the responsibilities
which Congress has assigned to your Commission, and I request it to gather
the facts and make them available to the Nation as rapidly as possible. I
know that the Commission will wish to consult with Secretary Gardner and
Attorney General Katzenbach to obtain the benefit of their experience, and
I am sure they will make the facilities of their Departments available to
assist the Commission.

I trust that the task can be completed expeditiously and that your findings
may provide a basis for action not only by the Federal Government but
also by the States and local school boards which bear the direct responsibility
for assuring quality education.

Sincerely,

Lynpon B. JomNsON.
Hon. JoaN A. HanNaH,
Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
Washington, D.C.



Preface

This report on race and education has been prepared at the request
of President Johnson, who on November 17, 1965, asked the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights to gather the facts bearing on racial isolation in
the schools and make them available to the Nation as rapidly as possible.
In making this request, the President outlined the scope and importance
of the problem to which he wished the Commission to address itself. In
a letter to John A. Hannah, Chairman of the Commission, the President
said:

Although we have made substantial progress in ending formal
segregation of schools, racial isolation in the schools persists—both
in the North and the South—because of housing patterns, school
districting, economic stratification and population movements. It
has become apparent that such isolation presents serious barriers to
quality education. The problems are more subtle and complex
than those presented by segregation imposed by law. The reme-
dies may be difficult. But as a first and vital step, the Nation needs
to know the facts.

In preparing this study the Commission first defined the limits of its
inquiry and the areas of particular emphasis. In accordance with the
President’s request, the inquiry has been limited to school segregation
resulting from circumstances other than legal compulsion. Further,
priority attention has been given to the Nation’s cities and metropolitan
areas. Two-thirds of all Americans—white and Negro—Ilive in metro-
politan areas, and two-thirds of the Nation’s school children are edu-
cated in urban schools.

The Commission’s factfinding has involved four general subject areas:
(1) The extent of racial isolation in the public schools and the extent
of the disparity in educational achievement between white and Negro
school children; (2) the factors that contribute to intensifying and
perpetuating school segregation; (3) the relationship between racially
isolated education and the outcomes of that education, and the impact
of racial isolation on the attitudes and interracial associations of Negroes
and whites; and (4) the various programs that have been proposed or
put into operation for remedying educational disadvantage and relieving
racial isolation in the schools. .

The Commission recognized that an intensive exploration of these sub-
ject areas would involve complex issues, often of a highly technical nature.
Further, there was need to collect and analyze a large volume of material
in a comparatively short period of time. Therefore, the Commission
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sought the services of experienced individuals and organizations to assist
its staff in the study. Experts and consultants were engaged to perform
research in specialized areas. Papers were commissioned concerning a
variety of subjects related to the problems of school segregation. All
material provided to the Commission from outside sources has been
analyzed by the Gommission and its staff.

Conferences were held with school administrators and teachers to ob-
tain the views and suggestions of those who have working experience in
both segregated and desegregated public schools. The Commission also
held hearings and conducted investigations in a number of cities to learn
from parents, teachers, community leaders, and school officials how
American communities are meeting problems of race and education.

Of particular assistance to the Commission has been its Advisory
Committee on Race and Education, consisting of the following distin-
guished educators and students of American society:

Dr. Thomas F. Pettigrew (Chairman), Associate Professor of Social
Psychology, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

Dr. Samuel Brownell, former Superintendent of Schools, Detroit, Mich.

Dr. Benjamin E. Carmichael, former Superintendent of Schools, Chat-
tanooga, Tenn.

Dr. Kenneth B. Clark, Director, Social Dynamics Research Institute,
City College, New York, N.Y.

Mrs. Elizabeth Cole, Consultant, U.S. Office of Education, Washington,
D.C.*

Dr. James Coleman, Professor of Sociology, Johns Hopkins University,
Baltimore, Md.

Dr. Rashi Fein, Economist, Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C.

Dr. John H. Fischer, President, Teachers College, Columbia University,
New York, N.Y.

Dr. Philip Hauser, Director, Population Research and Training Center,
University of Chicago, Chicago, Ill.

Dr. Vivian Henderson, President, Clark College, Atlanta, Ga.

Dr. Peter Rossi, Director, National Opinion Research Center, University
of Chicago, Chicago, III.

Dr. Judson Shaplen, Dean, Graduate School of Education, Washington
University, St. Louis, Mo.

Dr. Neil V. Sullivan, Superintendent of Schools, Berkeley, Calif.

Mr. John Wheeler, President, Mechanics and Farmers Bank, Durham,
N.C.

Dr. Robin Williams, Professor of Sociology, Cornell University, Ithaca,
N.Y.

The Advisory Committee was established at the inception of the
Commission’s inquiry and has provided continuing guidance through-
out the study. The comments and suggestions of Committee members

*Deceased.
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have contributed substantially to the value of the report. Responsibility
for the accuracy of the material contained in the report and for the
views expressed in it, however, rests with the Commission.

In each of the four general areas of inquiry, the Commission has
sought to obtain detailed information on a nationwide basis. Data on
the racial composition of schools have been obtained from school systems
representing more than 100 communities throughout the country—
school systems of varying sizes, containing different proportions of Negro
enrollment, and representative of every region. In almost all cases
these data have been provided by local school officials, and the Com-
mission is grateful for their cooperation. ~

The Commission also examined and evaluated the factors that con-
tribute to the perpetuation and intensification of school segregation.
Factors relating to population movement within metropolitan areas and
the impact of residential segregation were examined closely by Dr. Karl
Taeuber of the University of Wisconsin, who prepared special studies
for the Commission of trends in the distribution of white and nonwhite
populations within representative metropolitan areas. Commission staff
explored the impact of residential segregation on racial concentrations in
schools, both in a metropolitan context and within central cities. Federal
housing policies and practices were analyzed to determine their effective-
ness in counteracting residential segregation, and the impact of Federal
housing programs on racial concentrations in schools was investigated in
a number of cities.

Dr. Charles Benson, of the University of California at Berkeley, work-
ing in conjunction with the Dumbarton Research Council, was engaged
to assist in analyzing the fiscal disparities between city and suburban
school systems. The equalizing effect of State and Federal financial
assistance programs also was evaluated.

School policies and practices were examined in a number of cities,
to determine their effect on patterns of school segregation. The policies
and practices of 15 school systems were investigated by Commission staff.
Research teams directed by the following persons conducted intensive
studies of the school systems of seven of these cities for the Commission:
Boston, Mass.—Dr. Marc A. Freed, Research Professor and Director, In-
stitute of Human Sciences, Boston College, Boston, Mass.; Philadelphia,
Pa.—Dr. Howard Mitchell, Director, Human Resources Program, Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa.; Atlanta, Ga.—Dr. Tilman
Cothran, Chairman, Sociology Department, Atlanta University, Atlanta,
Ga.; St. Louis, Mo.—Herbert Semmel, Associate Professor of Law, Col-
lege of Law, University of Illinois, Champaign, Ill.; Milwaukee, Wis.—
Ralph Showalter, Executive Director, The Social Development Corpora-
tion, Washington, D.C.; Cleveland, Ohio—Dr. Willard Richan, Asso-
ciate Professor of Social Work, School of Applied Social Sciences, West-
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ern Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio; Oakland, Calif.—Sheila
Spaulding, Dumbarton Research Council, Menlo Park, Calif.

In exploring the impact of racial isolation in schools on achievement
and attitudes, the Commission obtained a broad range of information
relating both to school achievement and student attitudes and to the
development of later attitudes and associations of Negro and white
adults. The U.S. Office of Education Survey, Equality of Educa-
tional Opportunity, provided a basic fund of nationwide data on student
achievement and attitudes. These data were examined and subjected
to further analysis by Commission staff with the assistance of experts
and consultants. Special analysis of these data was done for the Com-
mission by Dr. David Armor of Harvard University. In addition, the
Commission engaged Dr. Alan Wilson of the University of California
at Berkeley to collect similar information from a single school system—
Richmond, Calif.—and to provide an analysis in depth of the same
factors. The Commission broadened its inquiry beyond school experi-
ence by conducting surveys of recent high school graduates and adults.
The Dumbarton Research Council of Menlo Park, Calif., under con-
tract with the Commission, conducted a survey of the post-school attitudes
and experiences of recent Negro and white graduates of the Oakland,
Calif., public schools. The National Opinion Research Center of the
University of Chicago, under a Commission contract, conducted a
national survey of Negro and white adults, relating school experiences to
later life attitudes and achievement.

Many programs aimed at remedying educational disadvantage and
eliminating racial isolation in schools are currently being carried on in
cities throughout the country. The Commission examined and evaluated
the effectiveness of several of these programs. Dr. Marvin Cline of
Howard University assisted the Commission staff in assessing data on
programs of compensatory education. A research team directed by Dr.
Robert Stout of the University of California at Berkeley investigated the
operation of programs aimed at eliminating school segregation. The
Commission conducted hearings in two cities—Rochester, N.Y. and Bos-
ton, Mass.—where programs have been initiated to foster school desegre-
gation. The Commission also explored a number of proposals for re-
medial action not yet in operation, and commissioned special papers on
the potential problems and advantages of innovative educational tech-
niques from the following educators:

Dr. Don Bushnell, Associate Director, Brooks Foundation, Santa Bar-
bara, Calif.; Dr. Paul Davidoff, Director, Urban Planning Program,
Hunter College of the City University of New York, New York, N.Y.;
Dr. John H. Fischer, President, Teachers College, Columbia Univer-
sity, New York, N.Y.; Dr. John Goodlad, University of California, Los
Angeles, and Institute for Development of Educational Activities, Los

viii

-



Angeles, Calif.; Mr. Francis J. Keppel, Chairman of Board of Direc-
tors, General Learning Corp., New York, N.Y.; Dr. Dan C. Lortie,
Midwest Administration Center, Department of Education, University
of Chicago, Chicago, Ill.; Dr. Neil V. Sullivan, Superintendent of
Schools, Berkeley, Calif.; and Dr. Ralph W. Tyler, Director, Center for
Advanced Study in Behavioral Sciences, Palo Alto, Calif.

Also of concern to the Commission is the current and potential role
of government and the legal and constitutional aspects of continued racial
isolation in the schools. The Commission surveyed Federal and State
law addressed to school desegregation and examined existing case law
bearing on the constitutional obligation to eliminate school segregation.
In addition, the legal authority of the States and of the Federal Govern-
ment to deal with the problem of racial isolation in the schools was
explored.

The Commission is aware that the subject of this report is of great
national concern and controversy. The President said in requesting the
Commission to prepare this report:

The future of our Nation rests on the quality of the education
its young people receive. And for our Negro children quality
education is especially vital because it is the key to equality.

Quality education for all children is an undisputed goal of American
public education. There is sharp disagreement, however, over whether
this goal can or should be achieved within the confines of racially isolated
school systems. In communities throughout the country, issues involv-
ing racial isolation in the public schools, symbolized by headlines on
“busing” and “neighborhood schools,” have been the subject of
considerable controversy.

The Commission has sought out the facts in the hope of shedding
needed light on the issues. On the basis of its findings, the Commission
has made recommendations which may-provide a basis for action by
government at all levels; action that it hopes will fulfill for all American
children—Negro and white alike—the promise of equality of educational

opportunity.
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Chapter 1

Racial Isolation: Extent and
Context

Education long has been recognized as one of the important ways in
which the promise of America—equality of opportunity—can be ful-
filled. The public schools traditionally have provided a means by which
those newly arrived in the cities—the immigrant, and the impoverished—
have been able to join the American mainstream. The hope for public
education always has been that it would be a means of assuring equal
opportunity and of strengthening and unifying American society.*

During the early years of the Republic, Thomas Jefferson said of
education’s role:

The object is to bring into action that mass of talents which lies
buried in poverty in every county for want of means of develop-
ment, and thus give activity to a mass of mind, which in proportion
to our population, shall be the double or treble of what it is in
most countries.?

In the middle of the 19th century, Horace Mann defined education as
the “great equalizer of the conditions of men—the balance wheel of the
social machinery.”® Today, the role of education in the attain-
ment of equal opportunity is even more critical. The U.S. Supreme
Court, in its 1954 decision on school desegregation, said of education:

Today it is a principal instrument in awakening the child to cul-
tural values, in preparing him for later professional training, and
in helping him to adjust normally to his environment. In these
days, it is doubtful that any child may reasonably be expected to
succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity of an education.*

' As a recent report on education put it: “Americans have typically thought of
education as a healer of great social divisions. When the need arose to make one
nation out of many communities of foreign origin, the people turned to the public
schools, and their faith was justified.” Educational Policies Commission of the Na-
tional Education Association and the American Association of School Administrators,
American Education and the Search for Equal Opportunity 4 (1965).

? “Letter from Thomas Jefferson to Mr. Correa, Nov. 25, 1817,” in 7 The Writings
of Thomas Jefferson 94-95 (Washington ed. 1854 ).

* “Twelfth Annual Report of Horace Mann as secretary of the Massachusetts State
Board of Education (1848),” in Documents in American History 318 (Commager
ed. 1958).

* Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483,493 (1954).



The Brown case—the culmination of a number of Supreme Court de-
cisions concerned with the meaning of equality in public education *—
held that governmentally enforced school segregation violated the 14th
amendment. “Separate educational facilities,” the Supreme Court said,
“are inherently unequal.” ®

Although the immediate impact of the Court’s ruling was upon the
Southern and border States that compelled or authorized segregation in
the public schools, the decision spurred concern about the extent of school
segregation throughout the Nation and the benefits being derived by
Negro children from the educational process. This chapter is addressed

to some of the basic facts which underlie this concern.

Extent of Racial Isolation
in the Public Schools

Twelve years after the Supreme Court’s decision, the U.S. Office of
Education in its national survey, Equality of Educational Opportunity,
found that:

. when measured by that yardstick [segregation], American
public education remains largely unequal in most regions of the
country, including all those where Negroes form any significant
proportion of the population.”

. the great majority of American children attend schools that
are largely segregated—that is, almost all of their fellow students
are of the same racial background as they are.3

Sixty-five percent of all first grade Negro pupils surveyed attend schools
that have an enrollment 90 percent or more Negro, while almost 80
percent of all first grade white students surveyed attend schools that are
90 percent or more white.” A substantially greater proportion of Negro
students attend schools that are 50 percent or more Negro. Approxi-

*See e.g., Missouri ex rel. Gaines v. Canada, 305 U.S. 337 (1938); Sweatt v.
Painter, 339 U.S. 629 (1950); McLaurin v. Oklahoma State Regents for Higher
Education, 339 U.S. 637 (1950).

9347 U.S. at 493.

*Coleman et al., Equality of Educational Opportunity 3 (1966). The study,
which was required in title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, was carried out by
the National Center for Educational Statistics of the U.S. Office of Education. Dr.
James Coleman of The Johns Hopkins University had major responsibility for the
design, administration, and analysis of the study. Hereinafter cited as the OE
Survey.

8 Ibid.

° Ibid.



mately 87 percent of all Negro first graders are in such schools **—72 per-
cent in the urban North; 97 percent in the urban South.™

National or regional averages such as these, however, do not reflect
the full dimensions of school segregation. The Commission’s investiga-
tions found that in the Nation’s metropolitan areas—where two-thirds of
both the Nation’s Negro and white populations now live—school segre-
gation is more severe than the national figures suggest. And it is growing.

In 15 large metropolitan areas in 1960, 79 percent of the nonwhite **
public school enrollment was in central city schools, while 68 percent of
the white enrollment was suburban.™ - In.Cleveland, 98 percent of the
nonwhite metropolitan public school children were in the central city
schools in 1960, and 69 percent of the whites were in suburban public
schools.’  The Cleveland city schools were 47 percent nonwhite in 1960.
By 1965, they were more than 50 percent nonwhite.’> In Philadelphia,
77 percent of the nonwhite metropolitan public school children were in
the city schools in 1960, and 73 percent of the white children were in
suburban public schools.*® In 1960, the Philadelphia city schools were
48 percent Negro. By 1965, they were almost 60 percent Negro.*
This pattern of racial concentration is typical of major metropolitan
areas.™

Racial concentration also is severe within the central cities. Table 1
shows the extent of elementary school segregation in 75 cities.”® In these
cities 75 percent of the Negro students are in elementary schools with en-
rollments that are nearly all-Negro (90 percent or more Negro), while
83 percent of the white students are in nearly all-white schools. Nearly

* Ibid.

Id. at 40, table 2.14.1.

2 Although the Commission’s concern in*this- report is with racial isolation of
Negroes, statistical data frequently arc available only in terms of “whites” and “non-
whites.” As of 1960, Negrocs constituted 92 percent of the Nation’s nonwhite popula-
tion. In some cities, such as L.os Angeles and San Francisco, where other races repre-
sent a substantial proportion of the population, data on nonwhites generally are not
necessarily true for Negroes specifically. In instances where data are only available
on a white-nonwhite basis, the Commission generally has chosen for examples cities
where Negroes represent virtually all of the nonwhite population.

¥ Tables on school enrollment in selected metropolitan areas, prepared for the
Commission by Prof. Karl E. Taeuber of the University of Wisconsin. The 15 metro-
politan areas are Boston, Atlanta, Philadelphia, Milwaukee, St. Louis, Houston, Cin-
cinnati, Baltimore, Chicago, Birmingham, Pittsburgh, New Orleans, Buffalo, Mem-
phis, San Francisco-Oakland.

" Taeuber, Population Distribution and Residential Segregation in Cleveland,
a special report prepared for the Commission, Table 4 (1966).

’* Data received from the Cleveland, Ohio public school system.

* Taeuber, op. cit. supra note 13.

" Data received from the Philadelphia, Pa. public school system.

# See note 13 supra.

 For a discussion of the importance of school desegregation at the elementary school
level, see chapter IIT at 106-108.
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TABLE 1. —Ezlent of elementary school segregation in 75 school systems

Percentage Percentage Percentage
of Negroes of Negroes of whites
City in 80 to 100 in mafjority- in 90 to 100
percent Negro percent
Negro schools white
schools schools
Mobile, Ala_ - ... 99.9 99.9 100. 0
Tusealoosa, Ala_ . ____________._ 99. 6 99. 6 100. 0
Little Roek, Ark_ .. .. .___ 95. 6 95. 6 97.1
Pine Bluff, Ark. - - .. 8. 2 98. 2 100. 0
Los Angeles, Calif________________________ 39. 5 87.5 04. 7
Oakland, Calif______ . ___ . .. 48.7 83.2 50. 2
Pasadena, Calif____ . __________________ Nonce 71. 4 82.1
Richmond, Calif___ .. _______ 39. 2 82.9 |~ 90. 2
San Diego, Calif ... ______________.______ 13.9 73. 3 88.7
San Francisco, Calif .. ___ . __ . _____.___.___.__ 21.1 72. 3 65. 1
Denver, Colo. . ___ ... 29. 4 75.2 95. 5
Hartford, Conn.________ . _____ . ____.._ 9.4 73.8 66. 2
%ew Haven, Conn__ .. ___ . __.____. 36. 8 73. 4 47.1
ilmington, Del . _______________._______ 49.7 92.5 27.3
Miami, Fla-__ oo . 91. 4 94. 4 95. 3
‘Tallahassce, Fla____ _____________________. 99. 7 99. 7 100. 0
Americus, Ga__ ... 99. 3 99. 3 100. 0
Atlanta, Ga. . ... 97. 4 98. 8 95. 4
Augusta, Ga___________________ ... _. 99. 2 99. 2 100. 0
Marietta, Ga. ..o ___ 94. 2 94. 2 100. 0
Chicago, TN __.___ ... 89. 2 96. 9 88. 8
East St. Louis, IN_ . ___________________.__ 80. 4 92. 4 68. 6
Peoria, IN_ . _ .. 21.0 86. 9 89. 6
Fort Wayne, Ind.. ... .____ 60. 8 82.9 87.7
Gary, Ind_. . 89.9 94.8 75.9
Indianapolis, Ind__.. . __________________ 70. 5 84.2 80.7
Wichita, Kans_ .. ____ o ._._. 63. 5 89.1 94. 8
Louisville, Ky . . .o ___ 69. 5 84. 5 61.3
New Orleans, La_ - . _______.__.. 95. 9 96, 7 83. 8
Baltimore, Md... ... ... 84. 2 92.3 67.0
Boston, Mass_ .- ... 35. 4 79. 5 76. 5
Springfield, Mass_..______ . ___________.____ 15. 4 71. 9 82.8
Detroit, Mieh______ .. 72. 3 91. 5 65. 0
Flint, Mich..___ . _______ . ____ 67.9 85.9 80. 0
Minneapolis, Minn_..____________.__.____ None 39. 2 84.9
Hattiesburg, Miss_ . ____________________.__ 98. 7 98. 7 100. 0
Vieksburg, Miss_.._. . __ ... 97.1 97. 1 100. 0
Kansas City, Mo___ .. 69. 1 85. 5 65. 2
St. Joseph, Mo______ . _.__ 39.3 39.3 91. 3
St. Louis, MO o 90. 9 93.7 66. 0
Omaha, Nebr_ ... 47.7 811 89. 0
Newark, N.J__ . 51. 3 90. 3 37.1
Camden, N.J_. . _____ . ______ 37.0 90. 4 62. 4
Albany, N. Y _ .. None 74.0 66. 5
Buffalo, N. Y _______ . _____._ 77.0 88.7 811
New York City, N.Y# ___________________ 20. 7 55. 5 56. 8
Charlotte, N.C . .. 95. 7 95. 7 94. 7
Raleigh, N.C___________________________ 98. 5 98.-5 100. 0
Winston-Salem, N.C..____________________ 88.7 95. 1 93. 6
Cincinnati, Ohio._ . ______________ 49. 4 88.0 63. 3
Cleveland, Ohio_ . _____ . __.______ 82.3 94. 6 80. 2
Columbus, Ohio_ ... __________ 34.3 80. 8 77.0
Oklahoma City, Okla__ . __ . _________.__.__ 90. 5 96. 8 96. 1
Tulsa, Okla____________ L ______ 90. 7 98. 7 98. 8
Portland; Oreg_— - __ 46. 5 59. 2 92. 0
Chester, Pa__ . _____ .. 77.9 89. 1 37.9
Harrisburg, Pa. . __.__ 54. 0 81. 3 56. 2
Philadelphia, Pa__ . ________________ 72.0 90. 2 57.7
Pittsburgh, Pa__________________________ 49.5 82.8 62. 3

Sce footnote on n. 5.
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TaBLE 1.—Exlent of elemenlary school segregation in 75 school systems—Continued

Percentage Percentage Percentage
of Negroes of Negroes of whites
City in 90 to 100 in majority- in 90 to 100
percent Negro percent
Negro schools white
schools schools
Providence, R.I__ . . _______ 14. 6 55.5 63. 3
Columbia, S.C__ . ________ 99. 1 99, 1 100. 0
Florence, S.C______________ o __.__ 99. 1 99, 1 100. 0
Sumter, S.C. ... 99. 0 99. 0 100. 0
Knoxville, Tenn- .o ____________ 79. 3 79. 3 94.9
Memphis, Tenn_ . __________________.__. 95.1 98. 8 93. 6
Nashville, Tenn_______________ . _.. 82.2 86. 4 90.7
Amarillo, Tex_ .~ 89. 6 89. 6 98. 3
Austin, Tex - __l._. 86. 1 86. 1 93. 1
Dallas, TeX. oo oo e 82. 6 90. 3 90. 1
Houston, TeX. oo 93.0 97.6 97.3
San Antonio, TeX. oo 65. 9 77. 2 89. 4
Richmond, Va______________ . 98. 5 98. 5 95. 3
Seattle, Wash. . . _ . ___. 9.9 60. 4 89. 8
Milwaukee, Wis 72. 4 86. 8 86. 3
Washington, D.C_______ . _______ . __ 90. 4 99. 3 34.3

Nore—Percentages shown in this table are for 1965-66 school year, except for
?eattle, ;’Vash. (1964-65), Los Angeles, Calif. (1963-64), and Cleveland, Ohio
1962-63).

9 of every 10 Negro elementary school students attend majority-Negro
schools.*

The high degree of racial separation in the schools shown by these
national figures is found in the North as well as in Southern and border
States. In Buffalo, N.Y., for example, 77 percent of the Negro elemen-
tary schoolchildren attend schools that are more than 90 percent Negro,

** These percentages make no reference to the large Puerto Rican enrollment in
New York City elementary schools. The data provided to the Commission by the
New York City public school system are based on classroom counts by teachers.
According to Mr. Leonard Moriber, rescarch associate, New York City Board of
Education, students with Spanish surnames are counted as Puerto Ricans, regardless
of their race. Thus it is likely that the actual number and proportion of Negro
elementary school students is somewhat higher than the data show. According to
the school system’s data, of the total of 592,000 elementary school students in the
New York City school system, 183,000 are Negroes and 130,000 are Puerto Ricans.
Of the total of 313,000 Negro and Puerto Rican students, 177,000 (56 percent) are
in schools whose student bodies are 90—-100 percent Negro and Puerto Rican. 267,000
(85 percent) are in schools whose student bodies are majority-Negro and Puerto
Rican.

* The total elementary school enrollment for these 75 cities is 1.6 million Negro
and 2.4 million white. Of the Negro school children, 1.2 million (75 percent) are
in 90-100 percent Negro schools and 1.4 million (88 percent) are in majority-Negro
schools. Of the white school children, 2.0 million (83 percent) are in 90-100 per-
cent white schools. See Appendix A, Table 1, for a complete description of the racial
composition of each school system. (All appendices except the legal appendix are
published in volume 2 of this report.) In describing the extent of segregation the
Commission has used three basic terms throughout this report. The term “nearly all-
Negro” means 90.5-100 percent Negro. “Majority-Negro” means 50.5-100 percent
Negro. The term “nearly all-white” means 0-10.5 percent Negro.
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while 81 percent of the whites are in nearly all-white schools (90 percent

or more white).** In Gary, Ind., the figures are 90 percent and 76 pei-

cent, respectively.”® Again, in the North, the proportion of Negro chil-
dren in majority-Negro schools often equals or exceeds the national aver-
age. “InFlint, Mich., 86 percent of the Negro elementary schoolchildren

217

are in majority-Negro schools; ** in Milwaukee, 87 percent; * in Chicago,
97 percent.*

A high degree of racial separation of Negro students frequently pre-
vails regardless of the size of the school system. Examples from North-
ern and border State school systems are illustrative.* Kansas City, Mo.,
has an elementary school enrollment twice as large as Fort Wayne, Ind.,
yet in each city more than 60 percent of the Negro children are in nearly
all-Negro schools.® Detroit, Mich., has an elementary school enroll-
ment almost four times as large as Newark, N.J., yet in each city more
than 90 percent of the Negro children are in majority-Negro schools.”

Nor does the pattern necessarily vary according to the proportion of
Negroes enrolled in the school system. For example, Negroes are 26
percent of the elementary school enrollment in Milwaukee,«Wis., and
almost 60 percent of the enrollment in Philadelphia, Pa., yet in both
cities almost three of every four Negro children attend nearly all-Negro

* Data received from the Buffalo, N.Y. public school system.

* Data received from the Gary, Ind. public school system. In Detroit, Mich.,
72 percent of the Negro elementary school students are in 90 percent or more Negro
schools, while 65 percent of the whites are in ncarly all-white schools. In Cleveland,
Ohio, the figures are 82 percent and 80 percent respectively. (Data from Detroit and
Cleveland public school systems).

# Data received from Flint, Mich. public school system.

* Data received from the Milwaukee, Wis. public school system.

® Data rececived from the U.S. Office of Education.

* A number of border State school systems, such as Baltimore, Md., Washington,
D.C., St. Louis and Kansas City, Mo., Wichita, Kans., and Wilmington, Del., main-
tained school segregation by law until the Brown decision in 1954. These border
State school systems abandoned legally compelled school segregation shortly after
the Brown decision. Sece Southern School News, Oct. 1, 1954, pp. 4, 5, 8, 10.

® Data received from the Kansas City, Mo., and Fort Wayne, Ind. public school
systems. Compare East St. Louis, Ill. (total elementary enrollment, 15,000), with
Baltimore, Md. (total elementary enrollment, 119,000), where more than 80 per-
cent of the Negro elementary school children in both cities are in nearly all-Negro
schools. Compare also Gary, Ind. (total elementary enrollment, 28,000), with St.
Louis, Mo. (total elementary enrollment, 90,000), where 90 percent or more of
the Negro elementary school children in both cities are in nearly all-Negro schools.

® Data received from Detroit, Mich., and Newark, N.]J. public school systems.
Compare Springfield, Mass. (total elementary enrollment, 19,000), with San Diego,
Calif. (total elementary enrollment, 70,000), wherec more than 70 percent of the
Negro elementary school children in both cities are in majority-Negro schools.
Compare also Wilmington, Del. (total elementary enrollment, 8,000), with Phila-
delphia, Pa. (total elementary enrollment, 156,000), where more than 90 percent
of the Negro elementary school children in both cities are in majority-Negro schools.
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schools.** Negroes are only 19 percent of the elementary school enroll-
ment in Omaha, Nebr., and almost 70 percent of the enrollment in
Chester, Pa., yet in both cities at least 80 percent of the Negro children
are enrolled in majority-Negro schools.®

Although levels of segregation are discernibly higher in the South than
in the North, the two regions do not fall into discrete categories. Table
2 shows the extent of Negro elementary school segregation in 20 Southern
and Northern cities. The extent of racial isolation in Northern school sys-
tems does not differ markedly from that in the South.

TABLE 2.—Ezlent of elementary school segregation in 20 selected Northern and
Southern cities—based on proportion of Negro students in 90—100 percent Negro
and majority-Negro elementary schools

Percent in | Percent in Percent in | Percent in

Southern cities 90-100% | majority- Northern cities 90-100% | majority-

Negro Negro Neégro Negro

schools schools schools schools
Richmond, Va._____ 99 99 | Gary, Ind________ 90 95
Atlanta, Ga________ 97 99 | Chicago, Ill__.____ 89 97
Little Rock, Ark. . __ 96 96 | Cleveland, Ohio__. 82 95
Memphis, Tenn_.___ 95 99 | Chester, Pa______. 78 89
Marietta, Ga_______ 94 94 | Buffalo, N.Y___.___ 77 89
Houston, Tex_...... 93 98 | Detroit, Mich___._ 72 92
Miami, Fla_________ 91 94 | Milwaukee, Wis___ 72 87
Winston-Salem, N.C_ 89 95 Indian%f)olis, Ind.__ 71 84
Dallas, Tex_.-._..._.. 83 90 | Flint, Mich_.______ 68 86
Nashville, Tenn_____ 82 86 | Newark, N.J____.. 51 90

Racial isolation in the schools, then, is intense whether the cities are
large or small, whether the proportion of Negro enrollment is large or
small, whether they are located North or South.*

*Data received from the Milwaukee, Wis., and Philadelphia, Pa., public school
systems. Compare Wichita, Kans. (13 percent Negro elementary enrollment), with
Detroit, Mich. (55 percent Negro elementary: enrollment), where more than 60
percent of the Negro children in both cities attend 90-100 percent Negro schools.
Compare also Fort Wayne, Ind. (14 percent Negro elementary enrollment), with
Newark, N.J. (69 percent Negro elementary enrollment), where more than 50 per-
cent of the Negro children in both cities attend 90-100 percent Negro schools.

% Data received from the Omaha, Nebr., and Chester, Pa., public school systems.
Compare Richmond, Calif. (22 percent Negro elementary enrollment), with Pitts-
burgh, Pa. (39 percent Negro elementary enrollment), where more than 80 percent
of the Negro children in both cities attend majority-Negro schools. Compare also
Denver, Colo. (14 percent Negro elementary enrollment), with New Haven, Conn.
(46 percent Negro elementary cnrollment), where at least 73 percent of the Negro
children in both cities attend majority-Negro schools.

* A similar racial pattern exists for teachers. In Chester, Pa., 101 of the 112 Negro
elementary school teachers in the school system in 1965 taught in schools that were
90 to 100 percent Negro. In Buffalo, N.Y., of the total of some 200 Negro elemen-
tary school teachers, 80 percent taught in 90 to 100 percent Negro schools in 1965.
In Indianapolis, Philadelphia, and Chicago, more than 90 percent of the Negro ele-
mentary school teachers taught in majority-Negro schools in 1965. In border State
school systems, an even greater proportion of Negro teachers are found in nearly all-
Negro schools. In Baltimore, for example, more than 85 percent of the more than
2,000 Negro elementary school teachers taught in schools that were 90 to 100 percent

Footnote contlnued on following page.
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Growth of Racial Isolation in the Schools

Over the past 15 years, Negro elementary school enrollment in most
city school systems has risen. There also has been an increase in the
number of Negro elementary students in majority-Negro and nearly
all-Negro schools.

Northern School Systems

Table 3 shows the change during recent years in the number and pro-
portion of Negro elementary children attending such schools in 15
Northern cities.*®

Eighty-four percent of the total Negro increase in these 15 city school
systems was absorbed in schools that are now 90-100 percent Negro, and
97 percent in schools more than 50 percent Negro.** In Cincinnati,
Ohio, the Negro elementary school enrollment doubled over the last 15
years, but the number of Negro children in majority-Negro schools almost
tripled. In 1950, 7 of every 10 Negro elementary schoolchildren in
Cincinnati attended majority-Negro schools. In 1965, nearly 9 of 10
did.* In Oakland, Calif., almost half of the Negro elementary school
children were in 90-100 percent Negro schools in 1965. Five years
earlier, less than 10 percent were. During the 5-year period, Negro ele-
mentary school enrollment increased by 4,100, but the number of Negro
students in 90-100 percent Negro schools increased by almost 8,000.%

The growing segregation of Negro elementary school students in
Northern school systems has resulted in substantial changes in the racial
composition of individual schools. For example, the Moses Cleveland
Elementary School in Cleveland, Ohio, was 96 percent white in 1933.
Over the next 25 years, Negro enrollment at the school increaSed slowly
at a rate averaging less than 2 percent per year. In 1958, the Moses

Negro in 1965. In St. Louis, all but 73 of the nearly 1,500 Negro elementary school
teachers taught in 90 to 100 percent Negro schools in 1965. (Data received from the
respective school systems.) In Southern school systems, segregation of teachers by
race is virtually absolute. In Southern metropolitan areas the average Negro ele-
mentary school student attends a school in which 96 percent of the teachers are
Negroes, and the average white student attends a school in which 96 percent of the
teachers are white. See OE Survey at 126. For a complete description of the racial
composition of the teaching staffs of elementary school systems, see App. A, Table II.

* See App. A, Table III, for complete data on the growth of school segregation in
individual Northern city school systems.

* The total increase in Negro enrollment was 154,000 of which 130,000 (84 per-
cent), were absorbed in 90 to 100 percent Negro schools, and 149,000 (97 percent),
were -absorbed in majority-Negro schools.

* Data received from the Cincinnati, Ohio, public school system.

* Data received from the Qakland, Calif., public school system.
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TaBLE 3.—Change in number and proportion of Negro elementary enrollment in 90-100 percent Negro and majorily-Negro schools in

Northern school systems

Number in | Percentage [ Number in | Percentage Number in | Percentage | Number in | Percentage

City Year 90-100% of total majority- of total Year 90-100% of total majority- of total

Neogro Negro Negro Negro Negro Negro Negro Negro
schools |enrollment!| schools |enrollment schools | enrollment| schools [enrollment
Cineinnatic oo oo aaaaooo 1950 3, 981 43.7 6, 442 70.7 1965 11,155 49,4 | 19, 868 88.0
Milwaukee..- : 1950* 1, 316 51.2 1,716 66. 8 1965 14, 344 72.4 | 17,204 86.8
Pasadena_ ... ... 1950 0 0.0 196 26.2 1965 0 0.0 3,240 71.4
Philadelphia 1950 29, 555 63.2 | 39,633 84.8 1965 66, 052 72.0 | 82,704 90. 2
Pittsburgh. .o oo 1950 3, 226 30. 4 5, 408 51.0 1965 9, 226 49,5 | 15,428 82.8
Indianapolis. - - _._ . ________ 1951 7,637 83.2 8, 101 88.2 1965 15, 426 70.5 | 18, 423 84.2
Cleveland.. - oo 1952 12, 369 57.4 | 18,174 84.4 1962 41,034 | * 82.3 | 47,160 94.6
Qakland. .o 1959* | 1,110 7.7 | 10,274 71.1 1965 9,043 | . 48.7 | 15,455 83.2
Detroit.... - 1960 1| 62,391 66.9 | 84,939 91.1 1965 77,654 72.3 | 98,274 91.5
Buffalo. ..o 1961 9,199 80.5 | 10,212 89. 4 1965 13, 106 77.0 | 15,097 88.7
San Franciseo. oo 1962 1, 579 11.6 | 10,334 75.8 1965 3,031 21.1 } 10, 369 72.3
Chester. . m v cccccccccc s 1963 2,961 71.1 3, 573 85.8 1965 3, 499 77.9 4, 001 80.1
Harrisburg. oo oo e 1963 2,103 58.1 2,994 82.7 1965 2, 025 54.0 3, 048 81.3
Springfield, Mass. - - oo 1963 0 0.0 1,989 58.8 1965 567 15.4 2,651 71.9
ew Haven.________________.__._. 1963 1,196 22.5 3,769 71.0 1965 2,171 36.8 4, 329 73.4

*Estimated figures based on census and school enrollment data.



Cleveland School was 47 percent Negro. During the next few years,
the rate of increasing Negro enrollment accelerated substantially. By
1964, the school was 95 percent Negro.* The Washington Elementary
School in Pasadena, Calif., was 11 percent Negro in 1946. During the
next 12 years, the proportion of Negro enrollment slowly increased to 52
percent in 1958. Three years later, the Negro enrollment was 69
percent. By 1964, the school’s enrollment was 82 percent Negro.*®
Thus, in several cases studied, once the school became almost half or
majority-Negro, it rapidly became nearly all-Negro.

Southern and Border State School Systems

The story is somewhat different in Southern and border States.
There, the proportion of Negroes in totally Negro schools has decreased
since the 1954 Supreme Court decision, but the number of Negro children
attending all-Negro or nearly all-Negro schools has risen sharply.

In St. Louis, Mo., which maintained de jure segregated public schools
before the Brown decision, there were 27,000 Negro elementary students
in segregated schools in 1954. By 1965, there were 52,000 Negro stu-
dents in schools 90 to 100 percent Negro.** In Houston, Tex., where
public schools were completely segregated until 1960, the number of
Negro children in all-Negro elementary schools increased by 20 percent
from 1960 to 1965.° The rising Negro school enrollment, combined
with only slight desegregation, has produced a substantial increase in the
number of Negroes attending all-Negro or nearly all-Negro schools in
Southern and border State cities.

T Also in Cleveland, in the Columbia Elementary School, Negro enrollment increased
from 2 percent in 1931 to 43 percent in 1945. By 1947, the Columbia school was 64
percent Negro. By 1958, it was 99 percent Negro. Data rcceived from the Cleve-
land, Ohio public school system.

* Data received from the Pasadena, Calif., public schocl system. In Omaha, Nebr.,
the Druid Hill Elementary School was only 5 percent Negro in 1950. Over the next
10 years Negro enrollment increased at a rate of 3.5 percent per year to 40 percent.
Between 1960 and 1965, Druid Hill’s Negro enrollment jumped to 94 percent. In
Cincinnati, Ohio, Negro enrollment at the Evanston Elementary School increased
from 1 percent in 1950 to 50 percent in 1956. Two years later, the school was more
than 90 percent Negro. In Indianapolis, Ind., Negro enrollment at Elementary
School No. 60 gradually increased from 2 percent in 1951 to 44 percent in 1960.
By 1963, Negro enrollment had reached 65 percent. Two years later, the school
was more than 90 percent Negro. (Data received from the respective public school
systems.)

* Data received from the St. Louis, Mo. public school system.

¥ Data received from the Houston, Tex., public school system. See App. A,
Table III, for data on the growth of school segregation in individual Southern and
border State school systems.
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Racial Isolation and Population Trends

Metropolitan Areas

The increasing separation of Negro and white school children in metro-
politan areas, and the concentration of Negro children within central
city schools, have occurred in the context of similar trends in the general
population. Since the turn of the century, America has become an
urban Nation. The change from rural-to urban residence, although
somewhat more dramatic for Negro Americans than for whites, has been
a national phenomenon. In 1960, approximately two-thirds of all
Americans—white and Negro—Iived in metropolitan areas.*

Although white and Negro Americans now reside in metropolitan
areas in similar proportions, there has been a change in their pattern
of residence within those areas. Sixty-six years ago, little more than
half the Negroes in metropolitan areas lived in the central city. By
1960, however, 8 of every 10 Negroes in metropolitan areas resided there.
White population trends have not been similar. In 1900, more than
6 of every 10 metropolitan whites lived in the central cities, but by 1960
more than half the metropolitan white population resided in the suburbs.

An examination of recent population increases shows the trend clearly.
Between 1940 and 1960 the total population of metropolitan areas
increased by 40 million persons. Eighty-four percent of the Negro in-
crease occurred in the central cities and 80 percent of the white increase
in the suburbs. Between 1950 and 1960 the suburbanization of whites
accelerated; nearly 90 percent of their metropolitan increase occurred
in the suburbs, e

In the 24 largest metropolitan areas—areas containing more than half
the total United States urban population in 1960 “*—an even sharper
contrast appears. In the two decades between 1940 and 1960, almost
100 percent of the white increase was absorbed in the suburbs. Between
1950 and 1960, the 24 central cities lost nearly 114 million white resi-
dents, and gained more than 2 million Negroes. In the Baltimore metro-
politan area, for example, the white surburban population increased by
324,000, while the central city lost 113,000 white persons. One hun-
dred thousand of the area’s nonwhite population increase of 107,000

* All demographic data which follow in this chapter, unless indicated otherwise,
are derived from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population, 1960.
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, PC (3)-1D, table I.

? Twenty-four metropolitan areas contained 1 million persons or more in 1960, while
there were 188 metropolitan areas which contained less than 1 million persons in
1960. See Bureau of the Budget, Office of Statistical Standards: Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas (1964).
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was in the central city.*® Similarly, Cleveland’s suburbs gained 367,000
whites, while the central city lost 142,000. One hundred and three
thousand of the 105,000 Negro population increase was in the central
city. There were only 6,000 Negroes throughout the Cleveland suburbs
in 1960.*

School-age children ** in metropolitan areas also reflect these trends.
Between 1950 and 1960, the school-age population of the Nation’s 24
largest metropolitan areas—which today contain almost two-thirds of
the Nation’s urban school-age population—increased by 5 million.
Almost 90 percent of the nonwhite increase occurred in the central cities;
more than 80 percent of the white increase was in the suburbs.*® By
1960, four out of five nonwhite metropolitan children of school age
lived in central cities, while nearly three-fifths of the white children
lived in the suburbs.*’

Thus the growth of the Nation’s metropolitan areas has been charac-
terized by an increasing separation of the white and Negro populations.
A recent study of the U.S. Census reports no change in these trends.”®

Central Cities

Not only are Negroes concentrated in central cities, but they are
segregated within them. A recent study of residential patterns in 207
central cities shows that residential segregation is rigid and uniform.*
Intense residential segregation exists in virtually every city in the Nation:

This is true for all cities in all regions of the country and for all
types of cities. . . . It is true whether there are hundreds of
thousands of Negro residents, or only a few thousand.®®

One index of residential segregation is the proportion of Negroes who
would have to move from predominantly Negro blocks to predominantly
white blocks in order to achieve an even distribution of the population.
As of 1960, the index of residential segregation for the 207 cities was
86 percent.”* In Pontiac, Mich., it was 90 percent; ** in Charlotte, N.C.,
94 percent; ® in Bakersfield, Calif., 87 percent.**

4 Tables on population changes in the Baltimore metropolitan area prepared for the
Commission by Prof. Karl E. Taeuber of the University of Wisconsin.

* Taeuber, op. cit. supra note 14, table 1.

“The school-age population statistics that follow include ages 5 through 19.

# Data for 1960 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Hous-
ing PHC (1), table P2 (1960); data for 1950 from U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Characteristics of Population, vol. 2, table 33; vol. 3, table 2 (1950).

7 Ibid.

# .S, Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, P-20, 151-152 (1965).

* Taeuber and Taeuber, Negroes in Cities 28-68 (1965).

* Id. at 35.

5 1d. at 36.

5 Id. at 33.

% 1d. at 32,

5 Ibid.
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Thus there is a parallel between population and school enrollment
trends within metropolitan areas. In both cases, Negro population
increases are almost entirely absorbed in the central cities. In both
cases, the isolation of Negroes in residential ghettos and Negro schools
is growing. The Nation’s Capital—Washington, D.C.—already has a
majority-Negro population. Other cities are experiencing rapid in-
creases in Negro population.®® City school enrollments more sharply
reflect the trend. A substantial number of cities have elementary school
enrollments that already are more than half Negro. In these cities, at
least, the problems of racial isolation in the schools can no longer fully
be met in the context of the city alone.*®

Educational Disparities

During the period in which racial isolation in the schools has grown
rapidly, serious disparities in educational attainment between Negro and
white students have persisted. The measure of educational attainment
most commonly used in recent decades has been years of school com-
pleted.*” Assessments based on this standard suggest that the gap be-
tween the educational achievement of Negro and white Americans has
been narrowed substantially. Between 1940 and 1962, for example, the
difference in years of school completed between whites and nonwhites
was reduced by more than half.®® In evaluating this apparent progress,
however, an additional factor must be taken into account.

% See Douglas, “The Urban Negro Family,” in The American Negro Reference
Book, 338 (Davis ed. 1966).

® There were 24 metropolitan areas that had more than 1 million inhabitants each
in 1960. Of the 24 areas, 20 had single central cities. Of these 20 areas, 9 had ma-
jority-Negro elementary school enrollment in 1965: Atlanta (54 percent), Baltimore
(64 percent), Chicago (53 percent), Cleveland (54 percent), Detroit (55 percent}),
Newark (69 percent), Philadelphia (59 percent), St. Louis (63 percent), Washington,
D.C. (91 percent). Two cities had elementary enrollments that were 40 to 50
percent Negro: Cincinnati (40 percent), Kansas City, Mo. (42 percent). Four
cities had elementary enrollments that were 30 to 40 percent Negro: Buffalo (35
percent), Houston (34 percent), New York City (31 percent), Pittsburgh (39
percent). (Data received from the respective school systems.)

“ This measure has been used by the U.S. Census since 1940. For the definition,
see U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population, The United States Summary,
PC (1) 1C xxi (1960).

®In 1940, nonwhite males 25 to 29 years old averaged 6.5 years of school, while
white males of similar age averaged 10.5 years of school. By 1962, nonwhite males
in the same age bracket averaged 11 years of school while white males averaged 12.5
years of school. The data for females 25 to 29 years of age reveal the same nar-
rowing of the gap. In 1940, nonwhite females in this age bracket had had an average
of 7.5 years of school; while white females had had 10.9 years of school. But by 1962,
nonwhite women averaged 11.4 years of schooling, while white women averaged 12.4
years of school. Data for 1962 from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Educational
Attainment: March, 1962, Current Population Reports, P-20 No. 121, tables 2 and 3;
1940 data from U.S. Department of Labor, The Economic Situation of Negroes in
the United States, Bull. No. S-3 (1962).
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Years of school completed do not accurately reflect variations in
educational attainment. The U.S. Office of Education, in its Equality
of Educational Opportunity survey, made a systematic analysis of verbal
ability and reading achievement tests, which provide better indicators
of educational attainment. Although these achievement tests do not
measure innate ability and are not free of cultural bias, they are a useful
indicator:

What they measure are the skills which are among the most im-
portant in our society for getting a good job and moving up to a

better one, and for full participation in an increasingly technical
world.*®

The survey found that the relative academic standing of students
changes during their school careers.” According to the survey, Negro
and white students in metropolitan areas begin school with a noticeable
difference in verbal ability.”* At sixth grade, the average Negro student
is about one and one-half grade levels behind the average white student
in verbal achievement. By the time 12th grade is reached, the average
white student performs at or slightly below the 12th-grade level, but the
average Negro student performs below the 9th-grade level.®> Thus years
of school completed has an entirely different meaning for Negroes and
whites.

Other Disparities

The persistence of disparities in educational attainment has been ac-
companied by continuing and even widening social and economic dispari-
ties between Negro and white Americans.

True, there has been improvement in absolute terms in the position
of Negroes. Levels of income are substantially higher now than before.
More Negroes are attending college and entering professions; more
skilled jobs are being filled by Negroes than ever before.®

Despite this improvement, however, when the social and economic
gains of Negroes are measured against the gains of white Americans,
the gap is as wide as ever. The income of Negroes has risen over the
years, but their situation relative to white Americans has worsened. In
the 15-year period between 1949 and 1964, the median annual income
for nonwhite families increased from $1,650 to $3,800. Median annual
income for white families rose during the same period from $3,200 to

® OF Survey 20.

®Id. 273-275.

“ Id. at 221, figure 3.11.1. The survey does not express this first-grade difference
in terms of precise grade levels but rather in terms of test score distributions.

=Id. 273-274.

“ U.S. Department of Labor, The Negro in the United States: Their Economic
and Social Situation, Bull. No. 1511, table IVB-2, table 1IB-2; for income levels see
Brimmer, “The Negro in the National Economy,” in Davis, op. cit. supra note 55, at
259.
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more than $6,800.** The disparity between white and nonwhite annual
income in 1949 had been less than $1,600. By 1964, the gap was more
than $3,000.

The distribution of occupations for Negroes and whites reveals much
the same situation. The proportion of the total Negro labor force in
white-collar occupations increased by one-third—to 11 percent—between
1950 and 1960. For whites, however, 33 percent were in white-collar
jobs in 1950, three times the percentage attained by Negroes 10 years
later.”

Within the Negro population, there also is a growing gap separating
the poor from the relatively affluent. For a comparatively small per-
centage of the urban Negro population, the decade of the 1950s brought
real economic progress and even relative affluence.®® For the great ma-
jority of Negro Americans, however, there was little economic change in
relation either to whites or to more affluent Negroes.

The great majority of Negroes still are “have-not” Americans. Small
advances in their overall economic and social position have not altered
significantly their situation relative to whites. The closer the promise of
equality seems to come, the further it slips away. In every American
city today, most Negroes inhabit a world largely isolated from the affluence
and mobility of mainstream America.

* * *

These facts provide the foundation for the Commission’s study. They
raise basic questions, and it is to these questions that the remainder of
this report is addressed.

First, what are the factors which cause, or tend to reinforce, separa-
tion of Negroes and whites in the schools? How is this separation related
to the demographic trends described in this chapter, and to other fac-
tors—educational, fiscal, and governmental?

Second, what are the consequences-of racial isolation in the public
schools? What impact does it have upon the educational, economic, and
social achievement of Negroes, and on the attitudes of Negro and white
Americans?

Third, how effective are existing programs designed to eliminate racial
isolation in the schools, and to remedy existing educational disadvantage?

Fourth, what is the current and potential role of State and Federal
governments, and what are the legal issues arising from the existence of
racially isolated schools?

Based on the specific findings in answer to these questions, recommen-
dations have been set forth that provide a basis for positive action at all
levels of government.

* Brimmer, op. cit. supra note 63, at 259, table II; U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Current Population Reports, Ser. P-60, No. 47, table E (1965).

%U.S. Department of Labor, op. cit. supra note 63, at 112.

“By 1960, the annual mean family income of the top 20 percent of nonwhite
families was nearly $9,000. The top 5 percent earned more than $12,600 per year.
Brimmer, op. cit. supra note 63, at 271,
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Chapter 2

Causes of Racial Isolation

The causes of racial isolation in the schools are complex. It has its
roots in racial discrimination that has been sanctioned and even en-
couraged by government at all levels. It is perpetuated by the effects
of past segregation and racial isolation. It is reinforced by demographic,
fiscal, and educational changes taking place in the Nation’s metropolitan
areas. And it has been compounded by the policies and practices of
urban school systems.

Metropolitan Dimensions

The rich variety of the Nation’s urban population is being separated
into distinct groups, living increasingly in isolation from each other. In
metropolitan areas there is a growing separation between the poor and
the affluent, between the well educated and the poorly educated, be-
tween Negroes and whites. The racial, economic, and social stratifica-
tion of cities and suburbs is reflected in similar stratification in city and
suburban school districts.

School District Organization

Just as metropolitan areas typically are divided into large numbers
of independent municipalities, so metropolitan schoolchildren typically
are served by many separate school districts.* It is not uncommon for
a single metropolitan area to contain 40 or more school districts. In
the Boston Metropolitan Area, for example, there are more than 75
separate school districts. The Detroit area has 96 separate school
districts.® Moreover, school districts in metropolitan areas serve widely
varying numbers of students. In 1962, more than half of the Nation’s
metropolitan schoolchildren were served by only 5 percent of the school

1The 212 metropolitan areas in the Nation are served by 6,604 school districts.
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Governments 1962, Vol. 5, at 5 (1964).
21d. at 70, 68.
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districts in metropolitan areas, while 3 percent of metropolitan school-
children were served by 35 percent of the school districts.?

The organization of school districts would not be of special significance
if the racial and socioeconomic groups they served were fairly repre-
sentative of the entire metropolitan area. But city and suburban school
districts generally serve separate economic, social, and racial groups.

The Population Trend

As was noted in Chapter 1, two-thirds of all Americans—white
and Negro—live in metropolitan areas, but whites and Negroes in-
creasingly live apart. By 1960, more than eight of every 10 Negroes
in metropolitan areas resided in central cities, while a majority of the
white population was suburban. Current trends suggest that the sep-
aration will continue. While Negroes of all age groups are concentrated
in cities, white adults are divided equally between cities and suburbs.
White school-age children, however, are more heavily concentrated in
suburbs. Table 1 shows the change in the age structure of suburban
and city whites for 42 metropolitan areas between 1950 and 1960. In
1960 the suburbs contained a lower proportion of whites over 60 years
of age than the cities; a greater proportion of whites of childbearing age

TABLE 1.—Percent of metropolitan white population, in central cilty and suburbs,
by age, 1950 and 1960

Percent of white population living in—
Net change
1950 to 1960
1950 1960
Central Suburbs Central Suburbs Central Suburbs
city city city
23 largest metropoli-
tan areas—Age
groups:
0-19_ . 54. 0 46. 0 42. 6 57.6 | +17.0 +86. 4
20-40_ __________ 57.3 42. 7 44. 9 55.1 [ —24.6 +24. 2
41-60_ . __..___.__ 56. 4 43. 6 48. 7 51. 3 —6.4 +27.2
61 and over__.... 57.0 43. 0 55. 6 44. 4 | +22.3 +29. 8
Total _____.___ 56. 1 43.9 46. 4 53. 6 —2.2 +44. 2
19 smaller metropoli-
tan areas—Age
groups:
0-19. . 65. 0 35.0 47.0 53.0 | —11. 8 +84. 2
20-40___________ 52. 3 47.7 50.0 50.0 —6.0 +3.0
41-60___________ 58. 4 41. 6 51.9 48.1 +2.7 +34.0
61 and over___._. 50.1 40. 9 56. 8 43.2 | +28.3 +41. 2
Total ... dmmm 58.9 41.1 50. 2 49. 8 —2.3 +38.7

Source: Data compiled from U.S. Buresu of the Census, 1950 Census of Population and 1960 Census
of Population,

31d. at 24, table 2.
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than the cities; and an even greater proportion of white school-age
children. Since 1950 the population gain for suburban whites has been
highest for children of school age. The cities’ losses have been least in
the over-60 age group. The trend is most pronounced in the larger
metropolitan areas.

The separation of Negro and white adults of childbearing age per-
petuates the present concentration of white school-age children in the
suburbs and Negro children in the cities. The more isolated pattern
for children—the parents of the next generation—suggests that were
all migration to cease today, natural population increases alone would
greatly intensify racial separation over the'next generation.*

Social and Economic Trends

The increasing racial contrast between city and suburbs is paralleled
by contrasts in economic and social status. Table 2 shows the marked
disparities in personal income and educational attainment between sub-
urbs and central cities. On the average, nearly 70 percent of the cities
had suburbs with higher median family income and educational attain-
ment in 1960. In the larger metropolitan areas—those with a popu-
lation of 500,000 or more—this was true of all cities.

TaBLE 2.—Cily-suburban differentials in socioeconomic status, by populalion size
of urbanized area

Percent of urbanized areas with—
Population of urbanized aress Number

ofareas | Xighersuburban | Higher suburban | Higher suburban
median family | percent complet- | percent in white-
income ing high school | collar cccupation
1,000,000+ _ _ .. _._______ 16 100.0 100.0 87.5
500,000-1,000,000___.._....__ 22 100.0 100.0 86.4
250,000~-800,000- - ________. 29 79.9 75.9 55.2
150,000-250,000- ___ . __.___ 43 72.1 62.8 48.8
100,000-150,000- - ________ 37 70..3 64.9 40.5
50,000-100,000. - . ... ______ 53 56.6 49.1 30.2
Total areas_ . __________ 200 74.0 68.5 50.5

Source: Schnore, The Urban Scene, 207, Table I (1065).

The contrast sharpens when wealth and poverty in absolute terms
are considered. Central cities have more poverty—families with in-
comes below $3,000 a year—than suburbs. Suburbs have more
wealth—families with incomes of more than $10,000 a year—than cities.
There is also a sharp contrast in educational attainment. For every
25 persons in the suburbs with less than a high school education, there
are 30 in the cities; and for every 25 persons in the cities with a college
education, there are 30 in the suburbs.’

‘Farley and Taeuber, Changes in Metropolitan Areas Color Composition and
Residential Segregation Since 1960 (unpublished study in Commission files), (1966).

®Data for the 23 largest metropolitan areas, compiled from U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1960 Census of Population, PG (3), Vol. 3.
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Since 1950, cities have declined in social and economic levels com-
pared to suburbs. As Table 3 shows, the suburbs gained almost twice
as many persons of high income as the cities. The entire gain in white-
collar workers was suburban, with no increase at all in the cities. In
addition, the suburbs have gained almost five times as many persons
with some college education as the cities.

Almost all the affluent and well-educated people who are settling in
the suburbs are white. As a result, suburban school districts acquire
increasing numbers of white children from well-educated and relatively
affluent families. Left behind in the city school districts are children—
many of whom are Negroes—from families of relatively low income
and educational attainment.

TABLE 3.—1950 io 1960 changes in social and economic stalus of population in the
23 largest metropolitan areas

Central city Suburbs
1950-60 changes in— Percent | Percent
Number (in Number (in
thousands) thousands)
Number families with more than
$10,000 yearly income. . oo +1, 092 +322 +1,737 +762
Number individuals over 25 years of
age with 1 year or more of college-. +360 +14 +1, 709 +84
Number white-collar workers._____._ —2 —. 05 +1,735 +47

Source: Data compiled from U.S. Bureau of the Census, /950 Census of Population and 1960 Census o
Population, vol. 3.

Housing

In large part, the separation of racial and economic groups between
cities and suburbs is attributable to housing policies and practices. The
practices of private industry—builders, lenders, and real estate brokers—
often have been key factors in excluding the poor and the nonwhite from
the suburbs and confining them to central cities. « Practices of the private
housing industry have been rigidly discriminatory,” and the housing it
has produced—Ilargely in the suburbs—has been at a price that only the
relatively affluent can afford.®

®In 1960, of the 54 million people living in the metropolitan areas outside of the
central cities, only 2% million were Negroes. U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census
of Population 1960, PC (3)-1D, table 1,at 2 (1963).

?In 1958 the Commission on Race and Housing concluded that, “It is the real estate
brokers, builders, and mortgage finance institutions which translate prejudice into
discriminatory action.” Commission on Race and Housing, Where Shall We Live?
27 (1958). Secalso Abrams, Forbidden Neighbors (1955) ; McEntire, Residence and
Race (1960); 1961 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Report, Housing 2-3 (herein-
after cited as 1961 Commission Housing Report) ; Denton, Race and Property (1964).

® At the end of 1965 the median sales price of private nonfarm one-family homes
sold throughout the Nation was $20,000. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, XIX Housing Statistics, table A-22 (1966).
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Private industry is not alone responsible, however, for the growth of
virtually all-white, middle-class suburbs surrounding the urban poor.
Government at all levels has contributed to the pattern. Racial zoning
ordinances imposed by local law were a formidable factor in creating and
maintaining racially exclusive neighborhoods. Although such ordi-
nances were held unconstitutional in 1917,° a few communities continued
to enforce them, even as late as the 1950’s.° Judicial enforcement of
racially restrictive covenants has been another important factor. Al-
though these covenants were private agreements to exclude members of
designated minority groups, the fact that they were enforceable by State
and Federal courts gave them maximum effectiveness.’”” Not until 1948
was the judicial enforcement of such covenants held unconstitutional,**
and not until 1953 was their enforcement by way of money damages held
unlawful.”® Although racially restrictive covenants no longer are judi-
cially enforceable, they are still used and the patterns they helped to create
still persist.’*

In addition, the authority of local government, to decide on building
permits, building inspection standards, and the location of sewer and
water facilities, has sometimes been used to discourage private builders
who otherwise would be willing to provide housing on a nondiscrimina-
tory basis.”® The power of eminent domain also has been used to keep

® Buchanan v. Warley, 245 U.S. 60 (1917).

1 See, e.g., City of Birmingham v. Monk, 185 F. 2d 859 (5th Cir. 1950) cert. denied,
341 U.S. 940 (1951), where a racial zoning ordinance enacted by the city of Birming-
ham, Ala., was tested in the courts as late as 1951. It was found to be unconstitutional.
See also Jimerson v. City.of Bessemer, Civil No. 10054, N.D. Ala., Aug. 3, 1962, where
a Federal District Court noted in the summer of 1962 that the city of Bessemer, Ala.,
had repealed its racial zoning ordinance “several years ago.”

I Typically racially restrictive covenants represent agreements among adjoining
landowners designating those who will be permitted to occupy the land in the future.
Thus, while their effect is similar to that of racial zoning ordinances, their form is
that of private agreement rather than legislative fiat. A typical racially restrictive
covenant provided: “No part of the land hereby conveyed shall ever be used, or occu-
pied by or sold, demised, transferred, conveyed unto, or in trust for, leased, or rented
or given to Negroes, or any other person or persons of Negro blood or extraction, or to
any person of the Semitic race, blood, or origin, which racial description shall be
deemed to include Armenians, Jews, Hebrews, Persians and Syrians.”” Hearings before
the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights on Housing in Washington, D. C., 58 (1962).
See Legal Appendix infra at 256 for a partial list of cases in which such covenants were
judcially enforced. See also Corrigan v. Buckley, 271 U.S. 323 (1926), where the
U.S. Supreme Court held that these covenants were not invalid in the District of Co-
lumbia, a Federal jurisdiction.

** Shelley v. Kraemer, 334 U.S. 1 (1948); Hurd v. Hodge, 334 U.S. 24 (1948).

® Barrows v. Jackson, 346 U.S. 249 (1953).

¥ This Commission pointed out in 1962: “Restrictive covenants although judi-
cially unenforceable, are still used and recorded in the Washington area, and are
often effective in barring members of the proscribed racial and religious groups from
occupying homes of their choice and within their means.”” U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights, Civil Rights U.S.A.: Housing in Washington, D.C., 33 (1962).

** See McEntire, op. cit. supra, note 7, at 186, where builders from Detroit, Chicago,
Los Angcles, and Norfolk, Va., describe the local governments’ means to enforce their
opposition to open housing.
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Negroes from entering all-white communities,’ as have suburban zoning

and land use requirements.”” Other restrictive zoning policies, such as
minimum lot size requirements, often have had the effect of keeping all
but the relatively affluent out of the suburbs.

Federal housing policy also has contributed to racial separation be-
tween city and suburb. The programs of the Federal Housing Admin-
istration (FHA) and Veterans’ Administration (VA) have been key fac-
tors in the rapid growth of middle-class,-white suburban communities.*®
During 1965, some $150 billion in mortgage loans, representing more
than 15 million housing units, were insured or guaranteed under these
programs.”® The practices of these two agencies during the post-World
War II years of great suburban expansion paralleled and supported the
discriminatory practices of private industry.*

Until 1947, for example, FHA actually encouraged the use of racially
restrictive covenants to assure racial homogeneity.”® Not until the is-
suance of the Executive Order on Equal Opportunity in Housing ** in
1962 could it be said that FHA and VA policy was one of nondiscrimi-
nation. The Executive Order, however, is limited largely to new housing
assisted by FHA and VA. Their share of the new housing market, which
during the suburban housing boom of the late 1940’s and 1950’s often
exceeded 30 percent, has decreased to well under 20 percent.** The mil-

% See, e.g., Wiley v. Richland Water District, Civil No. 60-207, D. Ore., June 30,
1960, 5 Race Rel. L. Rep. 788 (1960), where the land upon which Negro families
had planned to construct 2 home was condemned by the local water district for
further development and sanitation control. See also City of Creve Coeur v. Wein-
stein, 329 S.W. 2d 399 (St. Louis Ct. of App. 1959), where the court upheld the
condemnation for public recreational purposes of land owned by a Negro family in
a previously all-white neighborhood.

¥ See e.g., Frieden, “Toward Equality of Urban Opportunity,” XXXI Journal of
American Institute of Planners 323 (1965).

®See for an example, Hearing before the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in
Cleveland, Ohio, 205-211, 726-729 (Apr. 1-7, 1966) (hereinafter cited as Cleve-
land Hearing).

®For a detailed discussion of the role of FHA and VA in the development of
residential segregation, see 1961 Commission Housing Report 9-26.

®Data supplied by Lee Amman of the FHA Statistics Division and R. C. Coon
of the VA Loan Policy Division on Oct. 11, 1966. FHA programs have been operat-
ing since 1934 and VA programs since 1944.

" See Weaver, The Negro Ghetto, 72 (1948); Abrams op. cit. supra, note 7, at
229-237. )

#The FHA Underwriting Manual of 1938 declared: “If a neighborhood is to
retain stability, it Is necessary that properties shall continue to be occupied by the
same social and racial groups.” The manual carried this principle a step further
by providing a model racially restrictive covenant and recommended its use. See
1961 Commission Housing Report 16.

Z Exec. Order No. 11063, 27 Fed. Reg. 11527 (1962). A number of States
and localities have adopted fair housing laws. For a collection of such laws, see
HHFA, Fair Housing Laws (1964).

*1In 1954 the combined FHA and VA share of the market was 35.5 percent; in
1955, 41.1 percent; in 1956, 34.7 percent. By 1964 the combined FHA and VA
share of the new housing market had been reduced to 17 percent. Computations
based on HHFA 18 Ann. Rep. 383 (1964).
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lions of suburban housing units the two agencies helped to produce in
past years when they were a dominant force in the housing industry
remain largely unaffected by the Executive Order’s requirement of non-
discrimination. Thus, present Federal nondiscrimination policy does not
reach much of the housing the Federal Government subsidized under
policies which countenanced or encouraged discrimination, and efforts
to obtain a national law broader in coverage thus far have proved
unsuccessful.*® '

Equally important is the fact that Federal housing programs have not
made a comparable investment in housing to meet the needs of lower-
dncome families, of whom Negroes make up a disproportionate share.
The few Federal programs that do seek to provide such housing do not
provide it on a metropolitan basis. Indeed, they are having the effect of
intensifying concentrations of the poor and nonwhite within central cities.

Low-rent public housing, for example, is an important source of housing
for Negroes.*® In metropolitan areas it has been confined almost entirely
to central cities. State laws vary on where public housing developments
may be placed. In some States, city housing authorities may operate in
suburban areas but the consent of the governing body of the community in
which the public housing is to be built always must be obtained.”* Of
the quarter of a million public housing units that have been built by city
public housing authorities in the Nation’s 24 largest metropolitan areas,
in only one, Cincinnati, has the city housing authority been permitted to
build outside the central city. There the authority has provided a total
of 76 low-rent units in the suburbs.® In effect, therefore, the public
housing program has served to intensify the concentrations of the poor
and the nonwhite in the central city.

The FHA 221(d) (3) program, designed to assist private industry in
providing rental housing for lower- and moderate-income families, also
produces housing largely confined to central cities. Under existing legis-
lation projects may be constructed only in communities which have
adopted a “workable program for community improvement.” **  Since
most cities have such “workable programs” and few suburbs do,* the

% Duting the last session of Congress, a civil rights bill, H.R. 14765, 89th Cong.
2d sess. (1966), containing a broad fair housing law, was passed by the House of
Representatives on Aug. 9, 1966. It was not passed by the Senate, however.

* As of March 1966, of the 587,520 occupied public housing units, 273,097 were
occupied by Negroes. Data obtained from Louis Katz, head of Statistics Division,
Housing Assistance Administration, Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Oct. 6, 1966.

% Memorandum dated Oct. 3, 1966, from Ruth E. Dunlop, Legislative Attorney,
Housing Assistance Administration, Department of Housing and Urban Development,
to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.

* Data supplied by Louis Katz, note 26 supra, on Oct. 31, 1966.

® Housing Act of 1949, sec. 101(c), amended by 75 Stat. 149, 153 as amended
42 U.S.C. 1451 (c) (1964).

® According to one official, at least 75 percent of the suburbs do not maintain
workable programs. Interview with Maurice Davis, Office of the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, Oct. 12, 1966. '
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majority of units in the program have been constructed in central cities.*
FHA-assisted builders of private suburban housing are free to build with-
out regard to whether the community maintains a “workable program.”
But where private enterprise is being utilized to provide housing for lower-
income families under 221(d) (3), Congress, by imposing the “workable
program” requirement, has given local governments the power to prevent
the building of projects within their boundaries. Even if this form of
local government veto power should be removed, thereby permitting the
housing industry to build low-income housing in the suburbs, the impact
of the 221(d) (3) program would not be great because of the limited
volume of housing the program can produce.®

The rent supplement program, authorized in 1965, potentially can pro-
duce a larger volume of low-income housing outside central cities.*® But
here, too, Congress has given local governments a veto power by requiring
that there either be a “workable program” in the community or that the
lecal governing body specifically approve the operation of the program in
the community.** The volume of housing the rent supplement program
can produce has been curtailed because Congress has appropriated less
than half the funds authorized for the program’s operation in its first two
years.”

Low-cost housing, then, is produced under governmental policies which
result in its being made available largely in the central city, further rein-
forcing the trend toward racial and economic separation in metropolitan
areas.

* While no precise statistics are available on this point, this was the estimate of
the Market Analysis and Research Section, Research and Statistics Division, FHA.
Information obtained from Sigmund Shapiro of the Market Analysis and. Research
Section, Oct. 10, 1966.

* During the five years of the program’s existence, it has produced only 47,000
units. Commitments arc outstanding for another 9,500 units and applications are
being processed for an additional 30,000 units. Data obtained from the Research and
Statistics Division, FHA, Sept. 27, 1966.

® The rent supplement program uses the ordinary channels of the private housing
markct and provides assistance through direct payments of a portion of the rent
on behalf of needy families. The housing produced under the program is privately
owned, privately constructed, and privately financed through FHA-insured market-
interest-rate loans under the 221(d)(3) program. Thus, the rent supplement
program is different from the low-rent public housing program. Public housing
involves governmental bodies almost exclusively, both in terms of financing and
ownership of the housing, while the rent supplement program involves private
financing and private ownership. The Federal assistance in the rent supplement
program is limited to payments pursuant to a precisc formula to private house
owners on behalf of tenants who require these payments to afford the market rents.

% The original authorization for a rent supplement program, Housing and Urban,
Development Act of 1965, 79 Stat. 451a 12 U.S.C. 1701 (Supp. I, 1964) did not
contain such a restriction but it was imposed by the Independent Offices Appropria-
tion Act of 1967, 80 Stat. 663.

¥ Of the $150 million authorized for the four-year program, $65 million was au-
thorized for the first two years of operation. Congress appropriated $12 million for
the first year and $20 million for the second. First Supplemental Appropriation
Act for 1966, 79 Stat. 1133 ($12 million) and Independent Offices Appropriation
Act of 1967 (note 34 supra) ($20 million).
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Thus the practices of the private housing industry and government at
all levels have combined to reinforce the separation of the poor and the
nonwhite from middle-class whites.

Fiscal Disparities

The trend toward racial and economic isolation between city and
suburbs also has been reinforced by the manner in which schools are
financed. Education, like many other governmental functions, is financed
in large part from property taxes levied by local jurisdictions.** Under
this system of financing, the adequacy of educational services is heavily
dependent on the adequacy of each community’s tax base. With the
increasing loss of their more affluent white population, central cities also
have suffered a pronounced erosion of their fiscal capacity. At the same
time the need for city services has increased, particularly in the older and
larger cities. The combination of rising costs and a declining tax base
has weakened the cities’ capacity to support education at levels compa-
rable to those in the suburbs.*” As the gap between educational services
in the cities and suburbs has widened, more affluent white families have
been afforded further inducement to leave the cities, again intensifying
racial and economic isolation and further widening the gap.

Part of the growing need for urban services arises from increasing
poverty and urban decay, but the sources of declining fiscal capacity are
more complex. The suburbanization of service industries. has left the
cities with an increasing proportion of heavy industry which employs
blue-collar, and often unskilled workers, many of whom are Negroes.
The movement of service industries to the suburbs, on the other hand,
not only has depleted taxable property in the cities, but also has encour-
aged the suburbanization of white-collar workers.*®* Whites have no

* Bollens and Schmandt, The Metropolis 171 (1965).

 See, generally, Benson, “Education Finance and Its Relation to School Oppor-
tunities of Minority Groups,” prepared for the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
(1966) (hereinafter cited as Benson Study).

* “Everr a conservative view must anticipate the exodus of a large segment of re-
tail and other nonmanufacturing businesses from downtown centers. Abandonment
of these centers will lead to a host of municipal problems not the least of which is the
loss of substantial tax base. These economic developments are at once a step towards,
and 2 consequence of, the city-suburban bifurcation of races that promise to trans-
form many central cities into low-class ethnic islands.” Grodzins, “The Metropolitan
Area as a Racial Problem,” in American Race Relations Today 102 (Rabb ed. 1962).
“Although central cities are losing some manufacturing industry to suburban areas
as well as nonmetropolitan areas, they have nevertheless maintained the preponderant
share of the Nation’s total manufacturing enterprises.” Kitagawa and Bogue, Sub-
urbanization of Manufacturing Activity Within Metropolitan Areas 15 (1955).

See also U.S. Department of Labor unpublished study, quoted in U.S. Dept. of
Labor News Release 7359, Aug. 15, 1966:

“A growing concentration of new industrial and commercial building in suburbs
is intensifying the employment problems of the big-city poor—especially Negroes.

. . . between 1954-65 more than half of all new industrial buildings and stores
were built outside the central cities of the Nation’s metropolitan areas.

Foctnote ccntinued on following page.
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trouble moving to the suburbs, but housing discrimination and income
disparities pose barriers for Negroes. Thus, the suburbanization of in-
dustry tends to concentrate more taxable property and white families of
liigher income and higher educational attainment in the suburbs.

As a result, central cities contain an increasingly disproportionate share
of the poor and the nonwhite populations, and must carry heavier finan-
cial burdens in low-income housing and public assistance programs. In
addition, cities must spend a considerable amount of their total budgets
for services, such as fire and police protection, sanitation and transpor-
tation, the benefits of which are shared by non-residents. All these claims
on city budgets—which are much less pressing in most suburbs—reduce
the proportion that can be allocated to education.*

Table 4 shows that cities spend a third more per capita for welfare
and two times more per capita for public safety than suburbs, while
suburbs spend more than half again as much per capita for education.
Suburbs spend nearly twice the proportion of their total budget upon
education as cities. The greater competition for tax dollars in cities
seriously weakens their capacity to support education. Even though
school revenues are derived from property tax levies, which in theory are
often independent of other principal taxes, city school authorities must
take this greater competition into account in their proposals for revenue

TaBLE 4.—Ezpenditures for urban services tn central cities and suburbs, 1957

Central cities Suburbs
Avcrage per capita expenditure for fire and police.____ $27. 5 $13. 0
Proportion of average general expenditure._._________ 12. 6 7.0
Average per capita expenditure for welfare__________ $18. 2 $11. 6
Proportion of average general expenditure...._._____ 8.3 6.2
Avcrage per capita expenditure for education........._ $58. 1 $85. 9
Proportion of average general expenditure...._.___._ 31. 3 53.8

1

Source: Data on fire, police, and welfare expenditures (12 metropolitan areas) from Brazer, ‘“Some Fisca

Implications of Metropolitanism® in Metropolitan Issues: Social, Governmental, Fiscal Aug. 20-30, 1961

at 72, Data on_education expenditure (36 metropolitan areas) from Sacks, Metropolitan sreas’
Finances (unpublished manuseript in Commission files) App. A2-1 (1966).

“Since the Negro population is rising rapidly in the Nation’s big cities, the trend
toward more business building in the suburbs is particularly hard on Negroes.

“This reveals a long-term tendency for major sources of employment to be located
quite a distance from the residence of workers with a very high incidence of unem-
ployment and poverty. As a result many residents of central cities—whose incomes
tend to be lower than those of others—will find travel to and from work in suburbs
more expensive and time-consuming.”

Grodzins, supra at 102. “The rclative immobility of heavy (manufacturing)
industry has the result of fixing the laboring and semiskilled groups, including large
numbers of Negroes, within the central cities.” See also, Cuzzort, Suburbanization of
Service Industries Within Standard Metropolitan Areas (1955).

% Sec Brazer, “Some Fiscal Implications of Metropolitanism,” reprinted from
Metropolitan Issues: Social, Governmental, Fiscal (July 1962), in 61 Brookings In-
stitution, 71 (1962) and Sacks, Metropolitan Area Finances 20 (unpublished study
in the files of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights) (1964).
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increases. City school systems thus are faced with increasing needs for
educational expenditures, declining fiscal capacity, and increasing compe-
tition within the city for shares of tax revenue.

With the increasing fiscal pressures on cities, a relative decline in their
expenditures for education compared to suburbs has been almost in-
evitable. As Table 5 shows, the cities in 12 large metropolitan areas led
in expenditures for instruction in 1950. In almost all cases they spent
considerably more per pupil than the average suburb and in many cases
more per pupil than any of their suburbs. By 1964, however, these same
cities had slipped to the point where most were spending less than the
suburban average.*

As the table indicates, all school districts have increased spending on
instruction but the increase typically has been greater in the suburbs.
In 1950, the per pupil expenditure in the central city exceeded the average
suburban expenditure in 10 of the 12 metropolitan areas. By 1964,
the average suburb was spending more than the central city in seven of the
12 metropolitan areas.

State education aid often does not help to close the gap. State grants
to assist local school districts sometimes are made on a direct matching
basis, and often on the basis of a formula designed to eliminate inequities

“ The figures are somewhat different for teachers’ salaries. As the table below

shows, in many cases teacher salary expenditures per pupil still are higher in the
city than in the average suburb.

Teacher salary expenditures per pupil

Amount per | Amount per Percent Absolute
Place pupil, 1950 pupil, 1964 change, dollar change,
1050564 1950-64
Baltimore City .- . ____.. $166 $335 101.8 $169
Suburbs_ _ .. 122 345 182.8 223
Birmingham City_ .. _.._..._... 103 1 190 84.4 87
Suburbs_ ... _________.___._ 86 182 111.6 96
Boston City .o __ 172 360 109.3 188
Suburbs. ... ._ 162 390 140.7 228
Buffalo City._ - .. _____________ 190 310 63.1 120
Suburbs. ... .. _._ 164 276 68.3 112
Chattanooga City._.______.._.. 114 233 104.4 119
Suburbs. . ... _________ 115 217 88.7 102
Chicago City. . oo ® ) (1) 0]
Suburbs. . ______ . _________ O] O] ® ®
Cincinnati City-co oo oo onn.s 167 267 59.9 100
Suburbs. - ... _________ 132 257 94.6 125
Cleveland City._____.__________ 151 244 61.5 93
Suburbs. ... ________. 148 292 97.3 144
Detroit City - oo .. 172 205 71.5 123
Suburbs__._____.._....__. 153 288 88.2 135
New Orleans City. . .._____.____ 164 241 46.9 77
Suburbs. ... _______ ... 106 208 96. 2 102
St. Lonis City______.________.__ O] 267 |-
Suburbs._ __________._.____ 127 320 152.0 193
San Franciseo City____.________ 198 390 96.9 192
Suburbs._ - .. ____ ... _____ i 140 2908 112.9 158

1 Not available.
Source: Benson Study 31.
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TABLE 5.—Insiructional expendilures per pupil

Amount per | Amount per Percent Absolute
Place pupil, 1950 pupil, 1964 inerease, dollar increase,
1950-64 1950-64

Baltimore City ... ___.____ $181 $346 91.2 $165
Suburbs_ _ ... ___ 165 364 120. 6 199
Birmingham City_._____________ 116 225 93.9 109
Suburbs_ _ ... ___ 97 228 135.0 131
Boston City_______________._.__.. 184 401 117.9 217
Suburbs_ - ... ___ 177 431 143. 5 354
Buffalo City_______________._.___ 213 362 69.9 149
Suburbs_ _ _._ . ______ 285 375 31.6 90
Chattanooga City________._.___. 121 280 131.4 159
Suburbs.. . __ .. ___________ 119 248 108. 4 129
Chicago City. ... _.____ 181° 396 118.7 215
Suburbs.. ... ______________ 197 414 110.2 217
Cincinnati City_ ... .____ 197 340 72.6 143
Suburbs. - ... 149 332 122.8 183
Cleveland City ..o ____.____ 179 325 81.5 146
Suburbs____ ... ... ___ 162 407 151.2 245
Detroit City. . ____ 196 363 85.2 167
Suburbs__.__.__._______._ 183 361 97.2 178
New Orleans City__________.____ 171 256 49.7 85
Suburbs_ _ . .. 108 220 103.7 112

St. Louis City_ oo 176 323 83.5 147
Suburbs_ .. ___________.____ 159 396 149.1 237

San Francisco City oo 212 442 108. 4 230
Suburbs_ .. _____ ... ___ 159 409 157.2 250

Source: Benson Study at 30,

in expenditures among school districts.** In many metropolitan areas,
however, the equalizing effect of State funds is only partial. As Table 6
reveals over the past 15 years, State contributions to city school systems
often have shown a greater proportionate increase than the average of
State grants to the suburbs. Yet in 7 of the 12 metropolitan areas, States
now are contributing more per pupil to the suburban schools than to
those in the cities. In light of the generally higher suburban expendi-
tures, it would appear that the pattern of State education aid within
metropolitan areas no longer fully corresponds to fiscal need. State aid
programs designed decades ago to assist the then poorer suburban dis-
tricts often support the now wealthier suburbs at levels comparable to or
higher than the cities.

Federal aid to education had no consistent equalizing effect before
1965. National Defense Education Act funds, for example, have been
too small in proportion to total local expenditures to have had any
noticeable impact upon the city-suburban imbalance. Indeed, funds
under that Act sometimes have gone disproportionately to suburban
schools.** Funds allocated under legislation to aid federally impacted
areas never were intended to have an equalizing effect. Title I of the
1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act, however, was designed

! See generally Benson, The Cheerful Prospect (1963).

“1See Campbell and Bunnell, “Differential Impact of National Programs on Sec-
ondary Schools,” 1963 School Review 476.
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specifically to provide additional funds to those school systems with con-
centrations of families in poverty and, as Table 7 shows, these funds have

had an equalizing effect.

Nonetheless, Federal aid—which, during the

1965-66 school year, accounted for less than 8 percent of total education

TABLE 6.—Revenues per pupil from State sources

Amount per pupil Percent Absolute dollar

Place increase, increase,

1950-64 1950-64

1950 1964

Baltimore City. .. _.____ 371 $171 140. 8 $100
Suburbs___._______________ 90 199 121. 1 109
Birmingham City______________ 90 201 123. 3 111
Suburbs. - ... 54 150 177.7 96
Boston City oo . 19 52 173.7 33
Suburbs_ _______________}_ r30 75 150. 0 45
Buffalo City.. ... L 135 284 110. 4 149
Suburbs_ _________________ 165 270 63. 6 105
Chattanooga City. ... _._..__ 62 136 119. 4 74
Suburbs....________________ 141 152 7.8 11
Chicago City oo 42 154 266. 6 112
Suburbs_ ___ . __________.__: 32 110 243. 8 78
Cincinnati City________________ 51 91 78. 4 40
Suburbs__._ .. .. ____ 78 91 16.7 13
Cleveland City_______._______.. 50 88 76.0 38
uburbs_ ________________. 39 88 125. 6 49
Detroit City - oo 135 189 40.0 54
Suburbs_ _________________ 149 240 61.1 91
New Orleans City______________ 152 239 57.2 87
Suburbs._ _ ... 117 259 121. 4 142
St. Louis City_ ... ___.___ 70 131 87.1 61
Suburbs. . ________________ 61 143 134. 4 82
San Francisco City. . ___..._.... 122 163 33.6 41
Suburbs. . ________________ 160 261 63.1 101

Source: Benson Study at 28.

x

TaBLE 7.—Enlitlements for granis under title I, Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act, fiscal year 1966

Entitlements Entitlements

Place per pupil in Place per pupil in

average daijly average dajly

attendance attendance
Baltimore City. ____.__. $41 || Cincinnati City.._.._._ $39
Suburbs_.. _...___. 11 Suburbs..._____.___ 8
Birmingham City_.____ 31 || Cleveland City__._..____ 35
Suburbs. ... 21 Suburbs_____..__._. 9
Boston City_____.______ 43 [| Detroit City_..___..._ 44
Suburbs.______._.___ 13 Suburbs.___.______ 11
Buffalo City_____.______ 78 || New Orleans City_____. 48
Suburbs________.___ 14 Suburbs.___._.____ 16
Chattanooga City_._._. 35 || St. Louis City___._.... 50
Suburbs___________ 15 Suburbs____..___.__ 7
Chicago City . ._._.._ 66 || San Francisco City.____ 38
Suburbs..__..._._. 9 Suburbs_______.__. 16

Source: Benson Study at 25.
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expenditures—has not eliminated the gap between city and suburban
school systems.**

Fiscal differentials of this magnitude have a measurable impact on the
tangible quality of education offered in city and suburban schools.**
Suburban schools, in many cases, have more library volumes per student,
markedly smaller classes, more specialized teaching staffs, and more ade-
quate facilities—such as those for teaching science and languages.®

Suburban school systems are able to select their teachers from a much
larger pool of applicants than central city systems. Moreover, suburban
teachers tend to be younger, from better-educated families, and to have
had greater variety in their prior teaching experience than those in the
cities.** There is no consistent evidence that suburban teachers receive
substantially higher salaries.”” Other considerations such as superior
facilities and lower pupil-teacher ratios probably draw them to the
suburbs. In addition, the overwhelming majority of America’s teachers,
and of college students who intend to teach, express a preference for
academically oriented schools—with a high proportion of middle-class
children.*®*  Such schools usually are found in the suburbs.

Schools inevitably mirror their environment. Within metropolitan
areas, the growing racial isolation and social stratification are reflected
in the schools. ~ All signs—the educational character and the racial com-
position of suburban schools, the preferences of teachers, the comparative

3 Benson Study at 2. When Table 7 is read in conjunction with Table 5, it can be
seen that of the seven metropolitan areas in which the average suburb was spending
more on instruction per pupil than the central city in 1964, aid under the 1965
Elementary and Secondary Education Act would leave two central cities (Cleveland
and St. Louis) lagging behind the average suburb. The more affiuent suburbs would
remain well ahead of the central cities despite the Federal aid.

“ For a discussion of the relationship of school quality to student achievement, see
ch. 3 at 92-100.

¢ Analysis by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights of data from OE Survey. See
App. B, vol. I1.

* Analysis, note 45 supra.

“For example, the table below shows the salary range for teachers in city and
suburban schools in the northeastern part of the Nation. See also App. B, vol. II.

In the city {Inthesuburbs
Percent of teachers whose salaries are—

Below $3,000_ _ _ _ _ . 0.7 0.9
Between $3,000 and $3,999__ __ ________.___ .3 .2
Between $4,000 and $4,999_ _ ______________ 1.9 2.4
Between $5,000 and $5,999_ _ ______________ 18.6 24.3
Between $6,000 and $6,999.. oo e 16.5 17.9
Between $7,000 and $7,999_ _ . . . ._____ 18.3 18.9
Between $8,000 and $8,999_ _ _ _ __ .. _._.__ 11.8 18.1
Between $9,000 and $9,999_ _ ______________ 9.9 9.9
$10,000 or more_ _ __ __________ . _____._ 21.7 7.0

Analysis by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights of data from OE Suroey.

® OFE Survey 167 (elementary school teachers), 169 (secondary school teachers),
354-364 (discussion of findings).
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levels of fiscal support, and the movement of wealth and population—
point to the perpetuation of the cycle of metropolitan stratification and
isolation. The process has developed a momentum of its own that can-
not easily be reversed.

Thus the growing racial, social, and economic disparities between
cities and suburbs are reflected in virtually all facets of the educational
environment of city and suburban schools, and the disparities in the
schools in turn encourage the process of separation. There are many
reasons for the migration to the suburbs, but schools play a significant
part. As suburban school systems spend more for education than the
cities, recruit more capable teachers, reduce claks size and improve facili-
ties, they tend to attract increasing numbers of middle-income families—
the overwhelming majority of them white. Given the lesser competition
for tax revenues in the suburbs, they can spend more for education at
lower overall tax rates than the cities. Conversely, as cities attempt to
improve education through increased local expenditures, they must raise
property tax rates—already relatively high—even higher. This provides
a further inducement for movement to the suburbs.

Racial Isolation and the Central City

In the public schools of the central cities there are also pronounced
patterns of stratification and racial isolation. One reason is the high
level of residential segregation common to all cities**—a product of
private discrimination, State and local government practices, and the
impact of federally assisted housing programs. When children are as-
signed to schools on the basis of residential proximity, rigid residential
segregation intensifies racial isolation in the schools.

Private and parochial school enrollment, which is overwhelmingly
white,* also is a significant factor in the increasing separation of white
and Negro school children. In addition, the policies and practices of
city school systems play an important role.

Central City Housing

Residential segregation, now common to all major cities in the Nation,
issevere. The maps, for example, show intense racial concentrations in
Chicago, Ill., and St. Louis, Mo.

“ Taeuber & Taeuber, Negroes in Cities (1965).
® In 1960, of the more than 4 million pupils enrolled in nonpublic elementary schools
in the United States, only 140,529 were nonwhite. 44,308 nonwhites were attending

Footnote continued on page 33.
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Mar 1.—Percent of Negro population, in census tracts, city of Chicago, 1960
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Map 2—Percent distribution of Negro population of St. Louis by census tract, 1960
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In large measure the responsibility for these concentrations must
be shared, as in the exclusion of Negroes from the suburbs, by the private
housing industry and by government. Discriminatory practices of city
landlords, lending institutions, and real estate brokers have accentuated
the residential confinement of Negroes.*

Policies and practices of State and local governments that have en-
couraged the racial and economic separation between cities and suburbs
have accomplished the same result within the cities. Here, too, racial
zoning ordinances and the judicial enforcement of racially restrictive
covenants have played a major role.

Other decisions made at all levels of government also have contributed
substantially to city patterns of residential segregation. Local public
housing authorities, instead of locating projects on small sites scattered
throughout the city, have concentrated them in large blocks located in
limited areas of the city, frequently in the sections where racial concen-

nonpublic secondary schools which had a total enrollment of more than 1 million.
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population, PG(2)-5A, Table A-1, at 129
(1964).

*t See, e.g., 1961 Commission Housing Report 2-3. In addition, the device of
“blockbusting” utilized by some real estate brokers has helped to transform integrated
city neighborhoods into all-Negro neighborhoods. The practice of “blockbusting”
involves the deliberate harassment of white property owners in integrated neighbor-
hoods to induce “panic-selling,” generally at below market prices. By this means,
some brokers acquire these properties at a low price and then resell them to Negro
families at in"ated prices. The process of harassment then typically continues until
the neighborhood becomes all Negro. For an account of “blockbusting™ tactics, see
U.S. Commission on Givil Rights 1959 Report, 379-80 (1959).
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trations are most dense.”® Local improvement programs, such as urban
renewal and highway construction, have displaced large numbers of low-
income nonwhite families who often have no alternative but to relocate
in areas of existing racial concentrations, thereby intensifying residential
segregation.®

The Federal Government shares with State and local governments
the responsibility for decisions that increase residential segregation within
cities. Low-income housing programs, although carried out by private
parties and local government agencies, usually are federally subsidized,
and key determinations such as site selection are made with Federal ap-
proval. Similarly, local improvement programs often are heavily fi-
nanced by the Federal Government and are subject to Federal approval.
The Commission has reviewed the impact on racial concentrations in the
city, and in the city schools, of three important Federal programs—FHA
221(d)(83), urban renewal, and low-rent public housing.

As noted earlier, the Federal Housing Administration’s 221(d)(3)
program of assisting private industry in building rental projects for
Jlower- to middle-income families has been primarily a central city pro-
gram. In view of the high degree of residential segregation in cities,
the sites selected for these projects can be important factors in either
intensifying or reducing racial concentrations. They often reinforce
existing racial concentrations. Of the two sites selected for FHA 221(d)
(3) projects in Chicago, for example, one was in a virtually all-white
area; the other in an all-Negro neighborhood. The projects, now fully
occupied, have occupancies 99 percent white and 100 percent Negro
respectively. ‘The elementary schools serving the projects are 98.5 per-
cent white and 99.6 percent Negro, respectively.” In Boston, three
projects recently built in an urban renewal area each have a nonwhite
occupancy of approximately 87 percent. During the 1965-66 school

" See pp. 36-38, infra. See also 1961 Commission Housing Report, 112-14.

% For example, in St. Paul, Minn., which is 97 percent white, a freeway eliminated
the housing for 311 Negro householders. This number represented 72 percent of all
the displacement caused by the freeway, and it displaced 15 percent of the city’s Negro
housing. Furthermore, only 35 percent of those displaced Negro householders who
sought housing outside the ghetto obtained it, while all the displaced white householders
who sought such housing obtained it. Davis, “The Effects of a Freeway Displacement
on Racial Housing Segregation in a Northern City,” 1965 Phylon, 209-15. See also
the account of a Negro resident of Cleveland who was displaced to make room for
Interstate Highway 71. Cleveland Hearing, 175-79. For a discussion of the impact
of urban renewal in displacing nonwhite families, see pp. 35-36, infra.

# The projects are the Barry Avenue Apartments, 99 percent white, and Englewood
Manor, 100 percent Negro. The schools serving the former are Nettlehorst (ele-
mentary, 98.5 percent white) and Lakeview (high school, 95 percent white). The
schools attended by children living in Englewood Manor are Deneen (elementary,
99.6 percent Negro), Parker (high school, 99.9 percent Negro). School enrollments
are for 1965-66. Interviews with Ernest C. Stevens, Executive Director, and Napoleon
P. Dotson, Intergroup Relations Adviser, Chicago FHA Insurance Office, Sept. 20
and 29, 1966.
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year, the schools serving the project children ranged from 91 to 100
percent nonwhite.®

The Federal Housing Administration, which has the responsibility for
administering the program, states that it “examines carefully the site
on every multifamily housing project which it insures, and particularly
with respect to 221(d)(3) projects.” *® FHA’s concern, however, is
limited to economic feasibility. It does not base its decisions upon the
impact a proposed 221(d) (3) project may have on the racial composi-
tion of the neighborhood or the schools.*

The main impact of urban renewal on residential patterns and racial
composition of the public schools is through the relocation of families
it displaces.”® More than 60 percent of the families displaced since 1949
whose color is known are nonwhite.** The Department of Housing and
Urban Development, which administers the program, sets certain stand-
ards of safety, sanitation, and costs to assure that the new homes of
families and individuals who will be displaced will be adequate and
within their means. But the Department does not look into each
relocation plan to determine the impact of relocation in intensifying or
reducing racial concentrations.”® Neither does it determine the impact
of relocation on the racial composition of schools.**

* The three projects are Academy Homes, Clarksdale Gardens and Charlame Park
Homes. Interview with Richard XK. Tyrrell, Deputy Director, and James A. Feely,
Chief Underwriter, Boston FHA Insuring Office, Aug. 19, 1966. The schools serving
these projects are W. L. P. Boardman, David A. Ellis, Ellis Annex, Julia Ward Howe,
and Libby Nay. Interview with Charles Q. Lynch, Director of Statistics for the
Boston School Committee, Sept. 29, 1966.

% Memorandum from P. N. Brownstein, Assistant Secretary-Commissioner, FHA,
Aug. 26, 1965, forwarded to the Commission by Hon. Robert C. Weaver, Secretary,
Department of Housing and Urban Development, in response to a series of questions
related to policies and practices of that Department (hereinafter cited as Weaver
Letter Enclosures).

% Ibid. -~

* The urban renewal program also affects racial concentrations through the reuse
of urban renewal project land. In 1964, the then Urban Renewal Administration
claimed that “Some 60 percent of all dwelling units on project land disposed of during
the year ending in mid-1964 was within the reach of low- and middle-income
families. . . .» HHFA 18 Ann. Rep. 323 (1964). By the end of 1965, however,
only some 84,000 dwelling units had actually been provided on urban renewal land
since the inception of the program. During the same period more than 333,000
dwelling units were demolished through urban renewal. Thus the program has
demolished three times as many homes as it has produced. Statistics provided by the
Office of Program Planning, Renewal Assistance Administration, Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, Sept. 28, 30, and Oct. 10, 1966.

% Data obtained from the Office of Program Planning, Renewal Assistance Adminis-
tration, Department of Housing and Urban Development, note 58 supra.

® Memorandum from Madison S. Jones, Director, Office of Relocation and Rehabili-
tration, Renewal Assistance Administration, dated Aug. 24, 1966, (Weaver Leiter
Enclosures).

® Ibid. In March 1966, the then Urban Renewal Administration announced the
following policy: “All local public agencies carrying out relocation activities . . .
shall maintain lists of, and refer families and individuals to, only housing which is
available on a nondiscriminatory basis.” Local public agency letter No. 364, Mar. 17,

Tootnote continued on following page.

35


https://concentrations.00
https://nonwhite.50
https://schools.57
https://nonwhite.55

In a number of cities, urban renewal has intensified existing racial
residential concentrations. In Cleveland, for example, four urban re-
newal projects displaced 1,300 families. Fully 1,100 of them were non-
white, and 88 percent of the nonwhite families relocated in areas already
more than 50 percent nonwhite.”® The impact upon schools is equally
pronounced. In Boston, two schools located near an urban renewal area
were 30 and 50 percent nonwhite, respectively, in 1960. After clearance
and relocation (between 1962 and 1964), 25 percent of the families
displaced relocated in the general area served by the two schools. By
1964 the schools’ nonwhite enrollment had risen to 53 percent and 87
percent, respectively.®

By far the most important Federal housing program, in terms of its
impact on central city residential segregation, is low-rent public housing.
For almost 30 years it has been the primary source of standard housing
for the urban poor. In many cities, North and South, public housing
projects have been segregated by race, sometimes by official policy.®
Although racial segregation in public housing projects through overt
Government policy now is rarely found, projects in Northern cities still
are frequently nearly all-white or nearly all-Negro.*

The Department of Housing and Urban Development, which
administers this program, is concerned about the impact of each project

1966. This policy, however, affects only listings and referrals during the execution
phase of the prdject, and does not relate to housing that a local public agency may
use for relocation resource purposes. Thus, a local public agency may satisfy the
Department that there is adequate relocation housing available, without regard to
whether this housing is in fact available on a nondiscriminatory basis. The Depart-
ment’s policy means only that the local public agency, in assisting displaced families
in securing relocation housing, may only refer them to housing available on a non-
discriminatory basis. This may well mean “Negro housing” in “Negro neighbor-
hoods.” Although this new policy requirement has not yet had a demonstrable effect,
it may well result in intensifying racial concentrations rather than contributing to
open occupancy. In no case does the Department insist that the operation of the
urban renewal program must result in reducing concentrations of nonwhites in the
community or in the schools.

% Cleveland Hearing, at 706-7.

% Interview with Anthony Galeota, chief structural engineer of the Boston School
Committee, Aug. 18, 1966. The project is Washington Park. The schools are Sara
Greenwood and William Endicott. A substantial increase in the enrollment of these
schools has resulted in the need to bus children out of the school because of
overcrowding.

# In San Francisco and Detroit, for example, governmentally enforced segregation
in public housing was practiced well into the 1950°s. See Banks v. Housing Au-
thority, 260 P. 2d 668 (1st Dist. Ct. App. Calif. 1953), cert. denied 347 U.S. 974
(1954) ; Detroit Housing Comm’n v. Lewis, 226 F. 2d 180 (6th Cir. 1955), where
such segregation was held unconstitutional.

% In Cleveland, for example, of the 11 public housing projects in the city, 4 are
more than 90 percent white and 3 are 90-100 percent Negro. Cleveland Hearing,
at 157.
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on schools and on neighborhood racial concentrations.”® Nonetheless,
public housing often has intensified racial concentrations in central city
schools.®”

In San Francisco, for example, six projects totaling more than 2,300
units, each predominantly Negro, are grouped on one piece of land called
Hunter’s Point. The schools in the area that serve the housing projects
all are more than 90 percent Negro.®® In Cincinnati, two nearby

“ For example, the Department requires information on the adequacy (but not the
racial composition) of schools that will serve each project and attempts to determine
the probable racial composition of a proposed public housing project, and the pro-
posed project’s impact on the racial composition of the neighborhood or the impact
of the racial composition of the neighborhood on the proposed project. Information
supplied in memorandum from Housing Assistance Administration, Weaver Letter
Enclosures, table A at 4.

% Secretary Weaver informed the Commission: “HUD makes no attempt to assess
the racial impact of a proposed public housing project on the composition of the
schools serving the area, unless this evaluation arises as part of the delineation of the
impact of the proposed project on the neighborhood and its facilities as a whole.
The racial composition of surrounding schools may or may not be known to HUD
reviewers.” Information supplied in memorandum from Housing Assistance Admin-
istration (Weaver Letter Enclosures). It is not clear whether HUD has any meaning-
ful policy regarding the impact of site selection on racial concentrations in public
housing projects. In 1962, shortly after the Executive Order of Equal Opportunity
in Housing was issued, the General Counsel of what was then the Public Housing Ad-
ministration ruled that “the mere fact that a project is divided into two or more
separate sites in ‘white’ and ‘nonwhite’ neighborhoods would not of itself constitute a
violation [of the Order], so long as all eligible applicants were given an equal op-
portunity to choose which site they preferred. . . .” Memorandum from Joseph
Burstein, Legal Division, Public Housing Administration, to Walter A. Simon, Direc-
tor, Philadelphia Regional Office re: “Executive Order 11063, Equal Opportunity
in Housing, relationship of Public Housing Administration contractual requirement
to site selection,” Dec. 21, 1962. In 1965, following enactment of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act, the PHA manual was revised to contain the following provision:
“The aim of a local authority in carrying out its responsibility for site selection
should be to select from among otherwise available and suitable sites those which will
afford the greatest acceptability to eligible applicants regardless of race, color, religion,
or national origin.” PHA Low-Rent Housing Manual, sec. 205, 1, p. 7 (1965) [em-
phasis added]. In response to a complaint that proposed public housing projects in
Chicago were being located in the Negro ghetto, the then Public Housing Commis-
sioner explained that most Negroes on the waiting list indicated a preference for living
in that area. The Commissioner concluded “the acceptability of . . . locations to
eligible applicants is clearly demonstrated by the applicant’s own designations of
locations in which they prefer to live.” Lectter from Marie C. McGuire, Commis-
sioner of Public Housing, to the Reverend S. Jerome Hall, Oct. 14, 1965; made
available to the Commission by Joseph Burstein, General Counsel, Public Housing
Administration, on Nov. 15, 1965, with a covering memorandum indicating that the
Commissioner’s letter embodies Mr. Burstein’s legal opinion on the meaning of sec.
205.1(g) of the Low-Rent Public Housing Manual.

®The projects are Ridge Point and Navy Point (war housing, 1,316 units, 72 per-
cent Negro), Hunter's View (349 units, 90 percent Negro), Hunter’s Point (317 units;
94 percent Negro), Hunter’s Point Addition (100 units, 93 percent Negro), and
Harbor Slope (226 units, 90 percent Negro). The schools are Hunter’s Point Ele-
mentary School No. 1 (94 percent Negro), Hunter’s Point Elementary School No. 2
(95 percent Negro), Sir Francis Drake Elementary School (94 percent Negro), and
Jedediah Smith and Annex (90 percent Negro). Project information from lists
received from SFHA and HAA June 30, 1966. See also interviews with Evan Lane,
Director, SFHA, on Sept. 22, 1966, and with Dr. Harold Spears, Superintendent of
Schools of San Francisco, Sept. 21, 1966.
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projects—Lincoln Court and Laurel Homes—total almost 2,300 units.
Together the projects are 99.7 percent nonwhite, and house 2,616 school-
age children. Schools serving the development, many of them built
specifically for that purpose, are all predominantly nonwhite.®

The most extreme example, perhaps, is Robert Taylor Homes, a pro-
ject in Chicago. Opened in 1961-62, it contains 4,415 units, 75 percent
of them designed for large families. Of the 28,000 tenants, some 20,000
are children.” The entire occupancy is Negro and schools were built in
the area to serve the project alone. Indeed, classes for lower grades are
conducted in project units, by agreement between the school board and
the housing authority, as a way to relieve overcrowding in the nearby
schools.™

The self-reinforcing nature of residential segregation is an additional
factor. Along with the actions of the housing industry and Government,
individual choice undoubtedly contributes to the creation and mainte-
nance of residential segregation. The importance of such choice is
hard to assess because the housing market has not been open, and housing
choice has not been free. Nonetheless, established residential patterns are
difficult to reverse. Many Negroes and whites have become accustomed
to prevailing residential patterns. If the housing market were open so
that housing choice could be exercised freely, there is some question
whether there would be immediate significant changes in racial patterns
of residence.

Nonpublic Schools

Private and parochial school enrollment also is an important factor
in the increasing concentration of Negroes in city school systems. Non-
public school enrollment constitutes a major segment of the Nation’s
elementary and secondary school population. Nationally, about one-
sixth of the total 1960 school enrollment (Grades 1 to 12) was in private
schools.” In metropolitan areas the proportion is slightly higher, and
divided unevenly between city and suburb.™ Nearly one-third more
elementary school students in the cities attend nonpublic schools than

" For information on Laurel Homes and Lincoln Court, see HUD, Low-Rent
Project Directory, Dec. 31, 1965. The racial composition of the schools serving
these projects, was obtained in interviews with Robert Curry, Assistant Superintendent
of Schools in Cincinnati; Joseph Beckman, Assistant Superintendent for School Build-
ing and Planning, and other Cincinnati school officials, Aug. 31, 1966, and interviews
with John Allen, Director, and Ronald Smith, Relocation Officer, Cincinnati Depart-
meént of Urban Development, Aug. 26, 1966.

* Chicago Housing Authority, Annual Statistical Report, Dec. 1965.

“ Interview with Alex Rose, executive director, Chicago Housing Authority, Sept. 13,
1966.

" 1.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population, School Enrollment,
Table A-1, at 129 (1964).

“U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Population: U.S. Summary, PS(1)—
1C, Table 101, at 1-239 (1964).
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in the suburbs.™ Almost all of them are white.” In the larger metro-
politan areas the trend is even more pronounced. As Table 8 shows,
a much higher proportion of white city students than white suburban
students attend private and parochial elementary schools. Nonwhites in
these metropolitan areas, whether in cities or suburbs, attend public
schools almost exclusively.

TaBLE 8.—Proportion of tolal elementary siudenis, by race, in public and nonpublic
schoals, for 15 large melropolilan areas, 1960

Central cities . Suburbs
White Nonwhite White Nonwhite
Publie. . ... . 61 94 75 97
Nonpublie_ __________________. 39 6 24 3

Source: Taucber, Tables on School Enrollmentin Selected Metropolitan Areas, prepared for the Commission

Thus nonpublic schools absorb a disproportionately large segment of
white school-age population in central cities, particularly in the larger
ones. This poses serious problems for city school systems. In St. Louis,
for example, 40 percent of the total white elementary school population
attended nonpublic schools in 1965; in Boston, 41 percent; in Phila-
delphia, more than 60 percent.™

Educational Policies and Practices

Although residential patterns and nonpublic school enrollment in the
Nation’s cities are key factors underlying racial concentrations in city
schools, the policies and practices of school systems also have an
impact. These policies and practices are seldom neutral in effect. They
either reduce or reinforce racial concentrations in the schools.

Underlying all policy and practice is the method that the school
system uses in determining which children particular schools shall serve.
While there are exceptions and variations, the method most commonly
used in city school systems is that of geographical attendance zoning.

“ Ibid.

* See note 50 supra.

™ For data on St. Louis parochial and public schools, see Semmell, Report on and
Investigation of Racial Isolation in St. Louis Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools, App., Tables P-1, P-2, P-11, P-13, P-14 (1966), prepared for the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights—hereinafter cited as St. Louis Study. Data on pri-
vate secular schools not included. Boston College, Race and Education in Boston,
prepared for the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights—hereinafter cited as Boston
Study. For data on Philadelphia parochial schools, sec University of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia School Study: Racial Isolation, Achievement and Post-School Perform-
ance App., Table 36 (1966) prepared for the U.S. Gommission on Civil Rights—
hereinafter cited as Philadelphia Study. For data on Philadelphia public school
enrollment, see School District of Philadelphia, 4 Statistical Study of the Distribution
of Negro Pupils in the Philadelphia Public Schools, Jan. 3, 1966.
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The Development of Northern Attendance Patterns

America’s schools exhibit a variety of attendance patterns. In most
rural and many suburban areas, students attend school some distance
from their homes. During the last three decades there has been a trans-
formation of rural and suburban education, with large consolidated
school districts and centralized schools replacing smaller districts and
schools.”” In some cases students are transported considerable distances
to school. Indeed, more than one-third (15.5 million) of the Nation’s
public school children rode buses to school during the 1963-64 school
year.™ .

The reverse of this pattern has occurred in most of the Nation’s cities.
As population densities have increased, urban school attendance
areas have shrunk. During the earlier part of this century the attendance
areas of city schools often encompassed much more territory and served a
more diversified student population than at present. As one prominent
educator has pointed out:

Most men and women over 40 recall a childhood schooling in
which the sons and daughters of millowners, shop proprietors, pro-
fessional men, and day laborers attended side by side. School
boundaries, reaching out into fields and hills to embrace the pupil

population, transcended such socio-economic clusterings as ex-
isted.™

For example, in Cleveland, Ohio, in the 1920s, the schools in the
central area of the city served a variety of ethnic groups including, but
not limited to, Negroes.®® In recent decades, however, the enrollment
in neighborhood schools has become socially and racially more homo-
geneous.”> The development of smaller, more rigidly applied geo-
graphical attendance areas has paralleled the increase in residential
segregation and made racially mixed schools a rarity.

At the same time, the meaning of “neighborhood” has changed.
Recent developments in the pattern of urban life—rapid population
shifts and the growing distances city residents travel for recreation,
business, and shopping—have diffused traditional neighborhood pat-
terns. Traditional neighborhoods—self-contained, cohesive communi-
ties—do not, in fact, appear to be the basis for neighborhood attendance

7.S. Office of Education, Statistical Summary of State School Systems 1963-64,
4 (1965).

®U.S. Office of Education, Statistics on Pupil Transportation 1963-64 (1965).

B App. D2.2 at 260.

® Fierman, The Negro in Cleveland Education, June 1941; (unpublished Master’s
Thesis in the Western Reserve University Library).

® See, e.g., Havighurst, “Urban Development and the Educational System,” in
Education in Depressed Areas, 34-36 (Passow cd. 1963).
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policy. Instead, the common rationale for neighborhood attendance
rests more on convenience. Under State laws, school administrators
seek to establish school attendance areas for the greatest convenience
of students. Attendance areas commonly are defined, not by the bound-
aries of communities, but by reference to population density, the size of
schools and geographic barriers such as highways and railroads.

In almost every city the size of attendance areas has grown smaller
during recent years not because of decisions that it is necessary today for
children to attend schools closer to their homes than in the past, but rather
as a result of increasing population density. Even today, the size of at-
tendance areas varies widely not only among cities, but within the same
city. In Oakland, Calif., for example, some elementary school attend-
ance areas are asmuch as 10 times the size of others.*

Nor are attendance areas invariably determined by specific guidelines
concerning the optimum size of schools. School size also varies widely
within particular cities. In Chicago, for example, elementary schools
range in size from 93 to 2,539 students.*!

Thus school attendance areas are prescribed, not by any rigid for-
mulas, but through the exercise of broad discretion by school authorities
who must decide where to locate schools and boundaries. Decisions once
made, moreover, must be revised constantly. As the population of a
city grows or shifts from one area to another, some schools become over-
crowded and others underutilized. School authorities must determine
whether they can best relieve overcrowding by building new schools or
by redistributing the school population among existing schools. If Zley
elect to build new classrooms, they must decide whether to enlarge exist-
ing schools or select new sites. If they decide to redistribute pupils
among existing school facilities, they must determine whether to redraw
b