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Democracy and Justice in Boston School Busing

KawasHIMA Masaki

AFRICAN AMERICAN HISTORY AND CIVIL RIGHTS have interested me since my high
school days when I first listened to the “I Have a Dream” speech. This interest
grew after my viewing of Eyes on the Prize: Part I} Shocked by scenes of vio-
lent anti-busing demonstrations in Boston, I thought of tracing the results of
both busing and the white opposition to it. My opportunity to do on-the-spot
research in Boston came from a grant as a 1995-96 Fulbright Junior Researcher.

Considering the historiography concerning this theme, my impression is that
researchers and/or journalists, including Anthony Lukas, the author of the
Pulitzer-Prize-winning Common Ground,? as well as their intended readers, are
basically interested in the reasons why desegregation efforts failed, rather than
how much was accomplished given the constraints of the situation. They
seemed to focus their efforts on interpretations of the secret reasons for the vio-
lent reaction by some of white Bostonians against busing. Some say the main
reason was racism.3 Others say that a sense of “defended neighborhoods”—.
accompanied by economic class antagonism between the “poor inner-city”” and
the “wealthy suburbs”—deserves more attention.*

Arthur Garrity, the judge who decreed busing of public school students, said
in an interview that most of the anti-busing demonstrators were not racists.> On
the other hand, Andrew Bunie of Boston College, a reliable historian on race
and ethnicity, believes that racial prejudice was a main cause.S However,
Formisano’s interpretation of the anti-busing movement as “reactionary pop-
ulism” in his Boston Against Busing seems to me the most persuasive argu-
ment.”

The busing issue was made a question of politics rather than education.

The author is associate professor of American History, Mie University, Tsu, Mie 514,
Japan. His interests include the civil rights movement and African American history. He
has written “Afrikan-Amerikan no yukue” (Future course for African Americans), in
Gendai Amerika-gasshukoku (1993); “1965-nen natsu ikou no M. L. Kingu” (Martin
Luther King, Jr., after the summer of 1965), Rekishi Hyouron (July 1994); and “Bosuton
sukuru bassingu ronsou saiho” (Boston school busing revisited), Amerika Kenkyu
(March 1997).
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Although Garrity, Bunie, and Formisano probably agree that race was at least
one factor in the unusually strong resistance to busing: Most of the anti-busing
demonstrators based their core arguments on their own senses of “democracy”
and “justice.” They felt that their constitutional rights were denied by the feder-
al district court busing order issued on June 21, 1974, just twenty years after the
landmark decision of Brown v. Board of Education by the Federal Supreme
Court. Even President Gerald Ford expressed his strong sympathy with the pro-
testers and declared, “I respectfully disagree with the judge’s order.” Congress
was also inclined toward anti-busing by this time. Only the judicial power
remained committed to the cause of civil rights. Both sides, anti-busing and pro-
busing alike, sang the same song, “We Shall Overcome.” As Alan Lupo, a dis-
tinguished Boston journalist, pointed out, it was a kind of tragedy.?

The following article is a report of my on-the-spot research in Boston con-
ducted during a nine-month stay at Boston College as a visiting scholar from
August 1995. My initial idea was to focus on both sides in the struggle, partly
because my impression was that the African American community has received
less attention. I was determined to interview as many people as possible during
my nine-month stay in Boston as well as to reexamine previous research, unpub-
lished documents, and statistical data. My goal of focusing on the position of
the African American community was a fortunate one. Although I could arrange
more than thirty interviews, it was far easier for me to reach the former black
activists than the former anti-busing leaders.

Reason for Demanding “Integration”

As Thomas Atkins, former president of the Boston NAACP branch, pointed out
in his interview, generally speaking it is very difficult to understand the things
that happen in a different world. So it is not very unnatural that white people,
including liberals, should not understand the real reasons why African American
parents in Boston brought a lawsuit demanding desegregation in the public
schools.?

According to James Jennings of the University of Massachusetts—Boston and
director of the William Monroe Trotter Institute, the reason why black people in
Boston abandoned typical civil rights demonstrations or other political means of
achieving racial equality and submitted lawsuits to the federal court office was
frustration at their inability to change the status quo.!® Even after the passing of
the Racial Imbalance Act in 1965 as a result, in part, of massive demonstrations
by African-Americans, there was no change in their neighborhood schools for
the seven years following (see Appendix A: Chronology). There seemed to be
no other options besides legal action or violent revolution to break the status
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quo. Of course, most black parents did not think that having their children sit
next to white students would automatically mean an improvement in their chil-
dren’s academic performance. As Ruth Batson, a prominent black woman
activist, later explained and reconfirmed in an interview, black leaders, along
with frustrated black parents, were not so much concerned with integration—
meaning racially balanced schooling—as they were concemed with a lack of
resources. They preferred neighborhood schools as much as anyone else in
Boston. However, they knew well enough through long disappointing experi-
ence, that without integration, meaning mainly inclusion of white students in
their own neighborhood schools at the expense of the inconvenience of sending
some of their children to schools in other districts, the school committee would
never allot their schools equal resources. According to Edward Doherty, current
President of the Boston Teachers Union (BTU), and at that time a teacher in a
Boston high school, most teachers in the Boston public schools (88.7% of whom
were whites in 1974) agreed that Garrity’s decision was justifiable, that is, the
school committee was guilty of deliberate segregation of black students.!!

White parents with liberal tendencies who desired a better society did not
mind accepting some black children in their neighborhood schools. However,
even they did not want to send their children to schools in districts where minor-
ity residents were in the majority. Their main concerns were safety and the dan-
ger of losing their control over their children. They were also concerned with
the quality of education. For a long time, white parents felt comfortable sending
their children to Boston Latin Academy, an examination school of the highest
quality, even though it is located very near to the black district of Roxbury.!2
Faced with the prospect that their children would share facilities with blacks,
however, they began to worry seriously about the quality of education in schools
in Roxbury for the first time in their lives. .

In this sense, it can be said that the above mentioned black leaders’ assump-
tion was correct. As Mel King, one of the most influential black political leaders
in Boston, stated, their strategy to include white students in their schools was
intended to result in a general improvement of the entire school system. Given
the lack of consensus on the meaning of “integration,” along with Boston’s long
history as a deliberately racially divided city, some mandatory means beyond
ordinary public policies seemed necessary, as former Mayor Kevin White point-
ed out during an interview. One of his former assistants, then a State Represen-
tative, Barney Frank, called this strategy of black leaders the “hostage theory.”!3

Basically, this “hostage theory” worked very well. As Robert Dentler’s book
Schools on Trial states, in a sense at least Garrity’s Phase II implementation,
which started in the second year after his decision, took these differences in per-
ception between the black and white parents and the limitations of public poli-
cies into account.!4 What they should also have taken into consideration was the

NANZAN REVIEW OF AMERICAN STUDIES 19/1997 25



parents’ preference of their neighborhood schools in a positive sense. In other
words, the Phase II implementation may have lacked enough sensitivity to par-
ents’ choice. Dentler’s Phase II plan included a lot of scrapping-and-building of
schools as well as massive student reassignment. Fortunately, I was able to reach
one of the former young white “gentry” in the South End, Ms. Patricia Bounds
Corcoran, a close friend of Colin and Joan Diver, who were cited for heroism in
Anthony Lukas’ Common Ground. Ms. Corcoran herself was also mentioned in
this book. According to her, the Phase II plan inevitably brought tension and tur-
moil, even to already integrated schools such as George Bancroft Elementary in
the South End.

The shift from mandatory busing to the current “controlled choice method” in
1989 came too late. Michael Alves of Brown University stated that if Garrity
had adopted a different plan from the beginning, the implementation of school
desegregation would have certainly been more successful. Unfortunately, Alves
stated, he created this plan only after he studied the school desegregation tur-
moil in Boston as Director of Desegregation Planning of the State Department of
Education in the late 1970s.15

On the other hand, the notion of parents’ participation, which both Phase I
and II called for, left Ms. Corcoran with good memories, although she did admit
that there was still racial polarization. In fact, part of a booklet titled “Why
Parent Involvement?” published by the Citywide Parents Advisory Council in
1976, shows a transformation of feeling among parents as a result of desegrega-
tion. The section goes as follows:

When Phase I of Judge Garrity’s court order was implemented in
September of 1974, parents in this city reacted in a variety of ways. Some
moved out of the city, some enrolled their children in private schools, and
many kept their children at home and boycotted. The majority of parents,
however, complied with the court order. Prior to the opening of schools,
open house was held in all Boston Public Schools and, although filled
with fear and apprehension, parents visited schools to which their chil-
dren had been assigned. In many cases they found the school facilities in
poor condition and were angry. They met school principals, district super-
intendents and school department personnel to discuss building repairs,
Chapter 766, transportation, and a host of other issues. . . . Through their
efforts, building repairs were made, special programs were initiated, and

for the first time, parent involvement meant more than sponsoring social
functions at individual schools.

Why did parent get involved? Not because they favored Phase I and II
of the court order—compliance does not mean acceptance. They became
involved initially out of fear for their children’s safety and education.
Soon, however, as parents became more and more involved in their chil-
dren’s schools, that fear changed to anger and then to action.
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People ask, “Why parent involvement?” The answer, put quite simply,
is their children. The Boston School System can become the standard of
excellence in education—through strong parent participation. !¢

Thus, at a certain point the strategy to include white children in the schools in
Roxbury was effective. However, not a few parents—both white and black—
deserted the public school system within one or two years of the busing order.
Then, what made the dedicated parents who intentionally stayed in the public
schools finally give them up? What made them surrender to the powerful trend
of “white and black flight” at last? Ms. Corcoran’s answer was not busing per se,
but massive school closings in 1981.17

Disparities between Education in the Suburbs and the Inner City

The late Dr. Coleman, famous for his “Coleman Report,” pointed out the corre-
lation between the “forced busing” and the “white flight” in 1975. There was a
strong correlation between Garrity’s mandatory busing order and the massive
reduction in numbers of children, especially white children, in Boston public

schools. But my research so far suggests that a few more things must be consid-
ered.

1. There has been a continuous reduction of the birth rate, coupled with
movement of the white population out of the city to “suburbia” and later
to the Sun Belt states, since the 1950s (see Appendix B: Tables 1 to 4).

2. The main cause of the first peak of the reduction of the student enroll-
ment, in the school year of 1975-1976, was not the idea of integration
itself. Rather, fault lies with parental experiences of the first year’s tur-
moil and tension, along with racial polarization among the parents and
students accelerated by a massive reorganization of the school system.
Not until the second year of the implementation was significant student
reduction seen among not only whites but also blacks. Of course there
must have been a considerable number of students who simply did not go
to school in the first year, 1974. But larger reductions in student enroll-
ment occurred in 197374 and 1975-76 (see Appendix B: Tables 6 & 7).

3. In July 1974, in Milliken v. Bradley, just one month after Garrity’s deci-
sion, his superiors in the Federal Supreme Court rejected the lower
courts’ decisions and declared by a 54 vote the unconstitutionality of
mandatory busing beyond city borders in Detroit, where the percentage
of black students was as high as 75% in 1975. I suspect that Milliken v.
Bradley gave a decisive stimulus to the trend of “white flight.” In an
interview, Garrity expressed his regret that he could not have involved at
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least some suburbs, such as Brookline and Newton, in his post—1974
orders because of Milliken v. Bradley.!8

4. Then, if Garrity had included at least some of the “wealthy suburbs” in
his implementation, can we suppose that it would have reduced “white
flight”? My guess is no, because it would only have stimulated the flight
to private schools, as was the case in larger cities in the South, where
school districts are usually countywide.!® Therefore, I am very doubtful
of the assumption made by John Mulkern of Bobson College.20 However,
I do agree with him at least on the point that inclusion of the suburbs
would surely have increased the appearance of fairness and reduced the
power of the opposition.

5. The final blow, the one that forced the remaining dedicated parents of all
races to end efforts at desegregation, seems to have been the massive
school closings (see Appendix B: Tables 5, 6, & 7). There is a strong cor-
relation between the number of schools closed and the reduction in stu-
dent enrollment in 1981. These school closings, along with large cutbacks
in federal expenditures for education from the beginning of the Reagan
administration in 1981, seem to have alienated the dedicated parents
who might otherwise have remained.2!

As for metropolitan desegregation proposals, school committee members,
such as John Kerrigan, were among the strongest supporters for “metropoli-
tanization” of school desegregation, that is, desegregation of schools beyond the
city borders—and not African American leaders.?? However, the members’ hid-
den and true purpose lay not in a sincere pursuit of fairness and effective inte-
gration, but in the intention to reveal the hypocrisy of the “wealthy”
suburbanites who tried to impose their sense of “justice” on the people in Boston
without being influenced by it.23 .

Still, another question remains, that is, why were African American leaders
not very interested in the possibility of metropolitan solutions? According to for-
mer activists such as Thomas Atkins, Paul Parks, and Ruth Batson, there seem to
be four answers:

1. Legally speaking, it was too difficult and risky for them to demand a met-
ropolitan remedy from the beginning. They were not very confident that
lawsuits demanding a metropolitan remedy would succeed. It would have
been very difficult for them to present enough evidences to persuade the
Supreme Court to recognize any guilt on the part of the suburbs in the
purposeful segregation of the metropolitan area beyond the city borders.

2. There was a change in mood of the black community not only in Boston
but also in the U.S. in general. Demand for “community control” was
growing stronger in Boston, as well. Just a few days before the submis-
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sion of the Boston desegregation lawsuit to the federal district court, the
National Black Political Convention was held in Gary, Indiana, on March
10-12, 1972. There a resolution was passed criticizing busing as a means
of achieving high quality education for blacks. Actually, according to his
own book, it seems that Mel King tried to use the lawsuit as a political
tool in return for recognition of “community control” of black neighbor-
hood schools in negotiations with William Bulger of South Boston, one
of the leading State Senators. But this drive was not successful because
of strong opposition on the part of the BTU. From the 1920s, a strong
patronage system has been established in the public school system that
doomed any other solution than a lawsuit.

3. Blacks feared that if they had demanded a metropolitan remedy, they
would have lost the strong support they had gained from suburban liber-
als since the passage of the Racial Imbalance Act in 1965.

4. They were afraid that the metropolitan solution proposed by John
Kerrigan might have reduced their control over the METCO program, a
voluntary one-way busing program of urban black students to suburban
schools funded by the state budget since 1966. Their fear is understand-
able. As Daniel Monti’s research into the metropolitan voluntary busing
program in St. Louis, Missouri, and Jeffrey Raffel’s research in the
Wilmington, Delaware, metropolitan area illustrate, without strong lead-
ership in the African American community, metropolitan remedies may
only result in strengthening the status quo of a bureaucratic school sys-
tem.2

It is true that Boston schools as a whole had been suffering deteriorating condi-
tions for a long time. But at any rate, it was almost impossible for all Boston-
ians—regardless of their backgrounds—to unite under a common cause for
general improvement of their public education.

Did Obstacles to the Common Cause Disappear?

It is true that if one takes the current racial ratio of the students in the Boston
public school system as the only index of the extent of the achievement of the
desegregation efforts in general, the effectiveness of desegregation efforts was
poor. Now more than 80% of the students are blacks, Hispanics, and Asians.
However, an alternative index may be suggested by the following question: To
what extent has the school desegregation process, along with the shift from the
. elected school committee to an appointed one, changed, in other words,
improved, the notorious political culture of Boston where a political patronage
system had long thrived?
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As for the minority presence, particularly as seen in the change in racial com-
position of the faculties of the public schools, the changes are remarkable, if not
adequate (see Appendix B: Table 8). It is true that although he complied with
affirmative action in hiring new teachers, Edward Doherty, president of the BTU,
did not hesitate to reveal his uneasiness about using affirmative action as a crite-
rion in layoffs. He pointed out that affirmative action in layoffs caused friction
among teachers.?S In my opinion, reducing the number of layoffs should have
been a primary goal. However, despite such unresolved matters, the minority
presence has increased beyond the expectations of most former African
American activists, In 1977, John O’Bryant was elected the first African
American member of the School Committee, while Louise Day Hicks and John
Kerrigan, former School Committee members and leading anti-busing activists,
were defeated in their races for the City Council. Coupled. with the shift from
election to appointment of the school committee in 1991, the desegregation
process changed the political culture of Boston considerably. Alan Lupo, a promi-
nent Boston Globe columnist, agreed with this position.26 It can be said that the
School Commiittee stopped serving as a stepping-stone to better political careers.

Considering the Boston Busing controversy, we may also ask, to what extent
has racial prejudice been overcome by the desegregation process? I would say
progress has not been great. Apparently the most effective way to frustrate
efforts at desegregation was not so much violent resistance as passive resistance
against the public school system as a whole, as this pattern has occurred in other
larger cities, including cities in the South, where school desegregation is said to
have been relatively successful.?” Rapid change from a manufacturing economy
to a post-industrial society and the polarization of job and income composition,
along with the end of the Cold War, might be said to foster a bad side of indi-
vidualism. Confronted with severe backlash, black leaders I have met seem to be
on the defensive, hesitating to risk gains made so far, however small. In the trend
toward political conservatism which began in the Nixon administration, politi-
cians have exploited the “failure in Boston” to gain support among the white
urban working class. In fact, in the 1996 presidential primary in Massachusetts,
strong support was given to Patrick Buchanan by the city of Boston.2® On the
other hand, the black leadership remains frustrated with the status quo, and has
backed a secession movement to separate Roxbury and surrounding areas from
the city of Boston. Two referenda were held, but in both of them the secession-
ists’ proposal was rejected at the approximate rate of two to one. Their struggle
to challenge the status quo has yet to reach completion. 2 Taking all these things
into consideration, I cannot help concluding that a strong coalition among urban
residents that goes beyond race and ethnicity is yet to be seen in Boston.

As for the “controlled choice” program, initiated in 1989, there are limita-
tions as well as possibilities. Michael Alves, the designer of this plan, boasts that
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Boston’s plan is the most successful of all the twenty cities in the U.S. which
have adopted the same plan.3® However, the current situation is not that good.
According to the architect of this plan, “controlled choice” was expected to max-
imize the possibility of voluntary integration—by permitting parents’ choice—
and to raise the level of academic performance of the public schools in
general—by using overchosen schools as models for underchosen schools, and
in this way introducing a good sense of competition. What have been the results
of these efforts?

Recently the Boston Globe reported 1996’s overchosen and underchosen
schools. There were 32 overchosen schools, compared with only seven under-
chosen ones. Thomas Payzant, newly appointed Superintendent of Schools, was
quoted as having said, “It suggests we’re moving in the right direction.”
However, if one compares this list with the latest Reports on Teaching and
Learning published by the Superintendent’s office itself, one cannot help asking
the following question: Why are the schools overchosen by parents not always
the schools most highly evaluated by the Superintendent’s office? As a matter of
fact, one of the schools evaluated lowest by the Superintendent’s office was
ranked as the highest overchosen school by parents.3!

I asked this very critical question of Robert Salamone, Principal of Ralph
Waldo Emerson Elementary School located in Roxbury, with a white student
ratio only 2.8%. His answer was as follows:

The parents are still most concerned with safety. They would like to see
their children within eyeshot. They would like to send their children to
the schools within their control. They are less concerned with educa-
tional quality yet. We have tried to attract white students but it was not
successful. Not one student has come to this school so far from South
Boston which is just within walking distance from here. It is true that

white parents do support integration philosophically. But they would not
support the implementation of it.32

Emerson School, according to the latest Reports on Teaching and Learning
issued by the Superintendent’s office, was honored with a School Improvement
Award and ranked among the top achievers. It cannot be denied that Boston is
still deliberately divided by race.

On top of that, as Superintendent Payzant himself recognized, the choices
themselves are limited. Overall per capita educational expenditure in Boston,
$6,618 in 1991, was ranked third among twenty-one Greater Boston districts,
just below Cambridge and Wellesley. But this high ranking is very tricky
because Boston’s expenditure per “regular education” pupil, $4,921, was ranked
twelfth. As Robert Dentler deplores, Boston continues to do little more than
maintain its big-city position within the suburban pack of school districts. Some
New England districts now spend more than $10,000 per pupil. The burden
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expected to be shouldered by Boston seems to be too heavy for a single local
government to cope with alone.?® But unfortunately there are no leaders strong
enough at either the state or national level to pursue equality in education.

Conclusion

When he was interviewed by Anthony Lukas a decade after the publication of
Common Ground, Colin Diver, currently Dean of the University of Pennsylvania
Law School, said the following:
I have not been back to Boston for some years, but I suspect that its
school system looks much like Philadelphia’s does: ten or 20 percent
white, 60 or more percent black, and various others. This compels us to
recognize that social and demographic movements tend to overwhelm
judicial decrees. Litigation can be successful when it deals with more
tractable problems and institutions. But when it tries to reform large insti-
tutions like urban school systems, it hasn’t been successful. That’s
because it doesn’t depend for its authority on the consent of the governed,
and thus it provokes stubborn, long-term resistance.3

Compared with Japan’s, the Supreme Court in the U.S. has an admirable
record of judicial activism. I suspect that depending mainly on the consent of
the majority of the governed may lead to ignoring critical realities confronting a
society. However, I could not help agreeing with Diver that the judicial power to
reform a society is limited. Eiichi Akimoto, a leading Japanese historian of the
American economy, points out that it took national political leaders and their
constituents more than two decades to accept the new economic and social real-
ities the U.S. was faced with after World War 1.35 Now both the U.S. and other
so-called “advanced countries” are being confronted with calls for diversity.
Politicians, if there is a distance between social realities and the perception of
their constituents, must persuade them to accept this inevitable trend of diver-
sity, not only to create an ideal society but also merely to survive.
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Appendix A: Chronology

5/17/1954 Brown v. Board of Education

6/11/1963 NAACP Education Committee presents 14 demands to the
Boston School Commiittee

9/6/1963  First Boston Sit-in at Boston School Committee building
2/26/1964 Second Freedom Stay-Out: One Day Boycott of Public Schools
4/23/1965 Martin Luther King, Jr., visits Boston

8/18/1965 Racial Imbalance Act is signed into state law

8//1965  Operation Exodus is begun by black parents led by Ellen Jackson
9/1966 METCO buses first 220 students

1968-71  Negotiation between State Board of Education and Boston
School Committee

4/20/1971 Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education: busing
becomes constitutional

3/15/1972 Morgan v. Hennigan is filed in the Federal District Court in
Boston

6/21/1974 Judge Garrity’s decision finds the School Cvommittee guilty

7/25/1974  Milliken v. Bradley: Federal Supreme Court denies the constitu-
tionality of mandatory busing beyond the city limits of Detroit

11/1977  John O’Bryant is elected the first African American member of
the School Committee, while Louise Day Hicks loses her seat on
the City Council

9/3/1985  Judge Garrity’s final orders

9/1989 Controlled Choice Student Assignment Plan starts (“Forced bus-
ing” ends)

12/1991  Shift from an elected School Committee to a Board appointed by
the Mayor

Fall 1993 Thomas Menino is elected the first Italian American mayor

11/5/1996 The appointive School Committee system in Boston is
reconfirmed by referendum
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Table 4: Demographic Change per Decade in Boston
(under 18 years old)

Years Total White Black Latino Asian
1940-1950 4,307 -942 5,656 ND ND
1950-1960 -7,542 -21,759 14,217 ND ND
1950-1960 | -18,367 -41,456 19,419 ND ND
1970-1980 | -59,822 -69,625 -1,841 ND ND
1980-1990 -12 527 -22,882 942 4,449

Source: U.S. Census, 1940, 1950, 1960, 1970, 1980, & 1990

Table 5: Student Enrollment Changes in Boston Public Schools

Year Total White Black Latino Asian Native Am.
1972-1973 -1,968 -3,300 329 917 97 -11
1973-1974 -7,801 -8,636 -226 852 194 15
1974-1975 -858 -3,550 1,723 533 205 231
1975-1976 -8,099 -6,846 -1,829 527 95 -46
1976-1977 -1,280 -2,771 1,146 327 -11 29
1977-1978 -3,504 -3,074 -979 424 53 72
1978-1979 -2,132 -2,345 -146 188 209 -34
1979-1980 -2,019 -2,307 29 286 625 -48
1980-1981 -4,965 -3,268 ~1670 -259 i 255 -23
1981-1982 -2,039 =2,200 -372 289 259 -15
1982-1983 -1,647 -1,671 =515 338 182 19
19831984 886 25 -47 589 292 27
1984-1985 831 —43 175 316 ) 416 -33
1985-1986 -854 -1,061 -101 298 14 -4
1986-1987 =721 -862 -137 250 51 =23
1987-1988 =261 ~645 -75 257 201 1
1988-1989 413 ~585 221 664 131 -18
1989-1990 946 -292 217 760 244 17
1990-1991 379 -728 319 710 71 7
1991-1992 1,485 ~117 620 758 221 3
1992-1993 1,331 -294 669 774 189 -7
1993-1994 -2,036 ~883 -818 -170 -180 15
1994-1995 1,590 -176 769 829 160 2

Source: Record Management Unit, Dept. of Implementation, Boston Public Schools

Table 6: Public Schools Ciosed in Boston, 1973-1982

Year Number Year Number
1973 6 1978 3
1974 2 1979 8
1975 17 1980 3
1976 7 1981 23
1977 6 1982 2

Source: Facilities Management, Planning & Engineer-
ing Office, Boston Public Schools, courtesy of Mr.
Andrew Puleo
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Table 8: Racial Composition of Faculty in Boston Public Schools

Year Total (%) White (%) Black (%) | Others (%)
10/10/1974 5,132 (100)* 4,550 (88.7) 555 (10.8) 27 (0.5
1975-1976 5,443 (100) 4,697 (86.3) 620 (11.4) 126  (2.3)
1976-1977 5,285 (100) 4.473 (84.6) 630 (11.9) 182 (3.4)
1977-1978 5.133  (100) 4,283 (83.4) 649 (12.6) 201 (3.9
1978-1979 5,187 (100) 4,121 (79.5) 808 (15.6) 258 (5.0)
1979-1980 5,207 (100) 3,933 (75.5) 967 (18.6) 307 (5.9
1980-1981 5,150 (100) 3,799 (73.8) 983 (19.1) 368  (1.1)
1981-1982 4,336 (100) 3,170 (73.1) 854 (19.7) 312 (1.2)
19821983 4,096 (100) 2,920 (71.3) 838 (20.5) 338 (8.3)
1983-1984 4,085 (100) 2,907 (71.2) 829 (20.3) 349  (8.5)
1984-1985 4.419 (100) 3.111 (70.49) 922 (20.9) 386  (8.7)
1985-1986 4,407 (100) 3,041  (69.0) 954 (21.6) 412 (9.4)
1986—-1987 4,490 (100) 3,076 (68.5) 1,007 (22.4) 407  (9.4)
1987-1988 4,571 (100) 3,117 (68.2) 1,023 (22.4) 432 (9.4)
1988-1989 4,576 (100) 3,086 (67.3) 1,063 (23.2) 433 (9.5)
1989-1990 4,434  (100) 2,929 (66.1) 1,057 (23.8) 449 (10.1)
1990-1991 4,361 (100) 2.854 (65.4) 1,043 (23.9) 464  (10.6)
1991-1992 4.448 (100) 2.848 (64.0) 1,103 (24.8) 497 (11.2)
1992-1993 4,487 (100) 2,807 (62.6) 1,165 (26.0) 515 (11.5)
1993-1994 4,435 (100) 2,751 (62.0) 1,152 (26.0) 533 (12.0)
1994-1995 4,515 (100) 2,787 (61.7) 1,182 (26.2) 546 (12.1)
19951996 4,606 (100) 2,828 (61.4) 1,198 (26.0) 581 (12.6)

* Excluding 185 bilingual teachers. Source: Office of Human Resources, Boston Public Schools,
courtesy of Mr. John Conley
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