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I. Introduction
At a time of growing diversity in the U.S., school segregation is deepening. This matters
because students who attend racially isolated minority schools have weaker educational opportunities and outcomes, and because well-designed diverse schools benefit all students. 1
Such evidence buttressed the 2007 Supreme Court decision in Parents Involved 2 and the
federal government’s 2011 guidance to school districts outlining the compelling interest in
voluntarily pursuing integration. Yet legal and political restrictions on how schools and districts can address school segregation are pervasive, prompting some advocates to zero in on
housing policy as a means to promote school integration. 3
Adding to the policy options (and debates), the last several decades have witnessed the explosion of school choice. While some choice-based efforts initially were designed to further
school desegregation efforts, more recently politicians on both sides of the aisle have framed
school choice as an important policy goal in its own right. Suggestions that choice may impede other policy goals like school desegregation or student achievement thus are often
contested.
This report, The Integration Anomaly: Comparing the Effects of K-12 Education Delivery
Models on Segregation in Schools, written by Benjamin Scafidi and published by the Friedman Foundation,4 explores growing school segregation amid declining housing segregation.
It then examines whether school choice can help mitigate rising school segregation. As the
popularity of school choice continues to mount, particularly among policymakers, this review analyzes the report’s claims regarding divergent metropolitan school and residential
segregation trends and whether a universal system of school choice offers the solution to
persisting school segregation.

II. Findings and Conclusions of the Report
The report draws on existing analyses of residential segregation in the nation’s metropolitan
areas, and compares them to the author’s calculations of metropolitan school segregation
of third grade black and non-black students using the Dissimilarity Index. According to the
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author, only 28% of 215 metropolitan areas experienced neighborhood and school segregation changes that were similar in magnitude and direction (either both increasing or both
decreasing) from 2000 to 2010.5 An additional 28% of metro areas experienced diverging
trends, with 55 of 60 metros in this category reporting declines in residential segregation
but increases in school segregation. In the remaining 44% of metros, school and residential
segregation change in the same direction but differ in magnitude.
From this descriptive empirical examination, the report makes a remarkable leap to conclude that the public school system has been unsuccessful at reducing school segregation
and should emphasize greater school choice. A selected review of literature on school choice
is used to assert that increasing choice will further school integration. The report contends that introducing significantly expanded school choice would “uncouple the decisions
of where to live and where to send children to school” and “allow schools to provide non-uniform educational options, thereby giving parents reasons to choose schools that go beyond
just ‘peer quality’.”6 It closes with recommendations for connecting choice to integration in
ways that would permit greater access to both public and private schooling options.

III. The Report’s Rationale for Its Findings and Conclusions
The Integration Anomaly assumes that competition unleashed by unrestricted school choice
will promote integration. Choice offers families a way to find the best educational fit for
their children, helps weed out low-performing schools, and breaks the link between school
and residential decisions, so the thinking goes. A greatly expanded version of choice can
therefore be employed to positively diminish school segregation. Despite the emphasis of
this report, the empirical analysis presented does not examine the actual impacts of school
choice on integration; rather it explores the diverging relationship between school and residential segregation. After concluding that the mismatch between housing and school segregation trends is puzzling—but of concern—central assertions related to school choice and
integration are backed by an oddly selected and incomplete review of literature. Later in the
report, the rationale for how to design an integrating school choice system is based on international examples that may not apply to the U.S. context, a preliminary and dated treatment
of domestic choice, and superficial discussions of hypothetical universal choice programs.

IV. The Report’s Use of Research Literature
To support its claims, the report draws in limited ways on three categories of research literature—school and residential segregation trends, the relationship between school choice
and integration, and best practices for designing choice to foster integration. Key studies are
excluded from each category, which leads to conclusions about segregation and choice that
are either heavily contested or contradicted in peer-reviewed literature. Nowhere does the
http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-integration
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report provide a clear rationale for the inclusion or exclusion of certain studies or bodies of
research.

Residential and school segregation trends
The report draws on a single, well-publicized (though non-peer-reviewed) 2012 study published by the Manhattan Institute called “The End of the Segregated Century,” which showed
declines in black-nonblack residential segregation since 1970. Yet critics of that study argued that nearly all-black neighborhoods remain stubbornly segregated, 7 that the relationship between racially segregated neighborhoods and neighborhoods of concentrated poverty
is strengthening,8 and that the general trend toward integration, driven in large part by the
growing suburbanization of minority groups, may not be stable.9 The Integration Anomaly, then, presents a rosy, oversimplified view of residential segregation not grounded in a
broader reading of the literature.
A synthesis of literature on school segregation patterns follows the discussion of residential
trends. While the report suggests that the divergence between school and residential segregation is puzzling, numerous studies have sought to parse out the different issues contributing to rising levels of school segregation. Among the key factors linked to growing school
segregation is one that The Integration Anomaly identifies as the solution to rectifying it:
the explosion of school choice. A recent analysis of metropolitan school segregation in the
U.S. between 1993 and 2010 is the latest study to find that segregation was most extreme
when families have many private or charter school options or when they can choose from a
variety of school districts due to regional fragmentation. 10
Furthermore, over time and in metropolitan areas with different jurisdictional boundary
structures or desegregation policies, the relationship between school and neighborhood
segregation has been far more fluid than the report suggests. Research on city-suburban
school desegregation efforts, for instance, shows that plans encompassing large parts of a
metropolitan area are linked to marked declines in both school and housing segregation. 11
In other places, the relationship between school and residential segregation strengthened as
school systems, particularly in the South, lost the integrating advantage they enjoyed under
mandatory desegregation plans.12
Finally, the report ignores the well-established role inclusionary housing policy can play in
addressing such patterns. One study indicated, for instance, that low-income students benefitting from a housing policy that set aside affordable units near high opportunity schools
markedly outperformed their peers in high-poverty schools benefitting from many extra
resources.13

Relationship between school choice and integration
The report ignores a robust literature that (1) finds key distinctions in the relationship be-
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tween segregation and various types of school choice (e.g. charter schools, magnet schools,
controlled choice, intra- and inter-district transfers, vouchers, private schools) and (2) identifies how and why parents choose schools. Instead, it relies upon strangely curated literature focusing on charter schools, within-school segregation, international school choice and
simulations—much of which seems irrelevant to the focus of the report.

What we know about the link between different types of choice and segregation.
Worldwide evidence links certain kinds of choice to stratification.14 In the U.S., open enrollment, or the unrestricted choice of public schools within or across districts, is allowed
in many communities.15 Constraints such as a lack of information or providing free transportation often prevent families from taking advantage of the policy, however, and white,
advantaged or higher-performing students are much more likely to utilize choice in ways
that exacerbate segregation.16
Similar findings extend to charter schools, where evidence of white segregation emerges
alongside minority segregation.17 In fact, The Integration Anomaly’s description of the charter school literature pertaining to segregation is woefully inadequate. This is especially noteworthy as charter schools are largely unregulated in terms of their impact on segregation. 18
Though the report indicates that mixed findings emerge in well-designed research, it only
cites two analyses. It then misleadingly suggests findings from those studies differ when
both find that black students transfer to more segregated charter schools. The report also
ignores research confirming and expanding on those trends for different states and for other
groups of students besides African-American students. 19 Simply put: on virtually every measure and at each level of geography, research shows that charter schools are more segregated
than our already increasingly segregated traditional public schools. 20

How and why parents choose schools
The report unnecessarily relies on speculation and simulation to construct models of how
families choose neighborhoods and schools. Contrary to assertions and recommendations
in the report, qualitative studies of white, affluent parents find they choose schools based
on word-of-mouth information closely tied to the racial/ethnic and socioeconomic makeup
of the school, not through actual visits or a nuanced reading of publicly available education
data.21 In other words, advantaged parents often make decisions about schools and districts
based on the “good” or “bad” reputation that friends and acquaintances pass on. Quantitative evidence also shows that white families are more likely to exit traditional public schools
or school zones with higher proportions of nonwhite students.22 Moreover, this type of sorting extends to private schools. Highly educated white, advantaged families who either went
to private schools as students or who were concerned with maintaining social advantage
were more likely to opt in to private school settings. 23
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What all of these studies have in common is that they examine the behavior of the advantaged parent groups who do engage with unrestricted choice—the policy prescription at the
heart of this report—and find that their behavior often exacerbates stratification. Schools
competing to attract families and students with the most concentrated advantages will need
to serve very high proportions of advantaged students, effectively locking out the families
and students who most need quality school choices.

How to design school choice to promote integration
Alongside accumulated evidence indicating that choice and stratification often go handin-hand, studies show that carefully designed school choice can be used to promote integration.24 Attention to civil rights protections like extensive outreach, free transportation,
diversity goals and interest-based admissions is fundamentally critical. 25 Without such protections, less well-off families either will not know about the school, or will not be able to
get their children to it, or—assuming they overcome those barriers—run into a selective
admissions process based on test scores that measure wealth more than anything else. 26 Yet
the report ignores these well-documented and essential strategies in favor of a set of recommendations for expanding unrestricted school choice.

V. Review of the Report’s Methods
The report’s methods are defined by unusual analytic choices for the empirical analysis of
school and residential segregation and, as discussed above, selectively chosen studies that
result in an incomplete and misleading review of literature on school choice. On both key
parts of the report, the author’s decisions are questionable, seriously undermining the credibility of his conclusions regarding both school and residential segregation trends and the
use and design of school choice.
The empirical analysis at the heart of The Integration Anomaly analyzes changes in school
segregation and neighborhood segregation from 2000 to 2010 using the Dissimilarity Index
(DI) to evaluate whether segregation has increased or decreased. The DI is measured on a
0-100 scale and analyzes the segregation of two groups from one another (as opposed to
a multi-group measure like the Entropy Index). It is a descriptive measure detailing how
evenly two groups are distributed within a geographic unit, in this case, metropolitan areas.
While used more frequently in neighborhood contexts, DI is of less utility for measuring
school segregation because it does not indicate the interracial exposure groups would have
to one another in an actual school setting. 27
Beyond issues with the broad measure of segregation chosen to analyze school segregation,
a number of other methodological concerns emerge. One is the use of black-nonblack as the
two “groups.” While this racial categorization was occasionally used in southern desegregation cases, today educational or residential segregation analyses seldom employ it for two
http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-integration
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major reasons.28 First, in some regions, like the West, black students make up such a small
percentage of the enrollment that the black-nonblack classification does not make sense.
Black students are now the third largest group in all U.S. public schools behind whites and
Latinos. Second, contact with white students historically has been central to integration and
equity.29
A second methodological concern dealt with the decision to focus on third graders. It is
more typical to use an entire school level, often elementary school grades. Likewise, instead
of using an absolute number of students as a minimum cut-off for consideration, it would
be more reasonable to use a percentage (e.g., 5%). The report does not indicate how many
metropolitan areas were excluded because they reported fewer than 200 African-American
third graders in 2010, but our best estimate is that approximately 150 were omitted, or
about 40%. Taken together, these decisions likely skewed the analysis, particularly in places
where Latino groups are larger.
A final significant issue arises with the author’s definition of divergent patterns of school
and residential segregation. If residential and school segregation changes in a particular
metro are within two points of each other, the author considers them the “same trend.” Even
accepting this seemingly arbitrary band, for which the author gives no explanation, only
28% of the metros actually reported divergent changes in school and residential segregation. In the vast majority, residential and school segregation changes were either the same
or just differed in magnitude. Importantly, though, other demography literature typically
uses a much larger variation in dissimilarity over time before interpreting it as meaningful
change.30 So what the report labels a contradictory trend may in fact represent minimal or
no meaningful change in segregation. In our reanalysis of the author’s data, we found that
relying on a more commonly used 10-point cut-off yielded very different conclusions. Using
the 10-point band, fewer than 4% of the metros reported significantly divergent trends in
residential and school segregation (Tables 1a & 1b).
Tables 1a & 1b: Metropolitan-level residential and school segregation changes,
2000-2010
Decreasing residential
Increasing residential
segregation change
segregation change
Increasing School Segregation
5
2
Decreasing School Segregation
22
0
Note: This table only includes the 29 metropolitan areas where change in school segregation DI
was 10 points or more; all others (n=186) experienced change that was less than 10 points.
Decreasing school
Increasing school
segregation change
segregation change
Increasing Residential Segregation
0
0
Decreasing Residential Segregation
12
3
Note: This table only includes the 15 metropolitan areas where change in residential segregation DI
was 10 points or more; all others (n=200) experienced change that was less than 10 points.
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VI. Review of the Validity of the Findings and Conclusions
The empirical analysis anchoring The Integration Anomaly flows from questionable methodological decisions and data interpretations that overstate and oversimplify the relationship between school and residential segregation. The report asserts simply that residential
segregation is declining as school segregation is increasing. Our careful unpacking of existing research suggests something quite different: that the relationship between school and
residential segregation is fluid, influenced by a host of factors—including the design and
extent of school choice.31 Yet based on trends in less than one-third of the metropolitan
areas studied, and even fewer using more appropriate methodology, the report advocates
for a radical national policy shift to universal school choice. This sweeping ideological conclusion does not flow logically from either the author’s own empirical analysis or a careful
review of existing research.
The second half of the report revolves around assumptions about choice and competition
not born out in the literature. It ignores an abundance of studies indicating that civil rights
protections like transportation, outreach and diversity goals are essential for school choice
to actually promote integration.32 It also engages in speculation about the racial preferences
of advantaged parents, overlooking the body of research actually examining those preferences. When research on school choice is addressed, discussion of it either suffers from invalid
or unspecified inclusion/exclusion criteria, a lack of nuance or a failure to draw clear, rational connections to segregation and integration.
A considerable amount of new information is introduced in the conclusion of the report.
Without supporting material, the reader is left to wonder about key recommendation points,
including whether or not it possible to “mandate equality,” or why the cost of transporting
students for integration would be prohibitive, but not the cost of providing universal school
choice vouchers. The author also takes off the table a number of options for connecting
choice to integration (e.g., controlled choice, lottery-based admissions) backed by research.

VII. Usefulness of the Report for Guidance of Policy and Practice
The Integration Anomaly helpfully focuses on the persisting problem of school segregation
and describes some of the ways integrated schools benefit students. Yet it deceptively presents a not-so-puzzling divergence between school and residential segregation to make the
case for a far-reaching policy shift to universal school choice. That central recommendation ignores research indicating that choice often furthers stratification, as well as literature suggesting that efforts to improve residential segregation positively impact school outcomes. In accepting many of the assumptions embedded in superficial policy discussions
around school choice, the author offers advice about the design of school choice at considerable odds with what research actually tells us. The report thus provides little utility for
guiding policies or communities seeking to combat growing school segregation.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-integration

9 of 14

Notes and References
1

See for example Linn, R., & Welner, K.G. (2007). Race conscious policies for assigning students to schools:
Social science research and Supreme Court cases. Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Education.
Mickelson, R.A., & Nkomo, M. (2012). Integrated schooling, life-course outcomes, and social cohesion in
multiethnic democratic societies. Review of Research in Education, 36, 197-238.
Braddock, J., & Eitle, T. (2004). The effects of school desegregation. In J. Banks & C. Banks (eds.), Handbook
of research on multicultural education (pp. 828–846). New York: John Wiley & Sons.

2

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

3

Rothstein, R. (2014, April). Brown v. Board at 60: Why have we been so disappointed? What have we learned?
Washington, D.C.: Economic Policy Institute. Retrieved November 30, 2015, from http://www.epi.org/
publication/brown-at-60-why-have-we-been-so-disappointed-what-have-we-learned/
Rusk, D. (2010). Building sustainable, inclusive communities. Washington, D.C.: Poverty and Race Research
Action Council/Building One America. Retrieved November 30, 2015, from http://www.prrac.org/pdf/
SustainableInclusiveCommunities.pdf

4

Scafidi, B. (2015). The integration anomaly: Comparing the effects of K-12 education delivery models on
segregation in schools. Indianapolis, IN: The Friedman Foundation. Retrieved November 16, 2015, from
http://www.edchoice.org/research/the-integration-anomaly/

5

Report, Table 1, pg. 9

6

Report, pg. 1

7

Hertz, D. (2015, January 5). The new asymmetry of segregation. City Notes. Retrieved July 9, 2015, from
http://danielkayhertz.com/2015/01/05/the-new-asymmetry-of-segregation/
Sharkey, P. (2013). Stuck in place: Urban neighborhoods and the end of progress toward racial equality.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

8

Bischoff, K., & Reardon, S. (2011). Growth in the residential segregation of families by income, 1970-2009.
US2010 Project. Providence: Brown University. The report acknowledges this trend in a subsequent section.

9

Alba, R., & Romalewski, S. (2012). The end of segregation? Hardly. New York: Center for Urban Research.
Retrieved February 10, 2015, from http://www.gc.cuny.edu/Page-Elements/Academics-Research-CentersInitiatives/Centers-and-Institutes/Center-for-Urban-Research/CUR-research-initiatives/The-End-ofSegregation-Hardly
Farrell, C.R. (2015). Immigrant suburbanisation and the shifting geographic structure of metropolitan
segregation in the United States. Urban Studies, 1-20.

10 Fiel, J. (2015). Closing ranks: Closure, status competition, and school segregation. American Journal of
Sociology 121(1), 126-170.
11

Orfield, M. (2015). Milliken, Meredith and metropolitan segregation, UCLA Law Review, 62, 367-438.
Siegel-Hawley, G. (2013). City lines, county lines, color lines. Teachers College Record, 115(6), 1-45.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-integration

10 of 14

Orfield, G. (2001). Metropolitan school desegregation: Impacts on metropolitan society. In J.A. Powell, G.
Kearney, & V. Kay (Eds.), In pursuit of a dream deferred (pp. 121-157). New York, NY: Peter Lang.
12

Reardon, S., & Yun, J.T. (2005). Integrating neighborhoods, segregating schools: The retreat from school
desegregation in the South, 1990-2000. In J.C. Boger & G. Orfield (Eds.), School resegregation: Must the
South turn back? (pp. 51-69). Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.
Frankenberg, E. (2013). The role of residential segregation in contemporary school segregation. Education
and Urban Society 45(5), 548-570.

13

Schwartz, H. (2010). Housing policy is school policy. New York: The Century Foundation.

14 B. Fuller, R.F. Elmore, & G. Orfield, Eds. (1996). Who chooses? Who loses? Culture, institutions, and the
unequal effects of school choice. New York: Teachers College Press.
Gewirtz, S., Ball, S.J., & Bowe, R. (1995). Markets, choice and equity in education. Buckingham: Open
University Press.
McEwan, P. (2008). Evaluating multigrade school reform in Latin America. Comparative Education, 44, 465483.
Morphis, E.A. (2015). The shift to school choice in New Zealand. National Center for the Study of Privatization,
no. 179, Retrieved July 29, 2015, from http://www.ncspe.org/publications_files/OP179.pdf
Carnoy, M. (1998). National voucher plans in Chile and Sweden: Did privatization reforms make for better
education? Comparative Education Review 42(3), 309-337.
15

Education Commission of the States. (2013, June). Does the state have a voluntary interdistrict open
enrollment program? Denver: Author. Retrieved July 30, 2015, from http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/
mbquestU?SID=a0i70000006fu14&rep=OE13203&Q=Q3650

16 Witte, J., Carlson, D., & Lavery, L. (2011). The determinants of interdistrict open enrollment flows: Evidence
from two states. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 33, 76-94.
Holme, J., & Richards, M. (2009). School choice and stratification in a regional context: Examining the role of
inter-district choice. Peabody Journal of Education, 84, 150-171.
17

Renzulli, L.A. & Evans, L. (2005). School choice, charter schools, and white flight. Social Problems, 52, 398418.
Garcia, D.R. (2008). The impact of school choice on racial segregation in charter schools. Educational Policy
22, 805-829.
Weiher, G.R., & Tedin, K. L. (2002). Does choice lead to racially distinctive schools? Charter schools and
household preferences. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 21(1), 79-92.
Some studies find this to be true in urban areas.  See, e.g., Kotok, S., Frankenberg, E., Schafft, K., Mann, B.,
& Fuller, E. (2015, online first). School choice, racial segregation, and poverty concentration: Evidence from
Pennsylvania charter school transfers. Educational Policy.

18 Some states do have racially diversity guidelines in their state charter legislation but there is little evidence
that such statutes are enforced. See Siegel-Hawley, G., & Frankenberg, E. (2011). Does law influence charter
school diversity? An analysis of federal and state legislation. Michigan Journal of Race & Law 16(2), 321-376.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-integration

11 of 14

19 See Garcia, D.R. (2008). The impact of school choice on racial segregation in charter schools. Educational
Policy 22, 805-829.
Weiher, G.R., & Tedin, K. L. (2002). Does choice lead to racially distinctive schools? Charter schools and
household preferences. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 21(1), 79-92.
Ni, Y. (2012). The sorting effect of charter schools on student composition in traditional public schools.
Educational Policy, 26, 215-242.
Kotok, S., Frankenberg, E., Schafft, K., Mann, B., & Fuller, E. (2015, online first). School choice, racial
segregation, and poverty concentration: Evidence from Pennsylvania charter school transfers. Educational
Policy.
Stein, M.L. (2015). Public school choice and racial sorting: An examination of charter schools in
Indianapolis. American Journal of Education, 121(4), 597-627.
20 Frankenberg, E., Siegel-Hawley, G., & Wang, J. (2011). Choice without equity: Charter school segregation.
Education Policy Analysis Archives, 19(1). Retrieved from http://epaa.asu.edu/ojs/article/view/779
21

Holme, J.J. (2002). Buying homes, buying schools: School choice and the social construction of school
quality. Harvard Educational Review, 72, 177-205.
Lareau, A. (2014). Schools, housing and the reproduction of inequality. In K. Goyette & A. Lareau (Eds.),
Choosing homes, choosing schools (pp. 169-206). New York: Russell Sage.
Roda, A., & Wells, A.S. (2013). School choice policies and racial segregation: Where white parents’ good
intentions, anxiety, and privilege collide. American Journal of Education, 119(2), 261-293.
Hamilton, L., & Guin, K. (2005). Understanding how families choose schools. In R. Betts & T. Loveless (Eds.),
Getting choice right: Ensuring equity and efficiency in education policy (pp. 40-60). Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution Press.

22 Saporito, S. (2003). Private choices, public consequences: Magnet school choice and segregation by race and
poverty. Social Problems, 50(2), 181-203.
Saporito, S., & Sohoni, D. (2006). Coloring outside the lines: Racial segregation in public schools and their
attendance boundaries. Sociology of Education, 79, 81–105.
23

Ball, S. (1997). On the cusp: Parents choosing between state and private schools in the U.K. International
Journal of Inclusive Education, 1(1), 1-17.
Betts, J., & Fairlie, R. (2001). Explaining ethnic, racial and immigrant differences in private school attendance,
Journal of Urban Economics 86(2), 155-89.

24 Orfield, G., & Frankenberg, E. (2013). Educational delusions? Why choice can deepen inequality and how to
make it fair. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Alves, M., & Willie, C. (1987). Controlled choice assignments: A new approach to desegregation. The Urban
Review, 19, 67-86.
25 Orfield, G., & Frankenberg, E. (2013). Educational delusions? Why choice can deepen inequality and how to
make it fair. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Alves, M., & Willie, C. (1987). Controlled choice assignments: A new approach to desegregation. The Urban

http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-integration

12 of 14

Review, 19, 67-86.
26 Orr, A. (2003). Black-white differences in achievement: The importance of wealth. Sociology of Education
76(4), 281-304.
Zwick, R. (Ed.). (2004). Rethinking the SAT. New York, NY: Taylor and Francis.
27 For example, the percentage of black students might increase from 50% to 90% but as long as they were evenly
distributed across schools, the DI would remain constant even as the school experience for students would be
quite different.
28 Many demographic scholars use “white non-Hispanic” and “black non-Hispanic” to reflect these data
collection changes. See, e.g., Myers, D. (2007). Immigrants and boomers. New York, NY: Russell Sage
Foundation.
29 Charles Clotfelter as cited in footnote 6 of the report.
30 John Logan’s analysis of segregation describes the following levels in evaluating change over a decade: 10
points or more is very significant; 5-10 points in moderate change; and below 5 points is small change or
no real change at all. See Lewis Mumford Center. (2001). Ethnic diversity grows, neighborhood integration
lags behind. Albany, NY: Author. Retrieved November 23, 2015, from http://mumford.albany.edu/census/
WholePop/WPreport/MumfordReport.pdf
31

See discussion in Part IV.

32 See, e.g., endnote 25.

http://nepc.colorado.edu/thinktank/review-integration

13 of 14

Document Reviewed:

The Integration Anomaly: Comparing the
Effects of K-12 Education Delivery Models on
Segregation in Schools

Author:

Benjamin Scafidi

Publisher/Think Tank:

Friedman Foundation

Document Release Date:

October 28, 2015

Review Date:

January 5, 2016

Reviewers:

Genevieve Siegel-Hawley, Virginia
Commonwealth University, and Erica
Frankenberg, Pennsylvania State University

E-Mail Addresses:

gsiegelhawley@vcu.edu, euf10@psu.edu

Phone Numbers:

(804) 828-8213, (814) 865-5862

Suggested Citation:
Siegel-Hawley, G. & Frankenberg, E. (2015). Review of “The Integration Anomaly.”
Boulder, CO: National Education Policy Center. Retrieved [date] from http://nepc.colorado.
edu/thinktank/review-integration

