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Introduction

On March 13, 1961, black boxer Floyd Patterson knocked out Swedish challenger Ingemar
Johansson to retain the world heavyweight title. I was nine years old and knew nothing about boxing,
but my eye was caught by a newspaper picture of the victorious Patterson standing over Johansson,
out cold on the canvas. I read the article and asked my father if this meant no one on earth could beat
Patterson. He said that was right; Patterson was the best boxer in the world. I remember thinking to
myself that this just wasn’t right. Surely, there must be one of our guys—a white guy—who could beat
him. Floyd Patterson was an American like me, while Ingemar Johansson was a foreigner, a Swede,
but I still wanted the white man to win.

Readers will no doubt dismiss these thoughts of a nine-year-old child as “racism”—as prejudice I
learned from my surroundings—but they should not be so hasty. My parents were missionaries, and |
was born and reared in Japan. At age nine I had no experience of black people. My parents had
always said that all races were equal and that all people were children of God. I also had no special
objection to Patterson because he was black. I think I would have been just as perplexed if Johansson
had been knocked out by an Arab or a Chinese.

As I grew up I adopted my parents’ liberal views of race, and forgot all about Patterson and
Johansson. In fact, as a young liberal I would have been ashamed to recall that I had rooted for the
white man rather than the American. It was only when I was in my 40s and began to question
conventional assumptions about race that I even remembered what I had thought about that 1961 title
fight.

As we will see in Chapter 4, children of all races have untutored racial preferences that may be
part of their nature. It serves little purpose to call these preferences “racism,” as if they were a moral
failing. They appear to be an expression of natural racial identity, which arises far earlier than most
people realize and can persist despite efforts to suppress it. Clever experiments in adults show that
they retain these preferences, even when they are convinced they do not. Racial identity can be
condemned, fought, ignored, or cultivated, but it is unrealistic for a society to pretend it does not
exist.

The American civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s was based on the assumption that
consciousness of race is a prejudice that is learned from a prejudiced society. The movement’s goal
was to eliminate racial prejudice and even consciousness of race, and build a society in which race
would not matter. That effort failed; generation after generation, race continues to matter.

And yet, official American assumptions about race—that it is a trivial distinction it is our destiny
to transcend—have not changed. The result is a stubborn gap between what Americans say and claim
to think about race, and how they act. This stark contrast is described in the first chapter of this book.
Though they seldom talk about it, at some level most Americans know how little their behavior
resembles what are supposed to be their ideals. The result is frustration, confusion, and not a little
hypocrisy. I believe decades of frustration were behind the wishful thinking that surrounded the
election of the first black American president in 2008.

Shortly before Barack Obama took office, I was invited to join a radio debate on the significance
of the election. The other guest, a professor at Yale, used language that was then nearly universal. He
called the election “transformational,” saying it would dramatically change the lives of both blacks
and whites.



I said 1t was a mistake to expect “transformation,” or perhaps even much change at all. I asked
whether the fact that we had a black president would reduce rates of black crime, illegitimacy, and
school failure, and whether whites would now welcome black and Hispanic neighbors. I noted that in
1990, Virginia—the heart of the old Confederacy—elected a black man, Douglas Wilder, as governor,
and that his election was greeted with similarly extravagant expectations. At the end of four years, the
circumstances of blacks and the state of race relations were unchanged.

The host of the program so resented my suggestion that “transformation” should be expected to
show concrete results that he accused me of trying to deceive his listeners. Clearly, he had been
swept up in the heady excitement of the moment, an excitement caught by Paul Krugman, who wrote in
the New York Times that if Mr. Obama’s election “didn’t leave you teary-eyed and proud of your
country, there’s something wrong with you.”

Why would an election cause a radio host to take offense at the idea that “transformation” should
bring measurable gains? Why would it bring a Nobel laureate in economics to tears? It is because so
many people saw the election as expiation for America’s sins and the final achievement of the goals
of the civil rights movement. The election of a black president meant victory had finally come.

There had already been a half century of effort. School integration, civil rights laws, affirmative
action, the Great Society, Black History Month, the King holiday, black appointments to cabinet and
Supreme Court—all reflected a deep desire to do away with distinctions of race. Every institution
and authority figure in the country condemns racism and urges that it be fought on all fronts. The
United States has poured more moral energy into improving race relations than into anything else in
its history.

And yet, in November 2008, race was still the American dilemma. The fact that it was still a
dilemma despite so much effort fostered something like a yearning for miracles. That yearning gained
force with every step Mr. Obama took towards the White House and reached a climax at his
inauguration. Two years later, there is so little euphoria left that it is difficult for most Americans to
remember how giddy with hope they were on January 20, 2009 when Mr. Obama took the oath of
office. The CNN news channel hinted at miracles when it offered viewers an inaugural T-shirt that
read, “Obama raises hand, lifts a nation.”? Actress Susan Sarandon was hoping for miracles when she
said of the new president, “He is a community organizer like Jesus was. And now, we’re a community
and he can organize us.”2 The whole world was hoping for miracles. The London Times headlined its
inauguration story “The New World.” England’s Sun newspaper titled its story “One Giant Step for
Mankind.”#

There was such a frenzy over the new president that former Clinton press secretary Dee Dee Myers
was no doubt right to call him “the most famous living person in the history of the world.”® Mr.
Obama had been president for less than a month when he was nominated for the Nobel Peace Prize,
and had been president for only eight months when the Nobel Committee declared him the winner.

All this explains the hostility to my question about the tangible consequences for race relations of
an Obama victory—whether there was going to be real change or just happy talk. People hoping for
miracles do not want to be asked practical questions.

There have been no miracles. The Gallup organization recorded a huge spike in optimism about
American race relations at the time of the inauguration, but one year later it found that “optimism

about race relations is now almost identical to where it was 46 years ago, when Gallup first asked the

question.”®



This book tries to explain why there have been no miracles. It does so by examining the enduring
phenomenon of racial consciousness. For many Americans—probably most Americans—race
remains an unspoken consideration in decisions about where to live, what schools to attend, what
clubs to join, whom to marry, and what parts of town to avoid at night. The closer we look at how
Americans live, the more clearly we see how much race continues to matter. At the same time, the
moral imperative of the civil rights movement—that race should mean nothing—remains so strong
that many whites deny, even to themselves, that race plays any role in these decisions.

We insist that “diversity” is a great strength, but for most Americans this 1s mere lip service. They
rarely seek diversity in their personal lives, living instead in homogeneous islands that look nothing
like the racial and cultural mix this country has become. Anti-discrimination laws ensure integration
at work, at school, and in public, but in private the races generally separate. A dinner party, poker
game, wedding reception, church service, or backyard barbecue is rarely a multi-racial mosaic. When
they are beyond the reach of the law, Americans revert to the patterns of segregation the law forbids.
Why is this? Chapters 2 and 3 of this book, together with the scientific findings reported in Chapter 4,
should leave no doubt that diversity is not a source of strength but a source of conflict.

Americans therefore live a contradiction that makes it difficult to talk honestly about race. There is
probably no other subject about which there is a greater divergence between what is said publicly
and thought privately, or between official pronouncements and personal behavior.

At least that is true for whites. Chapters 5 and 6 explore the open rejection by Blacks and
Hispanics of the civil-rights ideal of transcending race. For many minorities, race or ethnicity is
central to their identity. The Congressional Black Caucus exists to shape legislation from a limited
perspective: What’s in it for blacks? The Hispanic caucus has an equally narrow perspective.

Non-white racial/ethnic solidarity is an entrenched part of the political landscape, and the pressure
tactics to which it gives rise have been very successful. As we will see in Chapter 7, Asians are now
adopting the same tactics. Non-white leaders are so accustomed to promoting explicitly racial
interests, that they would be dumbfounded at the suggestion that they should broaden their horizons
and work for all Americans. And yet that is the goal all Americans must have if the country is to move
beyond race.

Chapter 8 describes the radical transformation of white racial attitudes that has occurred in the last
half century. Up until the 1950s, most white Americans felt the same kind of racial identity that is
common among non-whites. These sentiments have almost completely disappeared—certainly from
public sight. No politician would dare examine legislation by asking what was in it for whites. No
city in America has a white firefighters’ union or a white caucus on the city council. Across the
political spectrum, Americans assert that any form of white racial consciousness or solidarity is
despicable. Whites, therefore, have tried to keep their end of the civil rights bargain. They have
dismantled and condemned their own racial i1dentity in the expectation that others will do the same.

Why, though, is it so hard to build a society in which race does not matter? To the extent that
Americans even ask themselves this question, they would say that it is because Americans—whites,
especially—have not tried hard enough. And yet, how much harder can a people try? Today, after 50
years of trying, most whites cannot muster much more than exhausted resignation in the face of reports
on school resegregation and yawning gaps in test scores or poverty rates.

This book departs from convention in that it does not ask that we just keep trying harder. Instead, it
suggests that we would do well to rethink our assumptions. If, generation after generation, Americans



tend to segregate themselves, 1s it possible that the expectations for integration were not reasonable?
If diversity is a source of tension are there risks in basing policies on the assumption that it is a
strength? If non-white groups continue to advance race-based interests, 1s it wise for whites to
continue to act as if they have none?

The ideal of moving beyond race still appeals to the vast majority of whites. They dream of an
America in which there is no such thing as racial conflict, in which all Americans work together for
common goals. They love to quote Martin Luther King’s “I Have a Dream” speech about judging
people by the content of their character. And yet, two generations after that speech was delivered,
how many blacks judge whites by the content of their character? And when whites take a wrong turn
off the freeway, do they lock their car doors because they can read the character of the people on the
sidewalk?

Perhaps it is time to question goals that run counter to near-universal behavior. There may be
lessons for us in the failure of Soviet-style Communism. It is our era’s foremost example of a system
that made mesmerizing promises of an earthly paradise but betrayed those promises. Millions of
people were inspired by an ideology that would do away with capitalist exploitation. Marxists
believed that the working class would seize the means of production, the state would wither away,
selfishness would disappear, and man would live “from each according to his ability to each
according to his needs.” In the name of this ideology millions gave their lives and took the lives of
millions of others.

Communism failed. It failed for many reasons, not least because it was a misreading of human
nature. Selfishness cannot be abolished. People do not work just as hard on collective farms as they
do on their own land. The almost universal rejection of Communism today marks the acceptance of
people as they are, not as Communism wished them to be.

Is it possible that our racial ideals assume that people should become something they cannot? If
most people prefer the company of people like themselves, what do we achieve by insisting that they
deny that preference? If diversity is a weakness rather than a strength, why work to increase
diversity? I believe that mistaken assumptions about race are leading us in dangerous directions.

Merely to raise these questions, however, is to dissent from the deeply held convictions of many
thoughtful Americans—and they are more than mere convictions. For many Americans, perhaps even
most Americans, they are the foundations of morality; even to question the assumptions of the civil-
rights vision is illegitimate.

Of course, we can never speak honestly about race if the majority brooks no dissent. There cannot
be dialogue if doubters are thought to be not merely mistaken but immoral. In fact, it is a sign that the
defenders of orthodoxy are unsure of their ground when they close their ears to disagreement. Real
solutions to real problems require honest discussion, and honest discussion comes at a cost. As
Thomas Paine said, “He who dares not offend cannot be honest.”

When it comes to race, few dare to offend. In February 2009, Mr. Obama’s black Attorney General,
Eric Holder, caused a stir when he noted that workplaces are integrated but that in their private lives
Americans live in “race-protected cocoons,” as if we were still living in “the country that existed
almost 50 years ago.” He said Americans were “a nation of cowards” because they do not talk about
race, and urged us to “be honest with each other.””

Did he mean it? Is he willing to consider that if in some important ways our country has not
changed in 50 years it may mean it was unrealistic to expect it to change? It is likely that he wanted



whites to have the courage to break out of their “race-protected cocoons,” embrace people of other
races, and apologize for racism. As we will see in Chapter 8, whites are more than ready to
apologize. When they speak as whites it is almost always to apologize, but apologies for slavery and
Jim Crow—things for which no living white person is responsible—take neither honesty nor bravery.

Mr. Holder was right to say Americans are cowards about race, but he was wrong about why.
White Americans are cowards, but not because they are unwilling to admit guilt and atone for the
past. They are cowards because they fear that any departure from carefully scripted opinions about
race—to suggest, for example, that the very fact of multi-racialism gives rise to serious problems no
matter what whites do—will be met with charges of racism. And they are right. Charges of racism are
not a form of debate; they are meant to silence debate. Accusations of racism are often transparent
attempts to choke off honest discussion.

This book is an attempt to understand race relations as they are, not as we might wish them to be.
We cannot understand the world we live in if we refuse to rethink assumptions that may be wrong.
Nor can we make progress if we are knocked off course for fear that others may call us names.

Reexamining our assumptions about race could have far-reaching consequences, which are
explored in the final chapter. Disturbing as such a reexamination may be, it will help us understand
the choices our nation faces today and the choices we made in the past. We can continue down a path
that is likely to ensure tension and social dislocation or we can reorient policies in more realistic
directions.

This book 1s about racial identity, something most people who are not white take for granted. They
come to it early, feel it strongly, and make no apologies for it. Most whites do not have a racial
identity, but they would do well to understand what race means for others. They should also ponder
the consequences of being the only group for whom such an identity is forbidden and who are
permitted no aspirations as a group. These questions—certainly the most controversial in this book—
are taken up in the final chapter.

Oakton, Virginia, Dec. 31, 2010



Chapter 1: The Failure of Integration

Meredith Brace of San Diego, California, believed in integration. She lived in a white area, but the
neighborhood school, Harding Elementary, was 90 percent Hispanic. She thought whites should go to
Harding rather than escape to a white school. Even before her son was old enough to enroll, she
joined the Harding PTA, raised money for Harding, and went door-to-door to promote it to white
neighbors. After her son began to attend, she became president of the PTA, and set up after-school art
and theater classes to bring whites and Hispanics together. They were disbanded because so few
people took part.

She kept her son at Harding for three years before finally giving up. “[ W]e have nothing in common
[with Hispanics],” she said. “Every time my husband and I would go over for an event, my husband
would feel like it was his first time. We haven’t made any friends.” Her son made no friends either.
“He hasn’t been invited to a birthday party,” she explained. “There is absolutely no after-school
interaction. For his birthday, he invited four of his classmates. Only one came.”

Mrs. Brace joined her neighbors and transferred her son to Hope Elementary School, which was
still 73 percent white. As one white parent explained, “[I]f half of [the neighborhood] is going in that
direction, maybe we can carpool.”

It is lunch time at the Westerly Hills Elementary School in Charlotte, North Carolina. Black and
white children sit next to each other in what seems to be complete disregard for race. The school
appears to have passed what educators call the “lunchroom litmus test,” of whether children make
friends across racial lines. But the test is rigged. The children have assigned seats; that is the only
way to get blacks and whites to eat together.2

Columbia, Maryland, was founded in 1967 as a planned community of upscale homes, where
blacks and whites would live together in harmony. It considered itself a model for the country, and in
the 1970s, prospective home buyers were proudly told that Columbia’s first baby was born to a
mixed-race couple. The town attracted people with an unusual commitment to integration and racial

equality, but by the 1990s, blacks and whites had drifted apart. Residents noted that self-segregation
quality, y

was most pronounced among children and teenagers.?

David Nicholson, a black writer in the Takoma area of Washington, D.C., tried for a year to get
blacks and whites to work together to form a crime-watch network. Race was always a barrier, and

he gave up. Mr. Nicholson, who describes himself as a staunch integrationist, concluded:
“[1]f we in Takoma who have worked together so hard to form a community can’t transcend the barriers of racial mistrust and,
yes, animosity—I don’t think those words are too strong for the kinds of things I’m writing about—I don’t see much hope for the

4

rest of the city.”—

Integration is clearly not progressing the way Americans in the 1960s expected. Two full
generations of Americans have been reared with the ideals of racial equality, and yet racial
separation is almost as pervasive today as it was 40 or more years ago.

Integration was the cornerstone of America’s great campaign for racial equality, and was sought
with equal enthusiasm by blacks and white liberals. For those who were crafting a new racial future,
integration was to be the decisive first step towards the transcendence of race.

Today, almost no one uses the word “integration.” Partly, that is because the civil rights struggle
completely destroyed Jim Crow and removed all legal barriers to integration. Every law Martin
Luther King asked for was passed long ago, and governments at all levels devote enormous efforts to



rooting out racial discrimination.

Another reason why few people talk about integration is that there is not much of it to talk about.
Despite the abolition of legal segregation, voluntary, widespread racial mixing is not common. In law
and 1in theory, the United States is a land where race not only does not matter, but one in which it 1s
unlawful for it to matter. There has been no official declaration of defeat, but reality is different.
Some Americans live in broadly diverse settings, but many more do not. Americans still say
integration is important, but very few do anything to bring it about.

Integration has been of enormous symbolic importance because abolishing legal segregation was to
be only the first step. Integration was to be the key to unblocking the racial log-jam, to making the
races equal in every respect. But if integration has not worked—has failed to unblock the log-jam—
what will?

THEORY OF INTEGRATION

The theoretical basis for integration was set out in An American Dilemma, written in 1944 by the
Swedish sociologist Gunnar Myrdal. With the possible exception of Uncle Toms Cabin, no other
book has had a greater influence on American thinking about race. An American Dilemma went
through 25 printings—an astonishing record for a dense, thousand-page work of sociology—before it
went into a second, “twentieth anniversary” edition in 1962. It set contours for the debate about race
that have lasted virtually unchanged until our own day.

Here is one of the book’s key passages:

White prejudice and discrimination keep the Negro low in standards of living, health, education, manners and morals. This, in its
turn, gives support to white prejudice. White prejudice and Negro standards thus mutually ‘cause’ each other.5

This was the fundamental problem. Whites kept blacks in an inferior position. Whites then pointed
to this apparent inferiority as justification for their own prejudices, which gave rise to the very acts of
oppression that degraded blacks.

Myrdal believed that if white attitudes could be reformed, oppression would ease, the status of
blacks would rise, white attitudes would improve further, and blacks would find yet more
opportunities for success. Myrdal was convinced that if the vicious cycle could be turned into a
virtuous cycle it would be “America’s incomparably great opportunity for the future.”®

Myrdal’s supporters thought change would come quickly. His assistant, Arnold Rose, added a
postscript to the 1962 edition, in which he triumphantly described the progress that had been made
since the book’s appearance in 1944. He predicted that all legal discrimination would be abolished
within ten years (it actually took only three) and that in 30 years—by 1992—residual private friction
between blacks and whites would be “on the minor order of Catholic-Protestant prejudice.””Z

Rose’s optimism was typical. In 1954, when the Supreme Court outlawed school segregation in its
seminal decision in Brown v. Board of Education, Thurgood Marshall, who argued the case for the
black plaintiffs, believed it would take perhaps five years before full school integration was achieved
nationwide.? Kenneth Clark, the black educator whose work on the psychological effects of
segregation on black children helped persuade the Supreme Court to order school desegregation, later
recalled, “I confidently expected the segregation problem would be solved by 1960.”2 In 1968,
Robert Kennedy said he believed that “the vast majority of white people and the vast majority of
black people in this country want to live together.”l? Even in that era of optimism, however, there



were warnings that integration would have to be handled carefully. Whites should be exposed to
blacks under supervised conditions that made it clear how irrational racial prejudice really was.

Discussions about how blacks and whites were to be brought together came to be known as
“contact theory,” and its most prominent spokesman was Gordon Allport. In his 1953 book, The
Nature of Prejudice, he wrote that prejudice “may be reduced by equal status contact between
majority and minority groups in the pursuit of common goals. The effect is greatly enhanced if this
contact is sanctioned by institutional supports . . . .”1l Schools were the best setting for contact. White
children, whose prejudices had not yet hardened, would mix with black children under conditions of
equality and strict institutional supervision.

Many believed that integration for children was so important that the opposition of parents should
be ignored. James S. Liebman of Columbia law school wrote that in order to protect children from the
“tyranny” of their parents they should be required to attend “schools that are not entirely controlled by
parents,” where they could be exposed to “a broader range of . . . value options than their parents
could hope to provide.” Integrated education was the best way to reform *“the malignant hearts and
minds of racist white citizens.”12

Jennifer Hochschild of Princeton agreed that the stakes were so great they justified limiting the will
of the public. Because a majority of Americans did not understand the benefits of integration,
democracy should be set aside and Americans “must permit elites to make their choices for them.”
She believed parents should be banned from sending children to private schools.13 The assumptions
of the 1950s were that white adults might not integrate willingly, but their children who went to
school with blacks would grow up with enlightened views, and the racial problem would be solved.

Initially, desegregation meant only that blacks could no longer be kept out of white schools, and
Brown applied only to legally segregated schools in the South. Most school districts duly dismantled
legal segregation but made no effort at integration. A few ambitious black parents transferred their
children to white schools but whites did not transfer to black schools.

In some places whites resisted the arrival of even a handful of black students, and did so far more
stubbornly than in such famous battlegrounds as Little Rock Central High School or the University of
Mississippi. In what was known as “massive resistance,” Prince Edward County, Virginia, simply
shut down its public schools from 1959 until 1964 rather than admit a single black student.#

The era of passive desegregation ended in 1968, when the Supreme Court ruled in Green v. New
Kent County that Southern schools had to do more than open their doors to a few blacks. They were
to be deliberately integrated, with obligatory, race-based student assignment, and the 1971 Swann v.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg decision sanctioned busing as the preferred means. It was not until the 1973
decision of Keyes v. Denver, however, that the court ordered race-based assignment of students in
school districts that had never practiced legal segregation, and where segregated school attendance
merely reflected housing patterns. Brown had forbidden consideration of race in school assignment;
subsequent court decisions required it. Gordon Allport’s “contact theory” was to be implemented
nationwide.

Mandatory school integration was exactly what the sociologists wanted but there was a snag;
Whites refused to cooperate. They did not usually object to a few well-behaved black transfer
students, but when children from the “bad” part of town started arriving by the busload or when white
children were bused across town to black schools, whites abandoned the public schools.

In some cases the change was dramatic. In just seven years, nine high schools in Baltimore went



from all-white to all-black.l?> In Montgomery, Alabama, Sidney Lanier High School, which used to
educate the state’s elite, had almost no white students left ten years after the first black enrolled in
1964.16

This pattern repeated itself all over the country. From 1968 to 1988, the Boston school district
went from nearly 70 percent white to 25 percent white. Over the same period, the drop in Milwaukee
was from nearly 80 percent to under 40 percent, and in San Diego from nearly 80 percent to just over
40 percent.1! In only eight years, from 1968 to 1976, a staggering 78 percent of the white students left
the Atlanta public schools, while white enrollment in Detroit and San Francisco dropped by 61
percent.1® By 1992, only 15 percent of the students in the Houston public schools were white.1°

These dry statistics reflect tremendous disruption in countless communities, as whites pulled up
stakes and moved to the suburbs or as wives went to work to pay for private school. One of the
ironies of busing is that in many cases, it drove blacks and whites further apart. When whites fled to
the suburbs, it put even more physical distance between the races.

In 1991, the Supreme Court began to relieve the pressure on public schools to assign students by
race, and subsequent decisions left only a few permissible grounds for racial balancing. However, by
then, busing had transformed America’s big-city school districts into almost exclusively black and
Hispanic preserves. By school year 2006-2007, the white percentage was down to single digits in
some of the country’s major urban districts: Atlanta—9.0 percent; Los Angeles—8.8 percent; Dade
County (Miami)—S8.5 percent; Houston—=8.3 percent; Baltimore—7.7 percent; Chicago—7.3 percent;
Washington, DC—S5.7 percent; Dallas—35.0 percent; San Antonio—3.0 percent; Detroit—2.4
percent.2

Forced integration thus prompted a colossal change in the American cityscape. The race riots of the
1960s helped push whites out of cities, but school busing, which went on year after year, probably
pushed out even more. More than a half century after Brown, most whites still refuse to attend schools
that are majority non-white. During the 2006-2007 school year, only 13 percent of white students
attended such schools.2!

It would be wrong to think that busing was a complete failure, however. Not all whites were
willing to move or could pay for private school, and some welcomed integration. But national studies
show that school integration peaked in the late 1980s. Integration had the greatest impact on the South,
where the number of blacks attending majority-white schools went from zero in 1954 to a remarkable
43 percent in 1988. By 2001, the figure had dropped to 30 percent, or the level of 1969.22
Nevertheless, even as it resegregates, the South continues to have the most racially integrated schools
in the country.

The Harvard Civil Rights Project reported that in 1968, 77 percent of blacks were attending
schools that were 50 to 100 percent minority, but integration programs lowered that figure to 63
percent in 1980. By 2005—25 years later—the figure had climbed back up to 75 percent, almost back
to the 1968 level.2 Hispanics were even more cut off from whites in 2005, with 78 percent attending
majority-non-white schools.? In an extensive analysis of 185 school districts with enrollments of
more than 25,000, the Harvard Civil Rights Project also found that black students increased their
exposure to whites in only four districts during the 14-year period ending in 2001.2

A Scripps Howard study of US Department of Education records found that the percentage of non-
white children enrolled in schools that were 90 percent non-white rose in 36 of the 50 states between



1991 and 2001.2% Another Harvard research project concluded bluntly that by 2004, American
schools were just as segregated as they were in 1969, the year after Martin Luther King, Jr. was
assassinated.2’ The 2009 report from the Civil Rights Project (which moved from Harvard to UCLA
in 2007) repeated the same theme: “The U.S. continues to move backward,” and black and Hispanic
students are more separated from whites than at any time since the civil rights movement.28

The charter school movement gives parents greater choice by allowing considerable leeway in
standards and curricula. For blacks, this often means self-segregation and the promotion of racial
consciousness. In 2010, the Civil Rights Project found that 70 percent of all black charter students
attend schools in which fewer than 10 percent of the students are white, and that 43 percent of black
charter students attend schools with essentially no whites at all. This was two to three times the rate
of racial isolation for blacks in non-charter schools: 36 percent in high-minority enrollment schools,
and 15 percent in virtually all-minority schools.?

By 2007 there were 3,500 charter schools, but many were struggling because their innovations had
failed. Not the black charters, said Michael Piscal, whose Inner City Foundation operates schools in
Los Angeles. “The momentum we’re building is tremendous,” he said, noting that there were
thousands of names on the waiting lists of black schools.2? One example in Chicago was Urban Prep
Charter Academy for Young Men, which opened its doors in 2006 to a student body that was 100
percent black.3!

The trend towards segregation has been sharper in some places than in others. In Boston in 1967,
the average black student attended a school that was 32 percent white; in 2003 he attended a school
that was 11 percent white, and 61 percent of black students attended schools that were at least 90
percent non-white.32 That same year in New York State, 60 percent of black students attended schools
that were at least 90 percent black.3?

Some school districts have come almost full circle. In 1953 in Atlanta, just before the Brown
decision, the student population was majority white but blacks and whites were kept apart by law.
Fifty years later, in 2006-2007, there were so few white students left—only 9 percent—that there was
hardly any more integration than during legal segregation.

In Michigan, close to 75 percent of black students attend schools that are at least 80 percent black.
“You would think after 50 years we would see some progress,” said David Plank, co-director of the
Education Policy Center at Michigan State University. “In Michigan, there hasn’t been any
progress.”3>

At one time, “magnet schools” were supposed to solve the problem of white flight by making some
urban public schools so attractive they would lure back whites who had fled to the suburbs. This
approach has failed.

Kansas City, Missouri, 1s the most prominent case of a heroic magnet effort. A federal judge took
over the school district in 1985, and made the city pay nearly $2 billion for the most grandiose
schools in America. Over the next 12 years, Kansas City got 15 new schools with such things as
television and animation studios, a model United Nations with simultaneous interpreting equipment, a
robotics lab, a planetarium, a mock court room with jury deliberation rooms, an Olympic-sized
swimming pool with an underwater viewing room, and field trips to Mexico and Senegal. A former
Soviet Olympic fencing coach was hired for a high school team. There was a $900,000 television
campaign to tell whites about the new improvements, and if white students were not on a bus route,



the city sent taxis for them.

It didn’t work. By 1997, when Kansas City finally gave up, it had the most extravagant schools in
the country, but the percentage of whites was lower than ever and blacks’ test scores had not
budged.3® Since then, despite the gold-plated schools, the district has lost so many students—down
from 35,000 in 2000 to under 18,000 in 2010—that it was near bankruptcy and considering closing
nearly half its schools just to stay afloat.3’

Los Angeles had 162 magnet schools in 2006, but of that number 87 were virtually all black or
Hispanic. Almost all of the ones that were considered integrated—where whites were at least 30
percent—were well outside of central Los Angeles, in areas where whites lived anyway. John
Garham, who was the district specialist for the magnet effort, conceded that “we are not ever going to
be able to get the white population to come into certain areas.”

Once a Los Angeles school takes on a certain character, whites will not attend even if it is next
door. In 2000, Crescent Heights Elementary School was beefed up with special programs in the hope
of attracting whites who lived nearby, but in 2006, there were only three white students out of 350.
“White parents would come and see all these African American children and say, ‘I don’t want my
child to be the only white child in the school’, ” explained Sharon Curry, who helped develop the
enriched programs.38

San Francisco’s school district rapidly began to resegregate in 2001 after a lawsuit overturned
race-based student assignments. In 2001-2002, there were 30 schools in which one race made up 60
percent or more of at least one grade. Just three years later there we