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ABSTRACT 

 
 The Supreme Court, in 1954’s landmark Brown v. Board of Education, held that 

racially segregated schooling violated constitutional guarantees of equal protection. The 

opinion reflected the growing consensus that racially segregated schools consigned 

minority students to markedly inferior educational and social outcomes. In the decades 

since, the federal courts have actively supervised through court order hundreds of 

districts not yet in compliance with Brown’s directive. Since the 1990s, dozens of those 

school districts once declared illegally segregated have been declared “unitary” by the 

federal courts. 

 

 What seems like a victory over segregation, however, may be producing 

counterintuitive results. Research has suggested that as these newly unitary districts 

emerge from judicial scrutiny, they may be resegregating, despite ostensibly unitary 

structures and decades of active effort to integrate. Could the legal dissolution of a 

desegregation order be spurring significant segregation? Using national data from the 

Department of Education’s Common Core of Data and two different measures of 

segregation, this study finds a durable and significant relationship between declarations 

of unitary status and racial resegregation.  

 

Unitary districts appear to resegregate—and to continue resegregating—more 

than other school districts, including comparable districts that remain under court order. 

The achievement of unitary status, then, highlights a troubling tension between the legal 

standards and policy goals of racial integration. 
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I. Introduction and Background 

A. School Segregation and the Courts 

The history of educational segregation is long, troubled, and ongoing. Its beginnings 

with institutionalized racial segregation, in the South and elsewhere, are well known. So, 

too, is the unanimous 1954 Supreme Court decision, Brown v. Board of Education, that 

outlawed racially segregated school systems.1 The fifty-six years since Brown’s 

declaration that “separate educational facilities are inherently unequal,” have shown none 

of the neatness or unanimity of the decision itself.  

 By declaring racial segregation to be a violation of the Equal Protection Clause of 

the Fourteenth Amendment, the Supreme Court made segregation actionable in federal 

court. Residents of districts that were failing to integrate—and many were failing to 

integrate—sued in federal court, where the judges would ultimately have to decide what 

compliance with Brown meant and if the defending districts had achieved it. 

Consequently, one of Brown’s most enduring effects has been the involvement of federal 

courts in school districts, by tradition a fiercely local matter. 

Through the 1960s and 1970s, the courts found hundreds of individual districts to 

be illegally segregated. These decisions were not one-time penalties, but establishments 

of a kind of federal receivership. Courts could (and did) order specific actions or appoint 

community task-forces to coordinate desegregation strategy. They rejected desegregation 

plans challenged as insufficient. Perhaps the most prominent, controversial integration 

                                                

1 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 
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strategy to emerge from this arrangement was the mandatory allocation of students from 

one neighborhood to schools in another, or, busing. Federal supervision became an 

ongoing conversation, often carried out through litigation, between citizens, school 

districts, the Department of Justice, and the federal courts, with the latter two having the 

final say. 

B. The Return to Unitary Status 

Perhaps inevitably, these districts gradually became more integrated. Whether 

they had become legally integrated would be a matter for the courts. The framework for 

evaluating a district’s progress was first implied in the Supreme Court’s 1968 opinion, 

Green v. County School Board of New Kent County. Green held that a previously-

segregated Virginia school district could not use open-enrollment as its sole response to 

Brown’s mandate. Justice Brennan, for the majority, wrote that the New Kent district was 

segregated “not just [in] the composition of student bodies at the two schools but to every 

facet of school operations - faculty, staff, transportation, extracurricular activities and 

facilities,” and that a proper desegregation program must “effectuate conversion of a 

state-imposed dual system to a unitary, nonracial system.” 2  

Although presented in Green as a delineation of deficiencies, these facets would 

later become the yardstick for determining “unitary status.” When a district sought to 

terminate the supervisory status conferred by an earlier federal court judgment, the 

reviewing judge could turn to the Green standards as a kind of checklist. The Supreme 

Court first expressly endorsed these considerations in the 1991 case, Board of Education 

                                                

2 Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, 391 U.S. 430, 435 (1968). 
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of Oklahoma City v. Dowell. Oklahoma City challenged the continuing necessity of 

federal supervision in light of progress the district had made towards integration. The 

Court, in reviewing the determinations of the lower courts, held that “in considering 

whether the vestiges of de jure segregation had been eliminated as far as practicable, the 

District Court should look not only at student assignments, but ‘to every facet of school 

operations — faculty, staff, transportation, extra-curricular activities and facilities.’”3 

 The announcement of these standards prompted the present wave of challenges by 

districts seeking to shed their status as illegally segregated “dual” districts. Between 1991 

and 2007, several dozen districts once under federal supervision were declared unitary 

through litigation and negotiated settlements. Once declared unitary, school districts 

become legally indistinguishable from districts that have never been illegally segregated. 

District-set racial quotas and race-based busing are terminated, as any program expressly 

relying on race to allocate students must come to an end. In theory, these districts rejoin 

the vast pool of districts without a court-supervised past. 

C. The Troubles of Unitary Status 

 That so many school districts have transitioned from ongoing constitutional 

violation to legal compliance suggests an unambiguous civil rights victory. The courts, 

after all, have concluded that “the vestiges of de jure segregation [have] been eliminated 

as far as practicable” in such districts.4 The empirical results, however, highlight the 

tension between legal declarations and policy concerns.  

                                                

3 Board of Education of Oklahoma City Public Schools v. Dowell, 498 U.S. 237, 250 (1991) 
4 Ibid. 
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 Districts under judicial supervision, even those that achieve unitary status, are far 

more segregated on average than other schools. With the dismantling of many districts’ 

forced integration mechanisms, as well as the removal of federal oversight, observers 

became concerned that districts declared unitary would promptly resegregate. Other than 

the structural changes a district undertook during its supervisory period, nothing in a 

court’s recognition of unitary status would prevent or penalize such an outcome. 

 Evidence suggests—both in the literature and in this study—that these fears were 

justified, and that newly unitary districts experience a kind of demographic regression in 

the racial allocation of their students. Thus, to the extent that integration is a policy goal 

and unitary status is a legal obligation, circumstances may be placing the two at odds. 

This tension was compounded in 2007, when the Supreme Court ruled that districts not 

specifically under court desegregation orders could not engage in the explicitly racial 

allocation of students.5 Thus, even if a unitary district wanted to maintain its racial 

allocation policies, it would be legally unable to do so. 

 This study finds that a declaration of unitary status, holding other relevant factors 

constant, is associated with resegregation. The average school has grown more racially 

segregated, and districts under court supervision have been no exception. Still, newly 

unitary districts experience increased segregation at a greater rate than either group, with 

the simple binary of having been declared unitary a consistently significant factor. Using 

several different definitions of segregation, both economic and racial, and more rigorous 

statistical modeling, this study confirms the growing consensus that judicial declarations 

of unitary status, somewhat perversely, presage greater segregation in a district. 

                                                

5 Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District No. 1, 551 U.S. 701 (2007). 
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II. Research on Educational Segregation and Unitary Status 

If a school district is legally unitary, but is nonetheless segregating, does it matter? 

After all, the particularly invidious forms of state-sponsored segregation have been 

eliminated. Is the destruction of formal racial restrictions the real victory, or is actual 

integration of students the goal? There is, to be sure, a moral argument that transcends 

empirical study holding that integration for its own sake is a social imperative. At least 

half a century of data analysis, however, has grappled with the extent of racial 

segregation in education and its quantifiable effects.  

A. The Educational Effects of Segregation 

 The first systematic inquiry into racial segregation’s educational impact was a 

report commissioned by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) under 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The study, Equality of Educational Opportunity, analyzed 

both the high remaining incidence of racial segregation in public schools and the 

educational impacts of racial isolation on student achievement.6 The report found a still-

large incidence of educational segregation, and that such segregation tracked with 

depressed standardized test scores for African-American students. 

 The findings of the HEW Report set the tone for the scholarship to follow, which 

would include decades of analyzing both the extent of educational segregation and its 

impacts, varying the controls, populations, and conclusions. In 1970, for example, a study 

of the labor-market outcomes of students who attended more and less segregated schools 

                                                

6 J. Coleman, “Equality of Educational Opportunity,” Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (Washington, 1966). 
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found a significant difference in outcomes.7 Ultimately, however, the study concluded 

that these differences emanated not necessarily from educational gaps, but from access to 

social capital networks.8 In 1992, a study correlated school quality, as measured through 

physical qualities like teacher/student ratios and tangible resources, with racial 

composition.9  

 Although these studies suggest that segregated schools correlate with worse social 

outcomes or lower quality schools for black students, they do not directly connect racial 

composition to educational achievement. One reason may be the well-recognized 

difficulty of separating out confounding factors. Socioeconomic status can be hard to 

separate, as can family factors. Minority students in integrated schools, for example, may 

be from families most motivated or most able to place their children in such schools. Any 

of these factors could, independent of race itself, cause educational outcomes to correlate 

with integrated schools. 

 Recent studies attempt to address these measurement difficulties, suggesting that 

segregation itself may have a significant negative effect on educational attainment.  An 

analysis of panel data on Texas high-school students found that “black enrollment share 

adversely affects achievement and that the effects are roughly twice as large for blacks as 

for whites.”10 Another study found that the presence of an active desegregation plan in a 

                                                

7 Robert L. Crain, “School integration and occupational achievement of Negroes,” The American Journal of 
Sociology 75, no. 4 (Jan. 1970): 593–606. 
8 Ibid. 605–606 
9 M. Boozer, A. Krueger, S. Wolkon and J. Haltiwanger, “Race and school quality since Brown v. Board of 
Education,” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity: Microeconomics, Jan. 1992: 269–338. 
10 Eric A. Hanushek, John F. Kain and Steven G. Rivkin, “New Evidence about Brown v. Board of 
Education: The Complex Effects of School Racial Composition on Achievement,” Journal of Labor 
Economics 27, no. 3 (2009): 349–383, pp. 351–352. 
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district had, during the 1970s and 1980s, a significant positive association with the 

graduation rates of African-American students in that district.11 

B. Unitary Status Declarations and Resegregation 

Parallel to the literature on the effects of segregated schools has been the study of 

the extent to which schools are segregated. Although districts are obviously prohibited 

under Brown from explicit racial segregation, numerous schools are nonetheless racially 

homogenous, owing largely to residential segregation either between districts or within a 

district. Concern over educational segregation grows out of two fairly broad social 

assumptions: (1) the perception reflected in the HEW report and its progeny that 

segregation is ultimately harmful to minorities; and (2) the sense that segregation is, as a 

matter of justice and morality, improper, and that integration is a social good. Thus, these 

studies analyze only the incidence of segregation and the trends in school demographics, 

independent of effect or outcome. 

The periods analyzed by this literature can be divided between the post-Brown, 

pre-1991 trends, and those from 1991 to the present. This division stems from the 

Supreme Court’s Dowell decision, which established the standards for school districts 

under desegregation orders to be declared unitary.12 In the South, where the concentration 

of districts under court order was especially high, segregation during the 1960s and 1970s 

“declined dramatically.”13 The record nationally is more mixed, and some districts also 

                                                

11 Jonathan Guryan, “Desegregation and black dropout rates,” American Economic Review 94, no. 4 (Sep. 
2004): 919–943. 
12 Discussed supra, text accompanying note 3. 
13 Gary Orfield, “The Growth of Segregation in American Schools: Changing Patterns of Separation and 
Poverty Since 1968,” Project on School Desegregation, Harvard University (Cambridge, 1993), p. 1. 
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experienced the so-called “white flight” (either out of the municipality or simply out of 

the public schools) resulting in more districts with majority-minority populations.14 Even 

prior to 1991, some amount of re-segregation was underway.15 

The most comprehensive assessment of segregation trends in Dowell’s aftermath 

comes from the Harvard Civil Rights Project, finding that “the percentage of black 

students attending majority nonwhite schools increased in all regions from 66 percent in 

1991 to 73 percent in 2003-4  . . . . The most dramatic changes took place in the Southern 

and Border state regions where the desegregation effort had been concentrated.”16 Other 

analyses provide additional evidence of broad resegregation, including in legally unitary 

districts.17  

III. Conceptual Framework 

This study seeks to build on the existing body of literature concerned with the 

resegregation of unitary districts, by testing several definitions of segregation in a 

regression analysis of national education data. Orfield and Lee’s report with the Harvard 

Civil Rights Project provides a starting point for this analysis. A table in the report 

compares the isolation and exposure indices from 1991 to those from 2003 in selected 

districts declared unitary during that period, finding a general decline in white enrollment 

                                                

14 James S. Coleman, Sara D. Kelly and John A. Moore, Trends in School Segregation, 1968-73, 
(Washington: Urban Institute, 1975). 
15 Orfield, “Growth of Segregation.” 
16 Gary Orfield and Chungmei Lee, “Racial Transformation and the Changing Nature of Segregation,” Civil 
Rights Project, Harvard University (Cambridge, 2006), p. 9. 
17 Charles T. Clotfelter, Helen F. Ladd and Jacob L. Vigdor, “Racial Segregation in Modern Day Public 
Schools,” Duke University (2003) (analyzing exposure and unevenness levels in North Carolina schools). 
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as well as increasing segregation.18 This finding suggests that resegregation may follow 

unitary status, but leaves several unanswered questions that this study seeks to address. 

Comparison. A structured quantitative approach to this question allows 

exploration not just of whether newly unitary districts are resegregating, but whether they 

do so at a rate greater than other districts. If all districts, or all districts under judicial 

supervision, are resegregating at the same rate as newly unitary districts, it would suggest 

that unitary status may not contribute to resegregation. By contrast, if those districts 

resegregate, but less than other districts, it might even suggest that unitary status does 

indicate a district less prone to segregation. Thus, the comparative aspect is necessary to 

understand the full relationship. 

Multiple Measures. Segregation can be measured several ways. The most 

common has been through exposure/isolation indices, which measure the contact one 

group has with another in sub-units (schools) within a broader unit (school districts).19 

Other approaches quantifying segregation, while equally logical, produce different 

results. This study, then, tests the common isolation index, adding an additional measure 

of segregation based on a weighted measure of unevenness. The differences between the 

two measures, and the implications thereof, are discussed below.20 

Another dimension of segregation is economic, rather than racial. Both the 

overlap and the distinction between race and income are, separately, of interest. To the 

extent racial and economic segregation are correlated, there are obviously policy 

implications in addressing segregation concerns without the legal problems of racial 
                                                

18 See Clotfelter, pp. 5–6; See, e.g., Orfield and Lee, pp. 35–36 table 15. 
19 Exposure and isolation are merely different characterizations of the same concept. 
20 See, infra, Section VI.A.  
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policies. To the extent that they are uncorrelated in post-unitary resegregation, that, too, 

is of interest in attempting to figure out why resegregation is occurring and who is most 

affected. To investigate these concerns, this analysis explores as a secondary questions 

the effect of unitary status as an independent variable on indices of economic segregation. 

Time. Declarations of unitary status happen at a particular moment, as exogenous 

shocks to a school system. In theory, these events take place independent of other 

changes. Supposing that a district becomes 4 points more segregated between 1991 and 

2003, Orfield and Lee’s period of observation, timing may matter. The actual declaration 

of unitary status in that district may have taken place in 2001. For another district, it may 

have happened in 1996. Isolating the role of unitary status means examining whether the 

moment of declaration in a particular district serves as an inflection point. If the trend of 

resegregation appears indifferent to the moment a district is declared unitary, other 

factors are likely at work. Whereas earlier approaches have treated unitary status as a 

characteristic of a district, this analysis treats the attainment of unitary status as an event. 

IV.  Hypothesis 

 The existing research on the topic, though cursory, suggests that unitary status is 

positively associated with racial segregation, and so this study seeks to accept or reject 

that proposition. It adopts the hypothesis that the earlier research is correct. The null 

hypothesis, then, would be the absence of a statistically significant connection between 

unitary status and racial segregation:   

 

€ 

H0 : βunitary = 0

H1 : βunitary ≠ 0
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where βunitary represents the coefficient of the independent dummy variable, unitary, 

relative to dependent variables for racial and economic segregation. The same hypothesis 

applies for economic segregation. If the implications of earlier research are correct—that 

unitary status presages resegregation—the coefficient for unitary will be positive. 

V. Data and Methods 

A. Unitary Status Declarations and Court Supervision 

This study depends on identifying which districts have been declared unitary and 

when. Unfortunately, data on unitary status declarations are scattered. Individual papers  

have identified selected districts that have been declared unitary, but none make any 

claims towards a complete, definitive, or exhaustive list. Only a few refer to primary 

sources (most often the court decisions themselves). Compiling the list of unitary 

districts, then, required the verification and assimilation of disparate sources.21 As a 

result, the study group may well miss some districts that have been declared unitary, but 

it contains exclusively a verified set of districts.22 

Each district in the study group has also been tagged with the year of the unitary 

status declaration, both to capture the notion of unitary status declaration as event, rather 

                                                

21 Data on districts still under court order is more centralized, with the Department of Justice having 
provided a then-current list in 2004. Civil Rights Division, United States Department of Justice, “Pending 
School Districts Operating Under Desegregation Cases to Which the United States is a Party,” 2004.  
22 In this circumstance, those districts could well be subsumed into the “all-schools” group. Measurement 
error caused by this contamination, however, would be minimized by the size and stability of that group. 
Contamination of the primary comparison group, districts under court order, is less likely given the list in 
2004 of districts still under court order. Even if it occurs, however, that group is likely large enough to be 
unaffected. Far more troublesome would be the false positive addition of a non-unitary district into the 
smaller, more sensitive treatment group. 
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than characteristic,23 and to ensure that the group of unitary districts includes only those 

whose status changed during the relevant observation period. Although a very small 

number of districts emerged from judicial supervision in the 1980s and even the 1970s, 

data considerations (as well as the limitations of the project’s scope) favor a limited 

observation period. Not only did the Supreme Court’s 1991 decision in Dowell jumpstart 

the modern wave of unitary status declarations, but school-level data prior to that period 

can be quite sparse. Thus, this paper focuses on districts declared unitary between 1991 

and 2007. This study has identified and confirmed forty-five districts across the country, 

though particularly concentrated in the South, declared unitary during that period.24   

B. Segregation Data 

The study uses data from the Department of Education’s Common Core of Data 

(CCD), the largest and most detailed collection of school- and district-level data. Each 

year, the CCD collects information reported directly from school districts. This produces 

district-level and even school-level information, comparable between districts and over 

time within a district. The CCD also avoids problems of survey weighting, imputation, 

and limited samples.  

Within the CCD, this study relies on the Public School Universe dataset, for its 

school-level data on enrollment by race and free-lunch eligibility. (As the name implies, 

the dataset captures only public schools, including public charters. Private schools are not 

                                                

23 See supra page 10. 
24 A small handful of other districts have been mentioned in other studies as possibly meeting the criteria 
for the study group, but their status and its timing could not be confirmed. This is not likely to seriously 
hinder analysis, for reasons discussed supra, note 22.  
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included.) Schools are coded by type, and only “regular” schools (excluding adult schools 

and vocational education schools, for example) are used in this study’s analysis. 

Perhaps the only significant drawback to such detailed data that tries to capture 

every district is that the smallest districts are sometimes absent. In the context of this 

analysis, the impact of those missing districts is minimal. The primary comparison group, 

which consists of districts identified as being under judicial supervision (or newly 

unitary), has complete data. Any comparisons to the group of all schools, which would 

have included the missing districts, draws on a group so large that these reporting gaps 

are highly unlikely to cause any detectable bias. 

VI. Quantitative Analysis 

A. Dependent Variables 

As discussed above, the dependent variables of interest are indices of racial and 

economic segregation. The races and economic statuses compared in this project are 

divided into somewhat crude binaries: minority/white for race and free-lunch–

eligible/non–free-lunch-eligible for economic status. These categories obviously omit 

some amount of complexity present in the system. African-American, Latino, and Asian-

American students are quite distinct, and a multiple-minority district may be segregated 

in ways a minority/white binary does not register. In most of the districts of interest to 

this analysis, however, the racial picture is less complicated than it otherwise could be. 

Most districts under judicial supervision, including those that become unitary, tend to be 

white/African-American, with some becoming increasingly white/African-
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American/Latino. Almost all have a single, dominant minority, rendering the simplicity 

of the minority/white dichotomy less problematic for measuring segregation. 

For each type of segregation, racial and economic, the study uses two measures of 

segregation as dependent variables: the broadly used exposure/isolation index and an 

unevenness index designed for this analysis. The two segregation indices are not simply 

redundant checks, but different conceptions of segregation that reflect different policy 

concerns. The derivation and implications of each is discussed in turn. 

Isolation Index. Studies of segregation, generally, often rely on an “exposure” or 

“isolation” index which looks at one group’s level of contact with another group in 

subunit, relative to absolute population of each group in the larger unit. In the educational 

segregation context, such an index most commonly asks what exposure a racial minority 

group has to white students. “Isolation” and “exposure” are essentially inverse versions 

of the same equation. When discussing “exposure,” a higher number means more 

integration; for “isolation,” a higher number indicates more segregation. For this analysis, 

the racial isolation index for a school district is calculated as: 

€ 

isolationR = (MNS

MND

* MNS

TNS
∑ ) 

where  MNS = the number of minority students in the school 
 MND = the number of minority students in the district 
 TNS = the total number of students in the school 
 

This is summed across the entire school district, and is, in this study, multiplied by 100 

for presentation purposes. At the extreme, a district in which all minority students are in a 

single school and constitute that’s school’s entire population, produces 100 percent 
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isolation under this metric.25 Economic isolation is calculated in exactly the same manner 

as racial isolation above, simply substituting the number of free-lunch–eligible students 

eligible for the minority students.26  

Unevenness Index. The segregation index built for this analysis represents that 

district’s schools’ weighted average deviation from a uniform racial distribution. That is, 

the baseline assumes that “complete” integration is a school district in which racial 

minority students are distributed evenly, with each individual school proportionally 

similar to the district’s overall racial proportions. The index averages the absolute value 

of each school’s departure (by percentage point) from this even distribution, weighting 

that difference by the proportion of the district’s students served by the school. 

€ 

unevennessR = MPD −MPS *
TNS

TND

⎛ 

⎝ 
⎜ 

⎞ 

⎠ 
⎟ ∑  

where  MPD = the percent minority students in the district 
 MPS = the percent minority students in the school 
 TNS = the total number of students in the school 
 TND = the total number of students in the district 
 

(As with isolation, this is summed across the district and, for presentation, multiplied by 

100.) By this equation, a district that is 40 percent racial minority, wherein each 

individual school is also 40 percent racial minority—an even distribution—would register 

as zero. On the other hand, if that same district had two schools, one all minority and the 

                                                

25 The isolation index for a district wholly lacking in minority students (MND = 0) would not be calculable, 
nor would it be conceptually sensible. Although there are many such districts throughout the country, no 
district in the set of judicially supervised schools—for obvious reasons—is 100 percent white. 
26 Although a measure using free-lunch and reduced-price-lunch–eligible students would have been 
preferable, the CCD does not include school-level data on reduced-price-lunch–eligible students until 1998. 
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other all white, its unevenness index would be 48 points.27 (As with isolation, economic 

unevenness is that same calculation as racial unevenness, with free-lunch eligible 

students standing in for minority students.) 

 Implication of Each Measure. In addition to providing a sensitivity test, having 

two measures allows for two different definitions of “segregation,” each with its own 

emphasis. In the isolation definition of segregation, a district that is 100 percent minority 

is wholly segregated, no matter how its students are allocated. This approach makes a 

great deal of intuitive sense: is an all-minority school in an all-minority district that 

different for its students than an all-minority school in a more diverse district?  

As a matter of law, however, districts are atomized entities. The Supreme Court in 

Milliken v. Bradley invalidated a cross-district busing program, holding that a district’s 

integration efforts could not draw on neighboring districts not themselves under court 

order.28 Faced with that reality, an unevenness index may better reflect a district’s 

internal potential. An all–African American district is as racially integrated, as a matter of 

district-level policymaking, as it could ever be without drawing additional students. 

Several districts, for example, consistently report a 99.9% or greater minority enrollment. 

As a result, they have both some of the highest isolation index scores and lowest 

                                                

27 The unevenness index would be calculated as follows: 

€ 

unevenness = .40 − 1.00 * .4( ) + .60 − 1.00 * .6( )
unevenness = −.60 * .4( ) + −.40 * .6( )
unevenness = .24( ) + .24( )
unevenness = 0.48

 

28 Milliken v. Bradley, 418 U.S. 717 (1974). 
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unevenness index scores in the dataset. The presence of both measures captures this 

tension where one measure or the other might tell an incomplete story. 

Two different definitions allow for different sets of independent variables, as 

well. As discussed below, this analysis will also examine the district’s minority 

proportion as an independent variable. Using the racial isolation index alone, this would 

be impossible. The isolation index is, mathematically, a transformation of the minority 

proportion; the two variables are 99.6 percent correlated in the dataset. Any regression, 

then, with one as dependent variable and the other as independent variable, would suffer 

from the resulting autocorrelation. The unevenness index, however, is less directly tied to 

the district’s minority percentage, with only 33.7 percent correlation in the dataset. 

Because the unevenness index is concerned only with in-district allocation of minority 

students, a larger proportion of minority students does not, by itself, render a district 

more segregated. 

B. Independent Variables  

The declaration of unitary status is an arguably exogenous event. It is not likely to 

be driven by broader changes in a district’s economics or composition, nor by region or 

year. Declarations come from lawsuits reopened either by the district or by parents, often 

unpredictably. They wind their way through the courts, often returning the district court 

for a second time after a round in a court of appeals. The effect of all this procedure is to 

divorce the final timing of unitary status declarations from events in the school district 

itself. 

 Independent Variables. To address the dynamic nature of unitary status, each 

district has been organized as a panel, from 1990 to 2007, with dummy variables in each 



 18  

year for federal supervision and unitary status. For example, the variables for the a school 

district declared unitary in 2002 are coded as follows: 

Table 1. Status Dummy Variables for 
District Declared Unitary in 2002 

 Federal 
Supervision 

Unitary 

1990 1 0 
1991 1 0 
1992 1 0 
1993 1 0 
1994 1 0 
1995 1 0 
1996 1 0 
1997 1 0 
1998 1 0 
1999 1 0 
2000 1 0 
2001 1 0 
2002 1 0 
2003 0 1 
2004 0 1 
2005 0 1 
2006 0 1 
2007 0 1 

  

This coding captures the reality that the districts of interest actually move from the 

comparison group (districts under federal judicial supervision) to the study group 

(districts declared unitary) during the observation period. Every district that becomes 

unitary begins as a district under federal judicial supervision. 

 Several other independent variables help to test the durability of unitary’s 

statistical significance, including variables for geography, year, and demographics. Data 

from the CCD are coded by state, which have been recoded as dummy variables 

aggregated into census regions and sub-regions: northeast, midwest, and west, for the 

Census-recognized regions, as well as south_atlantic, east_south_central, and 
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west_south_central corresponding the Census sub-regions of the South. (The specific 

breakdown of the study and comparison groups into these categories is presented below.)  

A set of dummy variables represents each year, as well (e.g., year_1990 = 1 for 1990, 

year_1991 = 1 for 1991, and so on), measuring the possible impact of any particular year.  

 Finally, the minority percentage in each district is included to test if changes in 

segregation are more closely related to the changing composition of the district, rather 

than the contained reallocation of its students. If white flight is ongoing, for example, it 

could naturally affect the evenness of the racial distribution. (As mentioned above, 

however, it can only be measured against unevenness, because it is, itself, a major 

component of isolation.) 

VII. Descriptive Statistics 

A. District Characteristics 

There are three groupings of school districts relevant to this analysis: the set of all 

school districts, the set of school districts under desegregation order, and the set of school 

districts declared unitary. The set of all school districts includes data on about 15,000 

districts from all 50 states and the District of Columbia, from 1990 to 2007.29  Within that 

group are 400 districts under federal desegregation order, of which 45 would be declared 

unitary between 1990 and 2007, distributed roughly evenly across that timeframe.  

                                                

29 Complete data from certain states begin later. Of particular significance, the data for Georgia do not 
allow the computation of a segregation index prior to 1993. For this reason, many of the comparisons 
reported in this study run from 1993 to 2007. Panel-based regression models used below utilize all the data, 
where available, going back to 1990, and can treat the absent years in Georgia’s panels as missing data. In 
all circumstances, estimates presented account for this gap. 



 20  

The districts under desegregation order are heavily concentrated geographically, 

with 94 percent in the Census-defined South (34 percent South Atlantic, 41 percent East 

South Central, and 18 percent West South Central). Of the remaining districts, there are 

fewer than 1 percent in the Northeast, about 4 percent in the Midwest, and about 3 

percent in the West. 

 

Table 2.  Demographic Characteristics  
Districts Under 

Supervision 
Districts Declared 

Unitary 
 

1993 2007 1993 2007 

Total Enrollment 
Mean  
Median 

 
11,679 

3,505 

 
12,783 

3,290 

 
50,382 
34,259 

 
56,445 
35,358 

Minority Enrollment (%) 
Mean 
Median 

 
45.9 
44.2 

 
52.2 
49.9 

 
49.7 
47.3 

 
64.4 
63.9 

Free-Lunch Eligible Enrollment (%)* 
Mean 
Median 

 
51.6 
50.5 

 
53.9 
54.6 

 
41.5 
40.5 

 
46.9 
48.3 

*Data for free-lunch eligibility in 1993 is limited, and so the data presented for that year reflect only 
292 supervised districts (out of 400) and 34 ever-unitary districts (out of 45). 

District Size. The districts under supervision are mostly small to mid-sized 

districts, with only a few very large urban districts. Although the largest school district 

under supervision—the City of Chicago—has over 400,000 students, it is a notable 

outlier in the comparison group. Even the 95th percentile for size among districts under 

supervision begins at 46,236 students in 1993, with a median size of only 3,505 students. 

(See Table 2.) Those that eventually achieve unitary status tend to be considerably larger. 

The median size of such districts in 1993 was 35,358, fully ten times the median of the 

comparison group. A district of about 3,500 students, the median for all supervised 



 21  

schools, would actually be smaller than the smallest school district to eventually achieve 

unitary status. 

Minority Proportion. Supervised districts vary substantially in their level of 

minority enrollment. Included in the group is a heavily white Alabama school district 

with a minority enrollment in the low- to mid-single-digits, as well as a Mississippi 

school district that is almost completely African-American. Perhaps surprisingly, the set 

of supervised districts has a fairly “normal” distribution of ethnic composition—at least 

during the years observed by this analysis—with most districts between at between 25 

and 75 percent minority clustered in the center of the distribution. Among supervised 

districts, those that would be declared unitary tend to have a higher level of minority 

enrollment. A substantial proportion of eventually unitary districts are “majority 

minority,” and several are functionally all-minority. (See Chart 1.) 
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Chart 1. Minority Proportions in Federally Supervised Districts 

 

Economic Proportions. The distribution of free-lunch–eligible students among 

districts under supervision is a mostly normal distribution, with a mean of 45 percent and 

a median of 42 percent, rising to a mean and median of approximately 54 percent by 

2007.30  The distribution of districts ultimately declared unitary appears similar, but full 

data for the earliest years of the study is unreliable (owing in large part to Georgia’s 
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them in such a manner that codes them as “0.” This is especially prevalent from 1990–1995. For a number 
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absence from the data).31 Nonetheless, in 1993 (with 34 of 45 districts providing 

complete data), the mean was 42 percent free-lunch–eligible, with the median at 40 

percent. By 2007 (43 districts providing complete data), this had risen to a mean and 

median of 49 percent.32 As expected, race and income are highly correlated in the dataset. 

Among supervised districts, the correlation between minority proportion and free-lunch–

eligible proportion was a substantial 0.53.  

B. Segregation Characteristics and Trends 

Racial Segregation. Unevenness indices in the set of all districts range from 

zero—often a rural district with fewer than 100 students, all white—to 50—a rural New 

York school district whose single elementary school has all but one of the district’s 250 

Hispanic students.33 The highest racial unevenness index among federally supervised 

districts was 39.13 in 2007, belonging to a half-minority Mississippi district, with one K–

12 school that was 13 percent minority, but whose other elementary and secondary 

schools were about 90 percent minority (all African-American). In other words, one 

school is much whiter than district as a whole, and the remaining schools are much more 

African-American than the district as a whole.  

                                                

31 See supra note 29. 
32 This increase is not likely a product of the addition of missing districts. By 1999, at least 40 districts 
provided consistent data. In that year, the mean and median were both about 43. In subsequent years, with 
the number of reporting districts holding relatively constant, the mean and median slowly increased to 2007 
levels. Year-to-year variations prior to 1999, however, when the number of reporting districts was more 
volatile, suggesting less reliable measurements for those years. 
33 The district contains only one elementary school and one secondary school. Thus, the pattern indicated 
by the segregation index is not, in the traditional sense, segregation, as the Hispanic students will 
presumably age into the secondary school. Because the study largely focuses on districts already under 
desegregation orders, this somewhat unique pattern of “segregation” is unlikely to confound the data in any 
meaningful sense. 
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Racial isolation values range from 0 to 100 in the set of all districts and in the set 

of districts under supervision. It has nearly the same spread in districts declared unitary, 

from 7.5 to 97.5. These near-100 values tend to represent districts that are nearly all 

minority. Among districts ultimately declared unitary, the isolation index of 97.5 reflects 

a district that is 97.5 percent minority. Correspondingly, the lowest racial isolation values 

belong to the districts with the lowest minority percentage among districts declared 

unitary, a Louisiana district and a Texas district, each of which is consistently less than 

10 percent minority. 

Table 3a. Mean Racial Segregation Indices 
Isolation Index Unevenness 

Index 
 

1993 2007 1993 2007 

n 
 

All Districts 17.42 28.59 2.09 2.47 ~15,000 

Districts Under Supervision 
(Including Those Declared Unitary) 

49.70 56.03 7.86 8.16 400 

Districts Declared Unitary  
(1990– 2007) 

55.40 69.92 12.07 13.05 45 

 

As expected, the mean level of racial segregation in districts under court order is 

substantially higher using either measure than that of school districts, generally. This is 

true for all years observed. (See Table 3a and Chart 2.) Moreover, comparing the mean 

segregation indices across this time period suggests that schools—all schools—may be 

resegregating, but that those under desegregation order may be doing so at an even 

greater rate. Those districts that would eventually be declared unitary, especially, appear 

to have experienced the greatest resegregation, judging by the differences in mean 

segregation indices. (See Table 3a and Chart 2.) 
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Chart 2. Racial Segregation Patterns of Supervised and Unitary Districts 
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The comparison of segregation indices in Chart 2, however, obscures the timing 

of unitary status declarations. Districts become unitary at different times. Some 1991, 

some 2003, others 1997, and so on. Unitary status is an event and, at least in terms of 

policy, an inflection point. Charts 3 and 4, below, present more clearly the patterns of 

interest, by realigning the years in the study group. Every district is recoded such that 

year “0” is the year immediately following the declaration of unitary status. All years are 

counted relative to that first year after the declaration. By aligning the data this way, each 

chart shows the average segregation of newly unitary districts before and after unitary 

status, rather than scattered across calendar years. (Because of the nature of the data, not 

all districts have data for all years. A district that was declared unitary in 2003, for 

example, only offers four year of post-unitary data.) 

Chart 3 presents the mean unevenness index across the group of newly unitary 

districts. On average, unevenness indices following unitary status appear higher and 

climbing. Chart 4 brings these trends into starker relief by aligning the districts but 

segregation amount, as well as time. Thus, a district at unitary status is assigned to both a 

year 0 and an unevenness index of zero. Just as each year is then determined relative to 

the zero-year, each segregation value for that year is presented relative to the segregation 

value at the time unitary status was attained. 
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Chart 3. Racial Segregation Aligned by Timing of Unitary Status Decision 
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Chart 4. Racial Segregation Relative to Unitary Status Declaration 
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Economic Segregation. Among the school districts in the complete set that 

provide sufficient data,34 an Ohio school district appeared to have the highest instance of 

economic unevenness in the set, at about 37 in 1995, with two high schools at 80 percent 

or higher free-lunch eligibility and a remaining high school at about 49 percent. Among 

supervised districts, a Georgia district had the highest economic unevenness at about 30 

in 1997. (The district would later be declared unitary.) The more-than-seventy schools in 

that district have a wide spread of socioeconomic compositions, ranging from schools 

with nearly no free-lunch–eligible students to schools almost exclusively serving them. 

As with racial isolation, the largest values of economic isolation are driven by 

districts where the “minority” group, in this case free-lunch–eligible children, comprise 

almost the entire district. Among districts under supervision, including those ultimately 

declared unitary, nearly thirty districts were more than 90 percent free-lunch–eligible. All 

of them had corresponding economic isolation indices of 90 or more. 

Table 3b. Mean Economic Segregation Indices 
Isolation Index Unevenness 

Index 
 

1993* 2007 1993* 2007 

n 
 

All Districts 31.55 34.93 5.69 4.53 ~15,000 

Districts Under Desegregation Order 
(Including Those Declared Unitary) 

55.64 57.71 8.44 8.99 400 

Districts Declared Unitary  
(1990– 2007) 

50.66 56.83 15.45 14.26 45 

*Data for free-lunch eligibility in 1993 is limited, and so the data presented reflect only 292 supervised 
districts (out of 400) and 34 ever-unitary districts (out of 45). 

                                                

34 Data on free-lunch–eligible students and economic segregation is further complicated by a recurring 
reporting issue: a substantial number of districts that have only one school for each age-group (e.g., an 
elementary school and a middle/high-school) will report one school as having no free-lunch–eligible 
students. This is separate from the missing data discussed supra note 29. It is especially common in the 
Michigan data, as well as Missouri’s 1993 data, which makes it appear more to be a reporting tic than a 
demographic reality. The issue appears throughout the dataset, albeit less frequently in later years.  



 30  

 

VIII. Regression Analysis  

The simple comparison of segregation indices suggests resegregation in newly 

unitary districts. Still, this approach misses the dynamic nature of unitary status, and 

lacks any gauge of the statistical significance of unitary status in resegregation, especially 

relative to other variables. As discussed above, the eighteen-year period observed in this 

analysis sees districts move from supervisory status to unitary status. They do so at 

different times, largely on the basis of exogenous, local events. If these judicial 

declarations interrupt the expected trend of these districts, then the fact of the declaration 

will, itself, take on statistical significance in a regression analysis, even with other 

potentially relevant independent variables in the mix.   

The regression analysis in this section uses as its primary comparison group those 

districts under desegregation orders (n=400), rather than the full set of all districts 

(n≈15,000). In theory, the counterfactual question is what would have happened had the 

unitary districts in question not been declared unitary. In that hypothetical, they would 

have remained under supervision, making those districts that have remained under 

supervision the more meaningful comparison group. This setup, then, further isolates the 

impact of the unitary status declaration on resegregation. 

A. Unitary Status as the Sole Independent Variable.  

When presented as the only independent variable, unitary status has consistent 

and strong statistical significance indicating a modest increase in racial segregation 

associated with the declaration of unitary status. This relationship holds across three 
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different models: simple OLS, random-effects, and fixed-effects. The models are 

specified as  

seg = β0+ β1unitary + ε   for the OLS model; and 

segit = β0+ β1unitaryit + uit  for the random- and fixed-effects models 

where seg is one of the four segregation indices (racial unevenness, racial isolation, 

economic unevenness, and economic isolation) and unitary is a dummy variable 

indicating present unitary status. The random- and fixed-effects data are organized into 

panels by district (i), with yearly data (t).  

 

Table 4a. OLS Association Between Unitary Status and Segregation Indices 
 Coefficient Standard 

Error 
t-statistic p-value Lower 

95% CL 
Upper 
95% CL 

Racial Unevenness 
Intercept 7.96 0.09  
unitary 5.20 0.41 12.56 0.000 4.39 6.01 

 
Racial Isolation 

Intercept 0.52 0.00  
unitary 14.25 1.39 10.24 0.000 11.52 16.97 

 
Economic Unevenness 

Intercept 8.26 0.08  
unitary 6.49 0.34 19.31 0.000 5.83 7.15 

 
Economic Isolation 

Intercept 55.58 0.23  
unitary 0.45 0.97 0.46 0.646 -1.46 2.36 

Significant results in bold. 

 For each iteration, unitary status is positively associated with the segregation 

measure. That is, unitary status is associated with higher and increasing levels of 

segregation relative to those districts that remain under judicially supervised 

desegregation orders. Only in economic isolation does unitary status lose statistical 
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significance. But simple OLS is also somewhat misleading in this context. It looks only at 

the absolute level of segregation, and the district’s status. The simple comparisons of 

mean segregation indices have already demonstrated that the districts that would become 

unitary have, as a group, higher levels of segregation. Although OLS adds statistical 

significance to that picture, it still misses the fundamental question. The OLS results 

suggest an association between unitary status and higher levels of segregation, but not  

necessarily a causal link to increasing levels of segregation. Random- and fixed-effects 

models, with the data organized in yearly panels, address these questions.  

Table 4b. Random-Effects Regression of Segregation Indices on Unitary Status 
 Coefficient Standard 

Error 
t-statistic p-value Lower 

95% CL 
Upper 
95% CL 

Racial Unevenness 
Intercept 8.02 0.35  
unitary 0.92 0.19 4.89 0.000 0.55 1.29 

 
Racial Isolation 

Intercept 51.94 1.24  
unitary 9.03 0.36 25.02 0.000 8.32 9.94 

 
Economic Unevenness 

Intercept 8.68 0.25  
unitary 0.18 0.26 0.71 0.478 -0.32 0.68 

 
Economic Isolation 

Intercept 54.75 0.83  
unitary 3.48 0.45 7.79 0.000 2.61 4.36 

Significant results in bold. 
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Table 4c. Fixed-Effects Regression of Segregation Indices on Unitary Status 
 Coefficient Standard 

Error 
t-statistic p-value Lower 

95% CL 
Upper 
95% CL 

Racial Unevenness 
Intercept 8.18 0.03  
unitary 0.86 0.19 4.55 0.000 0.49 1.22 

 
Racial Isolation 

Intercept 52.18 0.06  
unitary 9.01 0.36 24.93 0.000 8.30 9.72 

 
Economic Unevenness 

Intercept 8.65 0.04  
unitary -0.22 0.26 -0.87 0.386 -0.73 0.28 

 
Economic Isolation 

Intercept 55.41 0.07  
unitary 3.50 0.45 7.79 0.000 2.62 4.39 

Significant results in bold. 

 The panel/time-series structure of these models makes them the most reliable 

instruments to address this study’s central question. For racial segregation, along both 

metrics, the significance suggested by the OLS model is confirmed. Both the random- 

and fixed-effects model show strong statistical associations between unitary status and 

increasing levels of racial segregation. Each model shows unitary status predicting about 

1 point of increased unevenness and 9 points of increased isolation. The economic 

segregation results are less definitive, with unevenness showing no significant association 

under either model. Economic isolation, like the racial segregation variables, shows a 

positive and statistically strong association with unitary status. 

B. Unitary Status Alongside Other Independent Variables 

Despite the strength of the statistical association between unitary status and 

resegregation, other variables may alter the power of this effect. For example, 
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demographic changes in districts declared unitary may be the mechanism through which 

resegregation occurs. Different regions may experience different responses, and different 

time-periods may produce different outcomes. Independent variables added to the model 

help to isolate these effects, particularly variables for district-wide minority percentage, 

district-wide free-lunch–eligibility percentage,35 geographic region, and year.  

For inclusion in the model, the demographic percentage variables are the actual 

values for each district, whereas the region and year variables are dummy variables 

representing each individual value. Not all variables can be run for each regression type, 

or for each segregation measure. Static variables like geography, which remain constant 

for a district year-to-year, are excluded from the yearly panel design of the fixed-effects 

model. Only the OLS and random-effects models can produce a meaningful estimate for 

that set of variables. The racial and economic variables for minority percentage and free-

lunch–eligibile percentage, respectively, must also be excluded from models in which the 

corresponding isolation index is the dependent variable. Given the construction of the 

isolation indices, the correlation between minority/free-lunch–eligible percentage and 

racial/economic isolation is more than 99 percent, guaranteeing that autocorrelation 

would thwart any meaningful results.36 

 

                                                

35 As with the economic segregation indices, this measure relies on free-lunch eligibility, rather than free- 
and reduced-price–lunch eligibility, as data on reduced-price-lunch–eligible children do not appear in the 
CCD until 1998. 
36 For the equations, see section VI.A. 
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OLS and Random-Effects Models: 

seg = β0 + β1unitary + β2minority_pct + β3freelunch_pct + ( β4northeast + β5west 
+ β6south_atlantic + β7east_ctrl_south + β8west_ctrl_south ) + ( β9year_1993 + 
β10year_1994  + . . . + β23year_2007 ) + ε    
 

Fixed-Effects Model: 

seg = β0 + β1unitary + β2minority_pct + β3freelunch_pct  + ( β3year_1993 + 
β4year_1994  + . . . + β20year_2007 ) + ε  
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Table 5a. Association Between Unitary Status, Region, Year, and Changes in Racial 
Segregation 
 OLS Model Random-Effects Model Fixed-Effects Model 
 Coefficient Standard 

Error 
p-

value 
Coefficient Standard 

Error 
p-

value 
Coefficient Standard 

Error 
p-

value 

Racial Unevenness*   

unitary 5.01 0.43 0.000 0.62 0.19 0.002 0.61 0.20 0.002 
minority_pct 4.78 0.62 0.000 -1.49 0.83 0.073 -3.36 0.96 0.000 
freelunch_pct — — — -1.27 0.63 0.042 — — — 
west 4.97 0.95 0.000 — — — 
south_atlantic -3.64 0.56 0.000 -4.62 1.90 0.015 
west_ctrl_south 3.43 0.58 0.000 — — — 

 

year_1993 — — — — — — 0.30 0.16 0.067 
year_1994 — — — 0.40 0.16 0.014 0.44 0.16 0.007 
year_1995 — — — 0.42 0.16 0.009 0.47 0.16 0.004 
year_1996 — — — 0.46 0.16 0.003 0.51 0.15 0.001 
year_1997 — — — 0.57 0.15 0.000 0.62 0.16 0.000 
year_1998 — — — 0.65 0.16 0.000 0.72 0.16 0.000 
year_1999 — — — 0.63 0.16 0.000 0.71 0.16 0.000 
year_2000 — — — 0.74 0.16 0.000 0.83 0.16 0.000 
year_2001 — — — 0.72 0.16 0.000 0.81 0.16 0.000 
year_2002 — — — 0.65 0.16 0.000 0.75 0.16 0.000 
year_2003 -0.97 0.49 0.049 0.56 0.16 0.000 0.67 0.16 0.000 
year_2004 -1.04 0.49 0.035 0.49 0.16 0.002 0.60 0.16 0.000 
year_2005 -1.12 0.49 0.023 0.43 0.16 0.008 0.55 0.16 0.001 
year_2006 -1.11 0.49 0.022 0.45 0.16 0.006 0.57 0.17 0.001 
year_2007 -1.09 0.49 0.025 0.52 0.16 0.002 0.65 0.17 0.000 

Racial Isolation*   

unitary 14.77 0.92 0.000 4.47 0.30 0.000 4.43 0.29 0.000 
freelunch_pct 101.58 1.01 0.000 25.84 0.89 0.000 22.29 0.88 0.000 
northeast -4.74 2.84 0.096 — — — 
west 11.73 2.07 0.000 — — — 
south_atlantic -8.06 1.21 0.000 -21.68 4.25 0.000 
east_ctrl_south -11.12 1.23 0.000 -25.42 4.23 0.000 
west_ctrl_south -3.88 1.26 0.002 -15.82 4.45 0.000 

 

year_1993 — — — 1.15 0.25 0.000 1.22 0.24 0.000 
year_1994 — — — 1.46 0.25 0.000 1.55 0.24 0.000 
year_1995 — — — 1.87 0.25 0.000 1.97 0.24 0.000 
year_1996 -3.03 1.07 0.005 1.78 0.24 0.000 1.94 0.23 0.000 
year_1997 -3.72 1.06 0.000 1.89 0.24 0.000 2.09 0.23 0.000 
year_1998 — — — 2.94 0.24 0.000 3.05 0.23 0.000 
year_1999 — — — 3.40 0.23 0.000 3.52 0.23 0.000 
year_2000 — — — 3.76 0.23 0.000 3.87 0.23 0.000 
year_2001 — — — 3.76 0.24 0.000 3.93 0.23 0.000 
year_2002 -2.36 1.06 0.026 3.76 0.24 0.000 3.96 0.23 0.000 
year_2003 -3.12 1.06 0.003 3.72 0.24 0.000 3.96 0.23 0.000 
year_2004 -4.23 1.07 0.000 3.80 0.24 0.000 4.09 0.24 0.000 
year_2005 -4.29 1.06 0.000 4.10 0.24 0.000 4.40 0.24 0.000 
year_2006 -3.80 1.05 0.001 4.51 0.24 0.000 4.81 0.24 0.000 
year_2007 -3.48 1.05 0.000 4.89 0.24 0.000 5.19 0.24 0.000 

*Only significant results (p-value < 0.10) are reported above.  
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Table 5b. Association Between Unitary Status, Region, Year, and Changes in Economic 
Segregation 
 OLS Model Random-Effects Model Fixed-Effects Model 

 Coefficient Standard 
Error 

p-
value 

Coefficient Standard 
Error 

p-
value 

Coefficient Standard 
Error 

p-
value 

Economic Unevenness*   
unitary 3.73 0.31 0.000 — — — -0.54 0.27 0.046 
minority_pct 6.71 0.45 0.000 3.34 0.81 0.000 — — — 
freelunch_pct -13.63 0.60 0.000 -8.02 0.80 0.000 -6.13 0.87 0.000 
northeast -2.62 0.94 0.006 — — — 
west 1.15 0.69 0.095 — — — 
south_atlantic -5.16 0.40 0.000 -6.13 1.09 0.000 
east_ctrl_south -7.51 0.41 0.000 -8.09 1.09 0.000 
west_ctrl_south -0.94 0.42 0.025 -2.12 1.14 0.062 

 

year_1993 — — — 0.38 0.22 0.094 0.39 0.22 0.079 
year_1994 — — — 0.57 0.23 0.011 0.58 0.22 0.009 
year_1995 — — — 0.42 0.23 0.065 0.44 0.22 0.051 
year_1996 0.67 0.35 0.056 0.37 0.21 0.083 — — — 
year_1997 — — — 0.75 0.21 0.000 0.71 0.21 0.001 
year_2003 1.07 0.35 0.002 1.11 0.22 0.000 1.12 0.22 0.000 
year_2004 1.10 0.35 0.002 1.10 0.22 0.000 1.08 0.22 0.000 
year_2005 0.84 0.35 0.018 0.81 0.22 0.000 0.80 0.23 0.000 
year_2006 0.92 0.35 0.009 0.82 0.22 0.000 0.79 0.23 0.001 
year_2007 1.12 0.35 0.001 1.03 0.22 0.000 1.00 0.23 0.000 

Economic Isolation*   
unitary -5.74 0.59 0.000 -2.66 0.40 0.000 -2.49 0.41 0.000 
minority_pct 56.90 0.53 0.000 53.96 1.29 0.000 51.33 1.83 0.000 
west -6.13 1.33 0.000 -8.92 4.31 0.039 
south_atlantic -2.99 0.78 0.000 — — —  

year_1993 — — — 0.79 0.33 0.018 0.82 0.33 0.013 
year_1994 1.26 0.74 0.089 1.02 0.33 0.002 1.07 0.33 0.001 
year_1995 — — — 0.84 0.33 0.012 0.90 0.33 0.007 
year_1996 1.30 0.74 0.059 1.81 0.31 0.000 1.89 0.31 0.000 
year_1997 2.27 0.69 0.001 2.79 0.31 0.000 2.88 0.32 0.000 
year_2001 — — — 1.09 0.32 0.001 1.22 0.32 0.000 
year_2002 — — — 1.59 0.32 0.000 1.73 0.32 0.000 
year_2003 1.91 0.69 0.005 2.57 0.32 0.000 2.72 0.33 0.000 
year_2004 2.93 0.69 0.000 3.57 0.32 0.000 3.73 0.33 0.000 
year_2005 2.77 0.69 0.000 3.39 0.32 0.000 3.57 0.33 0.000 
year_2006 2.63 0.68 0.000 3.29 0.32 0.000 3.48 0.33 0.000 
year_2007 2.52 0.68 0.000 3.21 0.32 0.000 3.41 0.34 0.000 

*Only significant results (p-value < 0.10) are reported above.  
 
Adding regional and time variables shows possible independent significance of those 

variables in segregation trends, relative to the excluded baselines (the Midwest region, 

and the 1990–1992 time period). Nevertheless, it does not substantially alter the 
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significance of unitary status as a predictor of increasing racial segregation along both 

metrics. Although the magnitude of the effect on racial isolation in the panel-oriented 

models is diminished (from about 9 points with unitary as the sole independent variable 

to about 4.5 points), the statistical relationship remains as strong. (Compare Tables 4b & 

4c with Table 5a.) 

Economic segregation is a less certain picture, producing inconsistent results on 

unitary for both economic unevenness and isolation. In the context of economic isolation, 

the significance of unitary status appears to be subsumed, even rendered negative, by the 

impact of minority percentage. (Given the strong correlation between minority proportion 

and free-lunch–eligible proportion—0.53—this is understandable.) Although the results 

certainly do not present the kind of strong and consistent relationship produced by the 

racial segregation regression, data problems make it hard to definitively accept or reject 

the hypothesis or the null.37  

 The final set of analyses asks to what extent districts have adapted with time. 

Districts that became unitary in the early- or mid-1990s were on the leading edge of a 

wave, with less experience from which to draw. By the 2000s, those districts, as well as 

newly unitary districts, may have been able to take corrective action. Moreover, many of 

the districts observed from 1990 to 2007 underwent considerable demographic changes, 

many becoming substantially more minority (by proportion). These factors may, 

independently or together, work to make unitary status mean something different in the 

latter half of the observed time-period than the former. The following fixed-effects model 

tests this theory: 

                                                

37 For a discussion of difficulties relating to the free-lunch–eligible data, see supra notes 29 and 34. 
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(1) segit = β0+ β1unitaryit + β1minority_pctit + uit where t = 1990 to 1999; and 

(2) segit = β0+ β1unitaryit + β1minority_pctit + uit where t = 2000 to 2007. 

Table 6. Fixed-Effects Regression of Segregation Indices for 1990s and 2000s 

1990 to 1999 2000 to 2007  
Coefficient Standard 

Error 
p-value Coefficient Standard 

Error 
p-value 

Racial Unevenness 
Intercept 7.69 0.49 0.000 7.68 0.73 0.000 
unitary 1.38 0.32 0.000 -0.05 1.43 0.861 
minority_pct 1.15 1.04 0.269 -6.85 1.43 0.000 

 
Racial Isolation 

Intercept 50.62 0.05 0.000 54.64 0.53 0.000 
unitary 5.37 0.59 0.000 3.06 0.37 0.000 

 
Economic Unevenness 

Intercept 11.30 0.90 0.000 6.33 1.27 0.000 
unitary 0.60 0.46 0.192 -0.58 0.46 0.206 
minority_pct -5.56 1.82 0.002 4.75 2.50 0.057 

 
Economic Isolation 

Intercept 24.71 1.72 0.000 23.84 1.85 0.000 
unitary -0.36 0.87 0.682 -0.38 0.67 0.570 
minority_pct 60.89 3.48 0.000 63.87 3.65 0.000 

Significant results in bold. 

The decade split requires cautious interpretation, as the number of districts changing 

from supervised to unsupervised is reduced in each iteration (16 study group districts 

became unitary between 1990 and 1999, with the remaining 29 in 2000 to 2007). The 

results are no doubt less reliable than the full results produced across the entire time-

period.  

Bearing that caveat in mind, the data show a possible disjuncture in significance 

between racial isolation and racial unevenness. The negative sign and strong significance 

of minority percentage in 2000 to 2007 for racial unevenness, coupled with the positive 

sign and comparable significance of unitary status for racial isolation, suggests a possible 

explanation. As several of the unitary districts become more heavily minority, even 
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approaching all-minority composition, unevenness declines while isolation increases. 

Individual districts in the data show this pattern, and these results imply that such a trend 

may be an important part of the storyline, especially in recent years. 

IX. Discussion 

A. Implications  

Unitary status has a durable, statistically significant association with racial 

resegregation. Different metrics do not change the story. The null hypothesis—that 

declarations of unitary status are not associated with changes in a district’s racial 

segregation—is rejected. The existing literature on the topic suggested that the 

imprimatur of the federal courts provided by unitary status has become a prelude to 

resegregation; empirically, that seems to be the case.  

The effect does not seem to diminish over time. Districts, in the aggregate, do not 

experience two or three years of resegregation, find their footing, and halt the process. 

Instead, the limited timeframe observed in this study suggests that resegregation 

continues unimpeded. Although the amount of resegregation tends to be small under the 

metrics used in this analysis, the data indicate a trend, and one endemic in the recent crop 

of unitary districts.  

Assuming that segregation feeds an already pernicious achievement gap, this puts 

districts and the courts in an untenable position. Legally, districts must attempt to achieve 

unitary status. The state of judicial supervision is intended as a corrective for a school 

district whose operations have been deemed unconstitutional. But unitary status, once 

achieved, may promote segregation, thus harming minority students, and it is this 
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difference in racial opportunity and outcome that so troubled the Supreme Court in 

Brown.  

A particular challenge for school districts navigating the transition from federal 

supervision to unitary status is that they may be legally prohibited from continuing the 

policies behind their progress. Districts under supervision can and do engage in racially 

specified allocations, through magnet schools, busing, or other mechanisms. In 2007, 

though, the Supreme Court ruled that such techniques are constitutionally improper for 

districts not under desegregation order. In Parents Involved in Community Schools v. 

Seattle School District No. 1, the Court examined the policies of the Seattle, Wash. and 

Louisville, Ky. school districts that relied on explicitly racial allocations.38 These districts 

were not under federal order to desegregate, but nonetheless felt that segregation would 

naturally occur without intervention. The court held that barring an explicit desegregation 

order, the direct use of race to allocate students violated equal protection. 

This poses two substantial challenges going forward. First, for newly unitary 

districts, it means that the old policies must likely be dismantled. Second, it means that 

many other districts, like Seattle and Louisville, have encountered the very same policy 

disruptions as newly unitary districts. As this study suggests, all such districts may now 

face the very real possibility of resegregation. 

Other Challenges. Although not a central finding of this study’s regression 

analyses, the data indicate increasing segregation not just in unitary districts, but in 

districts under supervision and, in the aggregate, all districts. (See Table 3a.) That unitary 

districts are resegregating faster or more significantly does not change an underlying 

                                                

38 Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District No. 1, 551 U.S. 701 (2007). 
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challenge for all districts, and one that will likely make it even harder for unitary districts 

to consolidate their gains. With resegregation as a baseline, they must counter whatever 

force is driving the national trend in addition to the specific challenges of being a newly 

unitary district.  

This phenomenon is likely related to another inescapable pattern in the dataset: 

heavily minority districts are becoming more so. This trend appears to transcend unitary 

status. Among those districts declared unitary, many that experienced large-scale white 

flight had plummeting proportions of white students well before being declared unitary. 

The trend was not affected by the declaration.  

The experience of one Louisiana school district is striking, yet common. Between 

1990 and 2007, the district’s minority percentage climbed from 58 percent to 88 percent. 

The district was later declared unitary, when it was about 77 percent minority. Although 

this district and others like it saw declines in segregation as measured by unevenness, that 

“improvement” may be illusory in light of the sweeping demographic changes. This, too, 

is a broad, national trend over the period observed, representing further challenges for all 

districts, including those entering unitary status. 

B. Sources of Error 

The greatest difficulties with producing reliable results come from assembling the 

study group itself. First, the absence of centralized, current, and official lists of unitary 

districts or supervised districts under supervision creates the opportunity for 
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contamination between the study and the comparison groups.39 This study relies on 

independently gathered information on unitary districts, culled from several secondary 

sources. The most likely error in this process would be missing a district that had, with 

little fanfare, achieved unitary status and, thus, counting it as remaining under 

supervision or excluding it from the primary dataset altogether. While there is no reason 

to suspect that this has occurred on any large scale, or that missed districts would bias the 

group in any particular direction, the absence of centralized data makes it a serious 

possibility. 

The study group is further limited by its size. While the comparison group of 

supervised districts is fairly robust at 400 districts (gradually becoming 355), this study 

identifies and confirms only 45 districts that have been declared unitary from 1990 to 

2007. The later they were declared unitary, the fewer observations in the dataset of their 

post-unitary experience. For example, 37 of the 45 districts offer four full years of post-

unitary data; only 23 districts offer up to six years of post-unitary data. While this 

information is certainly enough to develop trends, it has obvious limitations. This is 

especially important in light of the analysis above showing a possible difference in the 

experience of districts declared unitary in the 1990s (which offer more post-unitary data), 

versus those declared unitary in the 2000s (which offer less post-unitary data).40  

Finally, the results are only as reliable as the data. The CCD’s Public School 

Universe collects data on numerous dimensions from every school across about 15,000 

                                                

39 The 2004 list of federally supervised districts, discussed supra note 21, at least partly mitigates this 
problem for 2004 and earlier, such that any missed unitary districts are less likely to be accidentally added 
to the comparison group. 
40 See supra Table 6 and accompanying text. 
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school districts. In such a dataset, errors and omissions are inevitable, the effects of 

which are rendered negligible by any individual value’s insignificance within the 

aggregated dataset. For racial data, errors and omissions (where detected) were less 

problematic. Attempts were made to locate and correct for erroneous data in the districts, 

years, and variables of interest. Minor errors— such as the sum of all reported individual 

races being one or two students higher than the reported total enrollment—were simply 

adjusted. Errors where the correct value was less immediately apparent were flagged as 

missing. But in all of this, despite the CCD’s overall robustness, the possibility for 

undetected error remains, especially at the level of detail used in this study. 

Economic data were considerably spottier. Earlier years in the dataset featured 

whole-state omissions, reports of zero free-lunch–eligible students when surrounding 

years and ordinary intuition suggest otherwise,41 and, most vexing, single-school 

omissions.42 The latter type of error was hardest to locate, hardest to correct, and more 

widespread. Where detected, the simplest solution was to mark the district missing. Most 

districts provided credible-looking data on free-lunch eligibility, especially in later years, 

but these problems were frequent enough to be considered a potential source of bias in 

this study’s economic segregation results. The inability to reject the null hypothesis, then, 

should be read as a call for additional investigation with more complete data, rather than 

the demonstrated absence of a statistical relationship. 

                                                

41 See supra note 29. 
42 See supra note 34. 
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C. Further Research  

Much remains unknown before the conclusions of this study can be properly 

applied. This study can say the ways in which aggregate distributions of children are 

changing, but the full scope of that conclusion and the ways in which policymakers 

should react requires several caveats and suggests additional research. 

Effect on Educational Attainment. The principal assumption underlying this study, 

like many other studies, is the broadly accepted conclusion that racial segregation harms 

the educational and social outcomes of minority students. It is nonetheless possible that 

not all segregation is the same. The foundational studies of educational segregation 

studied a markedly different kind of segregation, either instituted overtly as a tool of 

systemic subjugation, or lingering unaddressed from an earlier era. These studies freely 

concede that segregation, as its own variable, is quite difficult to separate from the 

environments that have produced it. Newly unitary school districts, unlike most other 

segregated school districts, have undertaken—and in the court’s view, completed—a 

structural overhaul designed to eliminate resource disparities. The question, then, is if 

that matters. 

The body of educational evidence makes a strong case for segregation as 

presumptively harmful, and many surely consider segregation its own ill regardless of 

cause or outcome. Nonetheless, it remains possible that the segregation experienced in 

newly unitary districts is different in impact than the types of educational segregation 

commonly studied. As data from No Child Left Behind provides something 

approximating longitudinal district-level data broken down by race, new opportunities to 
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study the achievement trends of minority students in newly unitary districts will emerge, 

and can either confirm or undermine one of this study’s key assumptions. 

Causes of Resegregation. The Common Core of Data is predictably silent on why 

this resegregation occurs, especially why it occurs at a greater rate in unitary districts 

than other districts. It may be tempting to suggest the reawakening of dormant pre–civil 

rights animus, and that districts are subtly engaging in de facto segregationist policies in 

subversion of constitutional mandate. Other explanations, however, produce the same 

outcomes without the assumption of any malefactor. Many districts, for example, employ 

busing as a strategy for achieving racial balance in its schools. If a busing program is 

either terminated (pursuant to Parents Involved) or made voluntary, many families may 

favor enrolling in neighborhood schools for geographical convenience and community 

coherence. Given a preexisting amount of residential segregation, any return to 

neighborhood schools would produce ostensibly voluntary resegregation.  

Moreover, some districts in the study group are simply losing white students. The 

racial and economic unevenness indices in a handful of districts plummet before and after 

the attainment of unitary status, in marked contrast to broader trends. But, in fact, the 

isolation and minority percentage in these districts have been steadily climbing. As 

described above, one such district went from a public school system that was 58 percent 

minority in 1990 to one that was 88 percent minority in 2007. The extent to which 

significant demographic changes in a district underlie continued resegregation will 

necessarily color a district’s response.  

Corrective Measures. Resegregation may not be inevitable for newly unitary 

school districts. At least several districts seeking unitary status have prepared “post–
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unitary status plans” designed to stave off resegregation. In Tucson, Arizona, which has 

yet to be declared unitary, such a plan includes a “Strategic Student Assignment” plan, 

which will attempt to preserve racial balance while not running afoul of Parents Involved. 

Tucson’s plan, like others before it, focuses on a combination of magnet schools, open 

enrollment, district-provided transportation, and targeted recruitment.43 The success of 

such a program—no sure thing—will no doubt merit further study. 

Among districts in this paper’s study group, an Alabama district stands out for 

having segregation under all four measures lower in 2007 than at the time of unitary-

status declaration in 2002. Minority proportions in the district have remained constant. 

The strategy employed by that district has been to consolidate and convert schools such 

that from fifth grade onward, all students in the same grade attend the same school.44  

Districts are no doubt exploring this and other strategies. Some districts have 

experimented with socioeconomic status as the basis for student allocation, which tracks 

with racial variables throughout this study, and offers a constitutionally sound allocation 

strategy. Other districts have established magnet schools designed to entice students from 

their neighborhood schools into a more integrated environment. A thorough examination 

of the effectiveness of such plans, as well as their drawbacks, could help to inform newly 

unitary districts hoping to hold the line. 

                                                

43 Tucson Unified School District, “Post Unitary Status Plan, As Adopted by Governing Board, July 30, 
2009,” http://www.tusd.k12.az.us/CONTENTS/distinfo/pup/Documents/pusp.pdf. 
44 It is worth noting, however, that not all integrated schools are the same. Although this study, along with 
much of the literature, is concerned exclusively with school-by-school segregation, other research raises the 
possibility of in-school segregation. Largely a concern over academic tracking keeping poorer minority 
students and white (or affluent minority) students in separate classes, this body of research suggests that 
isolation can persist even in an integrated building. The extent and effects of this phenomenon are well 
beyond the scope of this study, but may inform the evaluation of a district’s efforts to integrate. See 
Clotfelter, p. 5 n. 1 (summarizing work on within-school segregation). See, e.g., Jeannie Oakes, "Two 
Cities' Tracking and Within-School Segregation," Teachers College Record 96 (Summer 1995): 681-690.  
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D. Recommendations 

The difficulties of resegregation do not appear to be self-correcting. For whatever 

reason, all districts seem to be drifting towards greater segregation, but especially newly 

unitary districts. Districts anticipating unitary status need specific, long-term plans to 

prevent a scenario that, while wholly legal, undoes the progress made in their push to 

constitutional compliance.  

These districts will face limitations both political and practical. Wake County, 

North Carolina was considered a pioneer in socioeconomic allocation of students, 

replacing its old race-based busing system.45 Many observers claim that the program was 

successful in promoting integration and improving student outcomes.46 (Others, naturally, 

differ.) 47 The most recent school board elections, however, appeared to register voter 

discontent with the program, and the newly constituted board is poised to end it.48 The 

lesson, independent of the merits of such a program, is that not all integration solutions 

will be politically durable.  

Several districts in the study are functionally becoming all-minority districts. In 

these districts, as well, the structure of most local school systems will seriously limit 

options for that district to integrate. The reach of a school board is typically only as far as 

                                                

45 Having been declared unitary in 1982, Wake County is a part of neither the comparison nor study group 
in this paper. After 1982, the district continued to set specific minority enrollment levels in its schools—
Parents Involved was still 15 years away—before instituting its socioeconomic policies. 
46 See, e.g., Alan Finder, “As Test Scores Jump, Raleigh Credits Integration by Income,” New York Times, 
Sep. 25, 2005; Todd Silberman, “Wake County Schools: A Question of Balance,” in Divided We Fail: 
Coming Together through Public School Choice, 141-166 (New York: Century Foundation Press, 2002), p. 
162 (finding that In 2001, 64 percent of students eligible for free- and reduced-price lunch performed at or 
above grade-level). 
47 See, e.g., Paul E. Peterson, "Erasing Inequality," New York Sun, Sep. 28, 2005. 
48 Roddie Brown, "District May End N.C. Economic Diversity Program," New York Times, Feb. 28, 2010: 
A18. 
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the district’s boundaries. For those districts that have seen minority proportion increase 

into the high-80s and beyond during the decade in which they achieved unitary status, a 

different set of challenges awaits.  

The courts are not without their own tools. Desegregation orders are intended to 

desegregate. The Green factors that have governed the approval of unitary status have the 

endorsement of the Supreme Court, and perhaps only that body will ultimately be able to 

expand the doctrine. (Even then, it could only do so with the proper case before it.) Nor is 

the judiciary an outcome-oriented policymaking body. But if any area of law has blurred 

those distinctions, it is the judicial oversight that has grown out of Brown. In the end, the 

courts are the bodies that decide whether districts seeking unitary status have met the 

prerequisite conditions.  

Judges have, in this process, retained the option preserving the case and 

reasserting supervisory status pending the implementation of post-unitary status plans.49 

Because the termination of supervision forecloses particular policy options, the courts 

may wish to extend provisional unitary status, pending assessment of its effects and 

allowing the reassertion of supervisory status. If a district cannot hold its gains once 

declared unitary, the court may conclude its initial assessment was premature.  

X. Conclusion 

If the attainment of unitary status was intended to mark the end of a formerly 

segregated district’s struggle with racial integration, it has not done so. Districts declared 
                                                

49 In the case of one western district, evidence of unitary status was deemed sufficient by the court in 2005, 
and the trappings of the supervisory regime were gradually dismantled. Nevertheless, the court did not 
formally terminate the case until two years later, when a set of pre-agreed conditions, like the construction 
of a new school, had been met. 
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unitary between 1990 and 2007 show a consistent association between unitary status and 

increased racial segregation. This is true for segregation as measured by the isolation of 

minority students, as well as segregation measured by the uneven allocation of minority 

students across a district’s schools. Factors like a district’s minority proportions, 

economic makeup, and region may, themselves, be statistically significant, but do not 

lessen the statistical significance of unitary status itself. Even relative to other districts, 

including those that remain under judicial supervision, unitary districts experience 

increased segregation.  



 51  

 

Works Cited 
 

Board of Education of Oklahoma City Public Schools v. Dowell, 498 U.S. 237 (1991). 

Boozer, Michael A., Alan B. Krueger, Shari Wolkon, “Race and School Quality Since 
Brown v. Board of Education.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity: 
Microeconomics, Jan 1992: 269–338. 

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

Brown, Roddie. “District May End N.C. Economic Diversity Program.” New York Times, 
Feb. 28, 2010: A18, available from: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/28/us/28raleigh.html. 

Clotfelter, Charles T., Helen F. Ladd, and Jacob L. Vigdor. “Racial Segregation in 
Modern Day Public Schools.” Duke University, 2003. 

Coleman, James S. “Equality of Educational Opportunity.” Office of Education, U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Washington, 1966. 

Coleman, James S., Sara D. Kelly, and John A. Moore. Trends in School Segregation, 
1968-73. Washington: Urban Institute, 1975. 

Crain, Robert L. “School Integration and Occupational Achievement of Negroes.” The 
American Journal of Sociology 75, no. 4 (Jan 1970): 593–606. 

Finder, Alan. “As Test Scores Jump, Raleigh Credits Integration by Income.” New York 
Times, Sep. 25, 2005. 

Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, 391 U.S. 430 (1968). 

Guryan, Jonathan. “Desegregation and Black Dropout Rates.” American Economic 
Review 94, no. 4 (September 2004): 919–943. 

Hanushek, Eric A., John F. Kain, and Steven G. Rivkin. “New Evidence about Brown v. 
Board of Education: The Complex Effects of School Racial Composition on 
Achievemant.” Journal of Labor Economics 27, no. 3 (2009): 349–383. 

Miliken v. Bradley, 418 U.S. 717 (1974). 

Oakes, Jeannie. “Two Cities’ Tracking and Within-School Segregation.” Teachers 
College Record 96 (Summer 1995): 681–690. 



 52  

Orfield, Gary. “The Growth of Segregation in American Schools: Changing Patterns of 
Separation and Poverty Since 1968.” Project on School Desegregation, Harvard 
University, Cambridge, 1993. 

Orfield, Gary, and Chungmei Lee. “Racial transformation and the changing nature of 
segregation.” Civil Rights Project, Harvard University, Cambridge, 2006. 

Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District No. 1. 551 U.S. 701 
(2007). 

Peterson, Paul E. “Erasing Inequality.” New York Sun, Sep. 28, 2005. 

Reber, S. “School desegregation and educational attainment for blacks.” NBER Working 
Paper, Jan 2007. 

Rivkin, Steven G. “School desegregation, academic attainment, and earnings.” The 
Journal of Human Resources 35, no. 2 (Spring 2000): 333-346. 

Silberman, Todd. “Wake County Schools: A Question of Balance.” In Divided We Fail: 
Coming Together through Public School Choice, 141-166. New York: Century 
Foundation Press, 2002. 

Tucson Unified School District. “Post Unitary Status Plan, As Adopted by Governing 
Board, July 30, 2009,” available from 
http://www.tusd.k12.az.us/CONTENTS/distinfo/pup/Documents/pusp.pdf. 

United States Department of Justice. “Pending School Districts Operating Under 
Desegregation Cases to Which the United States is a Party.” Civil Rights Division, 
United States Department of Justice, 2004. 

 

 

 


	Morrow_Draft_2010_0512
	Morrow_Draft_2010_0512.2
	Morrow_Draft_2010_0512.3
	Morrow_Draft_2010_0512.4
	Morrow_Draft_2010_0512.5

