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Over the span of three decades, many southern school districts were found to be 

operating racially separate school systems and were placed under court-supervised 

desegregation plans.  While under these plans, districts were forced to remove all 

traces of their formerly segregated nature.  Upon satisfactorily achieving the U.S. 

Supreme Court’s goal of one “unitary” system for all children, a district can be released 

from court supervision and can subsequently be considered to have received unitary 

status. 

This study identifies how exiting a court ordered desegregation plan via the 

granting of unitary status affects racial imbalance and academic achievement.   It finds 

significant evidence that the level of segregation will rise if unitary status is received.  

This effect is robust and appears to grow over time.  Unitary status is also shown to 

have little effect on the achievement of the average student within each district.  This 

result holds for both white and black students at the district level, suggesting that the 

end of court supervision may not lead to an increase in academic inequality. 
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Additional consideration is given to the motives behind the decision to seek unitary 

status.  During the most active phase of the school desegregation era, the U.S. court 

system took control of student assignment away from districts found guilty of operating 

segregated school systems.  This affected both large and small districts.  However, as 

the courts retreated from active involvement, large districts were more frequently 

released than small ones. One explanation may be economies of scale.  If the per-

capita financial benefits of receiving unitary status are small, a large number of students 

are required to cover any non-trivial costs associated with seeking release from the 

court’s desegregation order.  This study shows some revenue shifting may occur, 

saving local tax payers about $100 per student in Florida. Since there is no clear 

indication that any sizable expenditures are forgone, the net effects are small at best.  

Therefore, economies of scale may be involved in the decision to seek unitary status, 

explaining why large districts receive unitary status more frequently than small districts.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

The legacy of segregated schooling is a burden that many states in the traditional 

south continue to bear.  Whether it is in the form of residential segregation, continued 

lawsuits fighting for educational equality, or the winding down of the court-ordered 

desegregation era, few parts of the South have avoided being touched in some form.  

One phenomenon that many states in the area share in common is the move to end the 

role the court system plays in the assignment of students.  How individual districts do 

this is straightforward.  They must be granted unitary status, which is a declaration by 

the court that the previously segregated school district has removed all vestiges of the 

formerly segregated system and replaced it with one system for all students.  Beyond 

that simple statement, little else is so clear.  Many major questions such as why districts 

seek unitary status or how academic outcomes are affected by unitary status have gone 

largely unasked in the economic literature even though their answers will play an 

important role in the continuing policy debate.  The purpose of this study is to help shed 

light on what happens when districts receive unitary status. 

One prominent role economists perform is to identify both the intended and 

unintended consequences of different policies like the granting of unitary status.  If the 

court’s involvement in student assignment via a court-ordered desegregation plan is a 

constraint on the local district, removal of the order should produce a number of 

identifiable consequences.  The evaluation of unitary status as a policy outcome 

requires measuring outcomes across many dimensions to ensure that negative, and 

often unintended, outcomes do not outweigh the perceived benefits.   
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Each of the following chapters plays a part in identifying what happens when a 

district is granted unitary status.  Chapter 2 looks at how students are sorted between 

schools before and after unitary status is received and shows that a significant rise in 

segregation may occur as a result of receiving unitary status.  It is not immediately clear 

how this outcome should be interpreted.  If the court system has successfully eliminated 

the biases that created the educational inequity of the 1950s and 1960s, then such a re-

sorting should have no effect on the students within the re-sorted schools.  However, if 

some elements of the formerly segregated school system do remain, then students 

could be harmed, especially those that gained so much from the court’s initial 

involvement.   

Chapter 2 continues by examining academic achievement during the time that 

most of the recent unitary grants were received.  The results suggest that there are no 

differences in the academic performance based on unitary status.  This applies to the 

average student, the average black student, and the average white student at the 

district level.  This result suggests that the re-sorting of students into more segregated 

schools does not hurt students along this one dimension. 

While Chapter 2 deals primarily with what happens when districts are granted 

unitary status, Chapters 3 and 4 begin to study why districts seek unitary status.  If 

districts are presumed to act rationally, they will only seek unitary status if they believe it 

will make them better off than their current status under the court’s desegregation plan.   

If benefits turnout to be nonexistent or relatively small when compared to the cost of 

having the court order removed, then the decision to seek unitary status may be 

questionable.   One place districts may look to make improvements is school district 
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finance.  The analysis in these chapters reveals that school district finance should not 

play a major role in a district’s decision to seek unitary status.  The granting of unitary 

status is shown to have very little effect on the revenues received and the expenditures 

spent by districts that receive it.   

Since changes in district-level financing do not provide the evidence required to 

declare unitary status a beneficial public policy, are we left to assume that the policy is 

largely ineffective at best and detrimental at worst?   No, that would be too extreme.  

Chapter 5 concludes by examining the collective body of results from the study, 

identifying limitations based on the available data, and discussing avenues for future 

research.   
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CHAPTER 2 
UNITARY STATUS AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVMENT IN FLORIDA 

A Brief History of Court-Ordered Desegregation 

Brown v. Board of Education did not have an immediate effect on integration in 

southern school districts.  It took almost another decade and passage of the Civil Rights 

Act in 1964 to strengthen the Supreme Court’s demands to expedite desegregation.  In 

many cases, even financial incentives associated with Title I funding from the U.S. 

Department of Education were not enough to get some districts to desegregate.  In 

those instances, individual court cases were filed in various U.S. District Courts to force 

school integration. 

 Following the court’s decision, a plan was typically designed to racially balance 

schools within districts by defining strict rules by which students must be assigned.  

These plans were effective as the traditional South went from having the most 

segregated schools to having the least segregated in about one decade.1  However, 

due to the strictness of some court-ordered plans, many districts sought autonomy, 

arguing that equal education could be provided without the court’s supervision.  

Eventually, the U.S. Supreme Court agreed and in 1968 set up a process by which 

districts could be released from court supervision and subsequently allowed to assign 

students to schools by means other than race.  This process became known as unitary 

status.2

                                            
1 See Clotfelter (2004), 25-30. 

 

2 For a discussion of all the steps and court cases involved, see Orfield (1996).  Jansen (2001) provides a 
near first-hand account of one district’s attempt to satisfy (or skirt in the early stages of desegregation) the 
issues involved in many of the relevant cases.  
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As defined in Green v. County School Board of New Kent County, a district must 

eliminate all vestiges of segregation before it is deemed to be operating a unitary school 

system for both black and white students.   By evaluating schools on the basis of six 

factors, courts determined whether districts had taken the appropriate steps to be 

released from a court-ordered desegregation plan.  These factors are: student 

assignment, faculty assignment, staff assignment, transportation, extracurricular 

activities, and physical facilities.3

 Two additional cases are important in connecting the fate of unitary status and 

the possibilities of resegregation in those districts where it was granted.  In Board of 

Education of Oklahoma v. Dowell and Freeman v. Pitts, the U.S. Supreme Court 

decided that districts did not have to maintain racially integrated schools after being 

declared unitary and that unitary status could not be withheld if de facto segregation 

would result due to racial segregation in neighborhood residential patterns.

  

4

The Existing Literature on the Effects of Unitary Status 

  Due to the 

presence of residential segregation in many areas, the likelihood of resegregation would 

seem to be the rule rather than an accidental confluence of factors.  

The literature on unitary status necessarily begins in the area of desegregation.  

From the 1970s to the 1990s, there are hundreds of studies discussing desegregation 

and its effects.  Schofield (2005) reviews over 200 of the earliest studies and draws 

several conclusions.  First, white students have been held harmless by school 

desegregation.  Second, there is evidence that black students benefit from 

                                            
3 391 U.S. 430 (1968) 
4 498 U.S. 237 (1991) and 503 U.S. 467 (1992), respectively.  
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desegregation more in reading than they do in math.  This would seem to suggest the 

presence of unambiguous gains which could be lost.  Therefore, measuring the effect 

unitary status may have on reducing these gains becomes a very important area for 

analysis. 

 More recent studies on desegregation have sought to not only measure the effect 

desegregation has on economic outcomes, but also the mechanisms by which 

desegregation has worked.  Two events happened simultaneously during school 

desegregation: the racial composition of schools changed and the resources available 

to black students increased.  Reber (2007) finds that black students in high black 

enrollment districts experienced larger improvements in educational attainment than 

black students in high white enrollment districts.  She attributes this to the differing 

ability of school districts to redirect funding prior to desegregation and suggests that the 

increases in school funding that accompanied desegregation were more important than 

the increase in exposure of blacks to whites.  Rivkin (2000) investigates the impact of 

racial composition and school quality on twelfth-grade test scores, years of educational 

attainment and monthly earnings.  His study finds that raising school quality is more 

effective than relocating children and trying to take advantage of possible peer effects.  

Guryan (2004) finds that dropout rates decreased in districts that desegregated in the 

1970s, relative to districts that did not, and that this is true for only black students. 

 Two recent articles make the jump from desegregation to measuring the effects 

of unitary status and possible resegregation.  The first, Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor 

(2005, CLV hereafter), analyzes data on the 100 largest districts in the traditional South 

and former Confederate border states from 1994 – 2004.  CLV argue that increased 
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racial isolation is not a result of granting of unitary status.  Their results show that 

although segregation increases over time, recent unitary status declarations are not 

associated with these higher levels of segregation.  They attribute increases in racial 

isolation to increases in the Hispanic school population rather than changes in unitary 

status.  CLV conclude by stating that increases in the Hispanic population may be 

making racial isolation measures irrelevant as far as policy analysis is concerned and 

recommend using measures of racial imbalance since district officials cannot control the 

demographic changes that cause racial isolation data to vary widely.5

 The second paper in this branch of the literature is Lutz (2005).  He uses a 

nationally representative sample of districts to measure changes in segregation after 

districts are released from their court-ordered plans.  He finds immediate and gradual 

increases in segregation which strengthen CLV’s less definitive results.  He then ties 

these changes to increases in both black dropout rates and private school attendance, 

but finds these effects to be statistically significant only in northern states.  These 

results are presented as evidence that the value to black students of attaining a public 

school education falls when unitary status has been granted.  However, there is no clear 

explanation as to why this theory should hold in the North but not in the traditional 

South.  CLV and Lutz demonstrate that the literature lacks a consistent answer 

concerning unitary status’ effect on segregation.  Additionally, there is no paper that 

directly links unitary status and academic achievement.  My research addresses both of 

these issues. 

 

                                            
5 The differences between racial isolation and racial imbalance are explained later in the chapter. 



 

20 

Description of the Data 

To measure the effect of unitary status on segregation and academic 

achievement, I focus on elementary school data collected at the district level in the state 

of Florida from 1999 to 2007.  With the exception of the litigation status data, all data is 

publically available from various Florida Department of Education sources.  Florida’s 

elementary schools make a good research subject for many reasons.  Florida was one 

of the first states to implement a school accountability plan that required the collection of 

test scores.  This makes year-to-year academic achievement results available further 

back in time than in many other states.  Florida also has a long history with school 

integration that provides a vibrant source of variation. 

 Data on the desegregation status of each district was obtained from the Florida 

Advisory Committee’s 2007 Report to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Report on 

Desegregation in Public School Districts in Florida.  This contains detailed information 

on each school district and lists whether each district has ever been to court, when it 

was taken to court and when the district was granted unitary status if applicable.  A 

detailed list of each district’s desegregation status is available in the Appendix, Table 

A1. 

 From 1956 to 1978, 34 of Florida’s 67 school districts were taken to court and 

found in violation of Brown.  This is significant as it means 84 percent of Florida’s 

schools have been affected by litigation at some point in time.  Of those districts taken 

to court, 18 have been granted unitary status.  The first release from court order came 

in 1970 and the most recent was in 2006.  Eight of the 18 releases occur during the 

study period.  From 1999 to 2007, the percentage of schools affected by unitary status 

increased from 29 percent to 66 percent of all schools in the state.  This means over 
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one-third of all schools in Florida experienced a change in unitary status during the 

period of this study.  I use this variation in the timing of receipt of unitary status to 

identify the effect unitary status has on segregation rates and the student test score 

distribution.6

The litigation data also provide the justification for how the treatment and control 

groups are determined.  The receipt of unitary status is conditional on having been 

taken to court.  There may be differences between those districts that are taken to court 

and those that avoided litigation.  Therefore, when considering which districts to include 

in the control group, having been taken to court is an important determinant for 

inclusion.  It is also important to consider that districts can only be treated once to the 

policy.  Since some districts were granted unitary status prior to the start of the study 

period, including them in either the treatment or control group is inadvisable because 

they cannot be treated again.  When put together, this will leave a preferred sample of 

24 districts that were eligible for treatment as of 1999.  Although results are reported for 

various sample configurations throughout the rest of the chapter, more emphasis should 

be given to the results which focus on the preferred sample since it is the one most 

likely to measure the treatment effect of receiving unitary status. 

 

 Racial composition data comes from Florida’s School Public Accountability 

Reports (SPAR) and is based on attendance in October of each school year.  Figure 1-1 

lays out the racial composition trends for the state by year.  Whites are still the dominant 

                                            
6 It should also be noted that although never under court order, the remaining 33 school districts are 
monitored by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights.  In some ways they can be 
considered as also having unitary status.  This needs to be considered when defining the relevant 
treatment and control groups and will be discussed later in the chapter. 
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racial group, but that dominance is decreasing as the percent of students who are white 

decreased from 52 percent in 1999 to 45 percent in 2006.7

 Monitoring desegregation and measuring its effects requires variables which 

express the extent to which different racial groups interact.  These variables are divided 

into two groups: those that measure racial isolation and those that measure racial 

imbalance.  Variables such as black-white exposure rates and the percent of black 

students attending schools with 90 percent non-white enrollments measure the extent to 

which blacks are isolated from white students.  Dissimilarity and segregation indexes 

measure imbalance within a district by taking into account a given district’s racial 

composition.  They generally provide a ratio of how racial groups are distributed across 

schools compared to some ideal level of integration which usually corresponds to a 

subgroup’s share of the district population. 

  The percentage of black 

students has decreased slightly from 25 percent to 23 percent.  These decreases in 

enrollment share are not due to fewer whites and blacks attending Florida’s schools.  

Instead, these shifts are due to the increased number of Hispanics and other racial 

minorities.  Figure 1-1 clearly shows that increases in Florida’s elementary school 

population are mainly within these latter demographic groups.      

 A key difference between these two types of measures is that racial imbalance 

variables are much better at identifying policy effects between districts than those 

measuring racial isolation because measures of racial isolation pick up differences in 

district-level demographics absent any relevant difference in policy.  This tendency can 

                                            
7 In this case, 1999 and 2006 refer to the 1999-2000 and 2006-2007 school years respectively.  This 
convention will be used throughout the rest of the chapter. Any deviation from this convention will be 
clearly stated, especially when it is necessary to define fiscal years later in the study.   
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skew the analysis of district-level desegregation efforts.  A comparison of two school 

districts in Florida illustrates this point.  Gadsden County’s schools have a student 

population that is nearly 79 percent black while schools in Brevard County are only 14 

percent black.8  The corresponding exposure rates of blacks to other blacks are 83 

percent and 24 percent respectively.  A comparison across districts based on only the 

two exposure rates may lead some to conclude that Gadsden County’s schools are 

much more segregated than Brevard County’s schools.  However, that is not the case.  

Once the racial composition differences are accounted for, the segregation indexes 

reveal a different story.  Segregation in each is a relatively low 0.17, indicating that 

students are distributed fairly evenly between all schools in the district given the racial 

composition within the district.9

 It is still necessary to calculate the exposure rate since it is a component of the 

segregation index.  The equation for the exposure rate of blacks to whites in any given 

year can be stated as: 

  Therefore, the difference in exposure rates is an artifact 

of the demographics rather than a result of differing policies since both counties were 

once under court-order desegregation plans and subsequently released via the granting 

of unitary status.  Based on this reasoning, I focus more on racial imbalance than I do 

racial isolation for the remainder of the study. 

( * )i ii
k

ii

B w
ExposureRate

B
= ∑

∑       (2-1) 

                                            
8 With few exceptions, school districts in Florida are coterminous with county borders.  Most of these 
exceptions are for experimental schools assigned their own district or juvenile delinquent programs, all of 
which have been excluded from this study. 
9 All statistics based on calculations using SPAR data for 2004.  The formulas used to calculate these 
statistics are discussed later in this section. 



 

24 

In this case, k indexes the district, iB  represents the total number of blacks in 

school i , and iw is the percentage of the students in school i who are white.  In Table 2-

1, the exposure rate of blacks to whites can be interpreted as meaning that from 1999-

2006 the average black student in Florida attended a school that was 55 percent white.   

 The exposure rate is then used to calculate a segregation index of the following 

form: 

 ( ) /k k k kSegregationIndex w ExposureRate w= −       (2-2) 

Again, k indexes each district and kw represents the percent of students in district 

k who are white.  This index can take on a value ranging from zero (perfect integration) 

to one (complete segregation).  From 1999 to 2006, the average segregation index in 

Florida increased from 0.14 to 0.16.  This appears to show very little change over time 

given the number of schools exposed to unitary status changes and is hardly near the 

U.S. Department of Education’s acceptable upper-threshold of 0.60.  However, a closer 

look shows significant variation between district types.  Column 2 of Table 2-1 shows 

that the average level of segregation is higher in the 34 districts that have been taken to 

court than in the state as a whole.  Additionally, the districts that have been released 

from court order have an average segregation rate that is more than twice that of the 

districts still under court supervision. 

 How much of this difference is due to additional districts being granted unitary 

status during the time period 1999-2006?  Due to the relatively short sample period that 

can be constructed using publically available data from the Florida DOE, it is not 

possible to look at prior trends in the level of segregation before 1999.  However, it is 

possible using qualitatively similar data from the U.S. DOE’s Common Core of Data 
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which goes back as far as 1987.  Preliminary evidence is provided in Figure 2-2.  From 

this graph, it is evident that the average level of segregation began increasing in the 

early 1990s.  However, this increase was not uniform across different district types.  The 

only districts not to see an increase in the level of segregation are those that remained 

under court supervision.  Those districts released during the sample period experience 

first a decrease and then an increase in segregation as more districts are released from 

their court orders.  Those districts never taken to court and those released prior to the 

beginning of the sample period also experience an increase in the level of segregation.  

These trends suggest a positive relationship between unitary status and the level of 

segregation.  Additionally, the divergent path taken by districts released from court order 

suggests that a variable mapping the receipt of unitary status over time will identify 

more than just the continuation of pre-existing trends.  It appears that the court orders 

did provide some constraint on assignment policies and that when removed, students 

will re-sort into an increasingly segregated distribution. 

 All other district-level variables were obtained from the Florida School Indicator 

Reports (FSIR) from each district. Due to the small sample size, only a limited set of 

variables are used to control for various district characteristics.  The fraction of students 

using the district’s free lunch program is meant to capture the socio-economic 

characteristics of the school population, while the fractions of students with limited 

English proficiency, disabilities and those considered gifted are meant as proxies of the 

student body’s ability.10

                                            
10 There is variation across districts in what qualifies students for inclusion in the gifted program.  This 
may limit the variables effectiveness as a proxy for ability.  However, the existence of these differences 
highlights the need to control for this source of variation in districts. 

  Absences, suspensions, and average teacher experience 
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proxy for school quality.  Total district size and per capita real income in each district 

account for potential differences in parental inputs across districts. 

 The remaining variables in Table 2-1 are the dependent variables used to 

estimate whether the receipt of unitary status affects academic achievement.  These 

variables measure the amount of mass in the tails of the student testing distribution.  

The FSIR lists the fraction of fourth graders and fifth graders who test into one of five 

levels on the reading and math portions of the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test 

(FCAT).  I combine the lowest and highest two levels in order to measure movement 

into and out of the tails of the distribution caused by the policy change.  From 1999 - 

2006, there was a rightward shift in the testing distribution with a lower percentage of 

students testing into Levels 1 or 2 and a higher percentage testing into Levels 4 or 5.  

This is apparent in Figures 2-3 and 2-4.  It should also be noted that in all four cases, 

the trend for those districts currently under court order moves in tandem with the trend 

for those districts already released from court order.  This suggests that achievement 

gains may have occurred for reasons other than the granting of unitary status. 

Description of the Empirical Models 

I use two main specifications in this chapter.  The first tests to what extent 

changes in the segregation index are caused by the granting of unitary status.  This is a 

more formal statement of the relationship illustrated in Figure 1-2.  It takes the form: 

0 1 2 3kt k t kt kt ktSegregationIndex A Y X unitarystatus uβ β β β= + + + +    (2-3) 

This measures the segregation index in district k during year t as a function of a 

county-level fixed effect( kA ), a year fixed effect ( tY ), district-level controls varying by 

year (Xkt), a dummy variable indicating whether district k was granted unitary status in 
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year t  and a random error term.11

ktstatusunitary

  To control any within-district correlation of the 

standard errors, I cluster the standard errors at the district level.  For the coefficient on 

to be properly identified the following condition must hold, unitary status 

must be received randomly.  Whether it is reasonable to assume that this condition 

holds is discussed in the next section along with the results and specification tests. 

 In its most robust form, the matrix of district-level variables (Xkt) contains the 

percent of students in district k who are Hispanic, the district’s total elementary school 

population and a county-level measure of real per-capita personal income derived from 

the Bureau of Economic Analysis’ Local Annual Personal Income Data Series.  The first 

variable is included to account for demographic variation within each county.  The last 

two variables are meant to capture the level of sorting which takes place within county.  

Based on Tiebout’s hypothesis, I expect larger counties to have higher segregation 

indexes because there will be greater opportunities for sorting between a larger number 

of schools.  This phenomenon works through the correlation of district size, the number 

of schools and the presence of residential segregation within most areas.  The effect of 

income should also be positive as white parents, with more income and children in 

black-majority schools, can opt for private education or can more easily move to areas 

of a county with schools with a racial mix they prefer. 

 The second model looks at the distribution of academic achievement and how it 

is affected by the granting of unitary status.  Its basic form is: 

1 2 3kt o k t kt kt itY A Y X unitary statusβ β β β ε= + + + +      (2-4) 

                                            
11 I would prefer to use district-year fixed effects.  However, each district-year cell contains only one 
observation, making a district-year fixed effect impossible to use in this instance. 
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In this specification, I use the mass in the tails of the student testing distribution in 

both Math and Reading as the values for ktY . kA and tY are district and year fixed 

effects.  ktX controls for time varying characteristics between districts.  Unitary status is 

measured using a dummy variable which equals one if the district is deemed unitary in 

that year and zero otherwise.  Standard errors are again clustered at the district level.  

Whether unitary status is received randomly is important to the identification of 3β  and 

the applicability of this condition will be discussed in the next section. 

  As in the previous specification, the matrix ktX accounts for district-level variation 

in size, income and demographics.  In addition to the three previous variables, parental 

inputs are accounted for by including the percent of students utilizing the district’s Free 

or Reduced Price Lunch Program.  Academic achievement is expected to fall as the 

percentage of poorer students in a district increases.  Student inputs, and to the extent 

possible student ability, are accounted for by the percent gifted, percent with limited 

English proficiency and the level of absenteeism.  More gifted students should increase 

achievement, while higher levels of limited English students and absenteeism should 

decrease it as less of the academic program can be absorbed.  School inputs and the 

general school environment are represented by the average years of experience of the 

teachers and the percentage of students suspended during the year.  I expect more 

experienced teachers to be more efficient at teaching which should increase 

achievement.12

                                            
12 It can be argued that higher test scores really do not represent an increase in student ability.  Teacher 
experience exemplifies this phenomenon because it is impossible to determine if more experienced 
teachers are imparting more knowledge or are simply better at “teaching to the test” and making their 
students more effective test takers. 

  More disruptive environments should reduce academic achievement. 
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Results of the Empirical Models 

Unitary Status’ Effect on Segregation 

Up to this point, I have not addressed the issue of defining the appropriate 

treatment and control groups in this quasi-experimental policy analysis.  The treatment 

group is easy to identify.  It is the group of districts which experienced a change in 

unitary status during the eight-year period starting in 1999 and continuing through 2006.  

This is a group of eight districts representing over one-third of the schools in Florida.13

 Defining the relevant control group is more problematic since there are several 

possibilities.  Three types of districts must be considered for inclusion in the control 

group; those never taken to court; those taken to court and released from court order 

prior to 1999; and those still under court order after 2006.  To examine these 

differences, I use several different samples and report the results in Table 2-2.  Column 

1 includes all the other districts in Florida in the control group and suggests that the 

granting of unitary status will have an immediate and statistically significant effect on the 

segregation level, raising the index by 2.4 percentage points.  This represents an 

increase of 15 percent at the sample mean of 0.15.  The first alternative case to 

consider involves the difference between those taken to court and those that have not 

faced litigation.  Most of the non-litigants are located at the lower end of the population 

size distribution.  If the effects of unitary status are somehow correlated with 

unobserved characteristics associated with district size, the previously found positive 

and significant estimate may be inconsistent. 

 

                                            
13 This group and their respective years of receiving unitary status are: Dade (2001), Duval (2001), 
Escambia (2004), Hillsborough (2001), Lee (1999) Pinellas (2000), Polk (2000) and Seminole (2006).  
See Table A1 in the Appendix for a detailed account of each district’s unitary status history. 
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 Therefore, I exclude non-litigants from the control group and rerun the analysis.  

These results are listed in Column 2 of Table 2-2.  This restriction reduces the number 

of districts in the analysis to the 34 that have been taken to court.  The effect of unitary 

status differs by only 0.1 percentage points and the parameter estimate is still significant 

at the five-percent level.  This continues to suggest that unitary status will increase the 

level of segregation.  This is noteworthy considering that the already small sample size 

was reduced by half and the statistically significant result was maintained. 

 Even though the result remained unchanged while restricting the definition of the 

control group to only those districts that have been taken to court, it is possible that the 

control group may still be improperly defined.  In Column 2 of Table 2-2, the control 

group contained observations from 26 counties who had either already received unitary 

status prior to 1999 or were still awaiting adjudication after 2006.  The noteworthy 

difference here is that the first group has already received unitary status and is unable 

to be treated again by the same policy.  Therefore, it may be reasonable to exclude 

these counties from the control group as well.  The results for this specification are 

listed in Column 3 and show that unitary status still has a positive and significant effect 

on the segregation index.  When combined, the results provide robust evidence that the 

granting of unitary status may raise the level of segregation by roughly 15 percent within 

the average district. 

The Effect of Unitary Status over Time 

Prior to this point in the chapter, I have assumed that the granting of unitary status 

causes a single shock to an affected district.  This is unlikely and Pinellas County’s 

experience is a perfect example.  The U.S. District Court granted Pinellas County 

unitary status in 2000.  However, the agreed upon exit strategy did not alter the court-
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ordered desegregation plan until 2003.  In other words, even though granted unitary 

status in 2000, Pinellas County continued to use the assignment plan dictated by the 

court-ordered desegregation plan for two more years.  The first year that significant 

amounts of re-sorting could occur due to unitary status was in 2003, not 2000.  

Therefore, it is misleading to assume that the treatment of receiving unitary status is 

realized immediately.  It is also unlikely that the parents who react to the decision to 

remove the court-ordered plan do so immediately.  It is likely that parents move children 

between schools for different reasons and at different paces.  This results in the 

segregation index changing incrementally rather than instantaneously. 

 This scenario is at odds with the one-time policy models estimated in the 

previous section.  To allow the effect to vary over time, I alter the specification to include 

a set of dummy variables which captures the effect of unitary status over time.  I 

continue this process as far as eight years post-implementation and have a specification 

of the following: 

 

8

0 1 2 3 ,
1

kt t k kt kt ktSegregationIndex A Y X Duration uα
α

β β β β
=

= + + + +∑
   (2-5) 

 The previous variable of interest, ktstatusunitary , is subsumed by the duration 

dummies. 

 The results shown in Column 4 of Table 2-2 reveal much more about how unitary 

status affects segregation over time.  What becomes most apparent from this 

specification is the extent to which the effect grows over time.  The immediate effect of 

granting unitary status is still statistically significant at the five percent level and has a 

magnitude of 1.7 percentage points.    The coefficients on every duration variable are 

not only statistically significant, but also increase monotonically.  By the eighth year 
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following the policy change, the segregation index has increased cumulatively by 20.6 

percentage points.  Depending on the average district-level mean used, this represents 

an increase in segregation ranging from 71 to 137 percent.  Also remarkable is the 

increase in the effect between years three and four.  At that time, the cumulative effect 

more than doubles from 3.0 percentage points to nearly 6.9.  This is indicative of the 

two scenarios discussed previously.  First, it is unlikely that districts implement policy 

changes immediately.  Secondly, it is also unlikely that parents can react simultaneously 

with the district’s implementation of new attendance plans.  Ultimately, the results in 

Column 4 suggest that unitary status sorts students into an increasingly less integrated 

educational environment and that this effect accelerates at the four-year point. 

The Use of Weighted vs. Unweighted Observations 

All of the results discussed previously  were observed using weighted least 

squares with the weighting based on total district size.  This forces the regression to 

place extra weight on the observations from larger districts.  I chose to do this due to the 

wide disparity in size across districts in Florida.  In the specification using all 67 districts, 

the difference between the largest and smallest is almost 175,000 students.  With this 

wide a disparity, it appears unwise to allow the smallest district to have as much weight 

as the largest.  However, there is disagreement over the effect this procedure may have 

on the size of the standard errors and the statistical significance of the results. 

 To counter this possibility, I also measured the effect of unitary status on 

segregation using a sample of districts with a smaller dispersion.  This sample includes 

the ten largest districts in the state excluding Miami-Dade.14

                                            
14 Miami-Dade is the largest district in the state with nearly 175,000 elementary school students.  The 
next closest district is Broward County which has over 50,000 fewer students. 

  This shrinks the difference 
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between the largest and smallest district by half.  Although the size disparity is still 

large, it is much more likely that these districts are similar, making weighting each 

observation no longer necessary.  The results of this specification are presented in 

Column 5 of Table 2-2.  For each duration variable, the coefficient is similar in 

magnitude but measured less precisely.  This may be due to the lack of weighting, but 

could also be due to the extremely small sample.  It should be noted that the cumulative 

effect is still highly significant and still represents a near doubling of the level of 

segregation, even without the advantage of weighting individual observations. 

The Exogeneity of Unitary Status  

In order for unitary status to have a statistically identifiable effect on the level of 

segregation, the timing of release from court order must be exogenous.  To that end, it 

should be noted that two actions must take place before a district can receive unitary 

status.   The school district must decide to seek release from their court ordered 

desegregation plan and the court must then grant it.  Any assessment of the exogeneity 

of unitary status must take into account both parts of the process.  The first step 

certainly appears to be affected by district size.15

                                            
15 This phenomenon is the primary focus of Chapter 2. 

  From 1999 to 2006, eight districts 

received unitary status.   Of those grantees, seven are among the ten largest districts in 

the state while the smallest ranks thirteenth out of 67 districts.  This relationship 

between district size and the decision to seek unitary status could confound the effect of 

unitary status on the segregation index if the process were solely up to the discretion of 

individual school districts.  However, that is not entirely the case since the court’s role 

appears to add back a significant amount of randomness into the timing of release. 
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  It has been noted that district courts changed their behavior towards 

desegregation cases in the early 1990s.16

 Furthermore, if district size were causing bias in the effect of unitary status on the 

segregation index, changing the composition of the sample by using only small or large 

districts should change the magnitude of the coefficients on the unitary status variable.  

It is apparent from the results shown in Table 2-2 that this is not the case.  As I 

decrease the sample size in Columns 1, 2 and 3, it is predominantly smaller districts 

that are dropped from the sample.  Even after this, the coefficient on unitary status 

remains almost unchanged in magnitude.  The same holds in Columns 4 and 5 under a 

slightly different strategy.  This is especially remarkable given that column five is solely 

based on a sample representing 10 of the 11 largest districts.  Again, it appears that the 

timing of release is quasi-random. 

  Given the court’s newfound desire to clear its 

docket of desegregation cases, it is hard to construct a scenario where a court’s 

decision to release a district is dependent on district size.  They were willing to release 

any district, regardless of size.  Nonetheless, it is possible to check if this is the case by 

looking at the level of correlation between the year of release from court order and 

district size.   For those districts released during the period of this study, the level of 

correlation is a relatively low -0.22.  Therefore, it may be reasonable to assume that the 

actual timing of the unitary status grants is random enough to allow identification of an 

effect on the segregation index. 

Another possible issue is caused by the way the segregation index is calculated.  

Since it uses both the black and white student populations in its construction, the index 

                                            
16 See Chemerinsky (2005) for a detailed discussion of this change. 
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could be susceptible to an issue called selective migration, a phenomena where one 

race enters or exits a district based on the existence of, or lack of, a court-ordered 

desegregation plan.  Selective migration would be evident by divergent racial trends 

between those districts that have been granted unitary status and those that have not.  

To test whether unitary status causes selective migration, I run a set of regressions 

based on the following model, 

kt

ktktktkt

uWhiteWhitestatusunitary
sizedistrictstatusunitaryAPopulationStudentWhiteorBlack

++
+++=

*
 (2-6) 

This specification uses either the district’s white or black student population as the 

dependent variable.  On the right-hand side, I use total district size, a dummy variable 

mapping the timing of unitary status and an interaction term between unitary status and 

a dummy variable equaling one for those observations where the dependent variable is 

the white student population.   If the coefficient on this interaction term is significantly 

different from zero, selective migration may be an issue because unitary status affects 

white and black student population trends differently.  The results of this regression are 

shown in Table 2-3.  Since the coefficient on the interaction term is not statistically 

significant, it appears that selective migration is not an issue and the effect of unitary 

status on the segregation index is properly identified. 

The Effect of Unitary Status on Academic Achievement 

The Effect on the Average Student  

Since it appears that unitary status is affecting the way students sort into schools 

and increasing the level of segregation, it is important to identify any academic costs 

associated with these changes.  To do this, I measure academic achievement as 

outlined in Equation 2-5.  The results for Math are presented in Table 2-4 while the 
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results for Reading are presented in Table 2-5.  In each table, the left panel represents 

specifications testing the effect unitary status has on the highest two score categories of 

the FCAT.17

 From the Math results in Table 2-4, there appears to be no significant evidence 

that the achievement distribution is affected by the receipt of unitary status.  For each 

specification in the table, the coefficient measuring the effect of unitary status is too 

imprecisely measured to identify anything other than a zero effect.  For Reading, the 

only result of any statistical significance is the final specification which suggests a 

possible decrease in the density at the low-end of the achievement distribution of 1.5 

percent. 

  The right side presents the same specifications using the lower two 

categories.  This procedure measures the density in the tails of the achievement 

distribution.  If unitary status has a beneficial effect on achievement, I would expect to 

see positive coefficients in the first three columns and negative coefficients in the last 

three.  Conversely, a shift towards the lower tail would require negative coefficients for 

specifications testing the higher end of the achievement distribution and positive 

coefficients on those testing the lower end.   

The Effect by Race 

Based on the results of the previous section, it may seem reasonable to conclude 

that unitary status has no measurable effect on student achievement in the average 

affected district.  Such a statement is certainly premature.  The tests completed above 

only account for the net effects of all students within the average district.  Since the 

tests above combine all racial subgroups into one observation, it is possible that gains 

                                            
17 There are five categories which students can test into on the FCAT.  The dependent variable is either 
the sum of the percentage of students testing into the two highest categories or the two lowest categories. 
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by whites are offsetting losses by blacks.  Considering the original purpose of school 

desegregation reforms and the fears associated with the effects of resegregation, 

determining if this effect on achievement varies by race is possibly the most important 

policy outcome of the paper.   

 Unfortunately, the data used for the achievement distribution is not broken out by 

race and cannot be used in that manner.  However, the state does report the 

percentage of students of each race that are considered proficient (at grade level) in 

both Math and Reading.18

ktY

   This allows the analysis to be completed by race using 

equation 2-5 with now being the percentage of either black or white students who are 

considered proficient. The results for these tests are presented in Table 2-6.  Unitary 

status does not appear to have a significant effect on either white or black proficiency in 

either subject.  This extends the findings to include not only the average student, but 

also the average white and black student at the county level.  It appears that neither is 

being harmed by the end of the court-ordered desegregation via the granting of unitary 

status. 

Conclusions and Further Discussion 

The purpose of this chapter was to identify the effects that unitary status has on 

racial imbalance and academic outcomes.  I find significant evidence that the level of 

segregation will rise if unitary status is received.  This effect is robust to changes in the 

relevant control group and appears to grow over time.  The majority of the effect 

appears to occur three to four years after unitary status is received, suggesting that it 

takes time not only for districts to implement new assignment plans, but for parents to 
                                            
18 Unlike the achievement distribution data, the proficiency data is not collected at the elementary school 
level.  It is a measure of all white or black students within a district regardless of grade. 
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react and move their children between schools if desired.  Unitary status was also 

shown to have no effect on the academic achievement distribution.  This finding holds 

for the average student, the average white student and the average black student in an 

affected district. 

 These results are consistent with findings in the recent literature.  Reber (2007) 

notes that black students in Louisiana benefitted more from the increased level of 

resources given to them as a result of desegregation rather than the increased 

interaction with white students.  Rivkin (2000) also describes how black students 

benefitted more from increases in school quality than greater interaction with white 

peers.  Both find that of the two changes brought by desegregation, resources appear to 

matter most.  If their findings are correct, then resegregation caused by the end of the 

court’s involvement should have a minimal effect on student outcomes.  As this era 

ends, unitary status involves only one part of the process seen in both Reber and 

Rivkin.  It allows peer groups to change while holding resources constant.  I find that re-

sorting does occur, as shown by increases in the level of segregation, and that the 

effects of that re-sorting on academic achievement are zero.  This not only strengthens 

the validity of these previous studies but suggests that there are not any identifiable 

academic costs associated with the granting of unitary status.
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Table 2-1.  District-level variable means 

  
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

   
Court Order Only 

 

   
Full 

Released 
From Currently Under 

 Number of Districts in Sample   67 34 18 16 P < 0.05 
Fraction White 

 
0.64 0.58 0.51 0.64 Yes 

Fraction Black 
 

0.19 0.24 0.29 0.29 Yes 
Fraction Hispanic 

 
0.12 0.13 0.15 0.11 Yes 

Exposure Rate (Blacks to Whites) 
 

0.55 0.48 0.37 0.57 Yes 
Segregation Index 

 
0.15 0.19 0.28 0.13 Yes 

Fraction of Schools Ever Under Court Order 
 

0.84 1.00 - - - 
Fraction of Schools Granted Unitary Status 

 
0.29 0.53 - - - 

Fraction of Students with Free/Reduced Price Lunch 
 

0.55 0.54 0.53 0.53 No 
Fraction of Students Considered Gifted 

 
0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02 Yes 

Fraction of Students with Limited English Proficiency 
 

0.05 0.05 0.07 0.04 Yes 
Teachers Average Years of Experience 

 
13.25 13.37 13.24 13.49 No 

Fraction of Students Absent 21+ Days 
 

0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 No 
Fraction of Students Receiving In School Suspensions 

 
0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04 Yes 

Fraction of Students Receiving Out of School Suspensions 
 

0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 No 
Fraction of Students Testing in Levels 4 and 5 (Math) 

 
0.20 0.26 0.28 0.25 Yes 

Fraction of Students Testing in Levels 1 and 2 (Math) 
 

0.56 0.49 0.48 0.51 Yes 
Fraction of Students Testing into Levels 4 and 5 (Reading) 

 
0.22 0.30 0.31 0.29 No 

Fraction of Students Testing into Levels 1 and 2 (Reading) 
 

0.50 0.38 0.37 0.39 No 
District Size 

 
18,344 30,633 46,221 17,573 Yes 

Per Capita Real Income ($) 
 

26,258 25,361 28,468 22,758 Yes 
Percent of Black Students Proficient in Reading 

 
33.28 33.97 34.64 33.21 No 

Percent of Black Students Proficient in Math 
 

34.49 34.71 35.70 33.6 Yes 
Percent of White Students Proficient in Reading 

 
61.44 63.24 65.54 60.65 Yes 

Percent of White Students Proficient in Math 
 

65.72 67.52 70.07 64.68 Yes 
NOTE:  Column 1 shows district-level means for all 67 school districts in Florida.  Column 2 restricts the sample to the 34 districts ordered by 
federal courts to desegregate.  Column 3 further restricts the sample to the 18 districts that have been released from the court's 
desegregation order (i.e. granted unitary status).  Column 4 provides means for those districts ordered to desegregate and remaining under 
court supervision through 2007.  Column 5 reflects the results of a two-tailed test for equality of means at the five percent-level. 
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Table 2-2. Segregation index regressions 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Unitary Status Granted 0.024 0.026 0.028 - - 

 
(2.75)** (2.65)* (2.54)* - - 

Fraction Hispanic (District) -0.081 -0.189 0.097 -0.304 -0.661 

 
(0.27) (0.41) (0.18) (0.62) (0.72) 

Total Student Population (District) 2.13*10-6 3.01*10-6 2.47*10-6 3.39*10-6 4.89*10-6 

 
(0.96) (1.29) (0.86) (2.03) (1.30) 

Per Capita Income (District) 7.43*10-6 1.23*10-5 1.88*10-5 7.80*10-6 1.92*10-5 

 
(2.12)* (1.84) (1.96) (1.08) (1.64) 

Duration1 
   

0.017 0.024 

    
(2.48)* (1.47) 

Duration2 
   

0.024 0.023 

    
(2.46)* (1.11) 

Duration3 
   

0.03 0.022 

    
(2.27)* (0.99) 

Duration4 
   

0.069 0.07 

    
(4.22)** (2.42)* 

Duration5 
   

0.079 0.088 

    
(3.66)** (2.48)* 

Duration6 
   

0.096 0.096 

    
(3.82)** (2.23) 

Duration7 
   

0.111 0.113 

    
(2.82)** (2.15) 

Duration8 
   

0.206 0.206 

    
(9.39)** (4.70)** 

Constant 0.059 -0.061 -0.462 -0.134 -0.285 

 
(0.73) (0.41) (0.95) (0.55) (1.24) 

Observations 536 272 192 192 80 
R-squared 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.98 
Weighted by District Size Yes Yes Yes Yes No 
NOTE:  All models include district-level and year fixed effects.  Models weighted by the total district 
size have errors clustered at the district-level.  Absolute Value of t-statistics in parentheses, * 
represents significance at the five percent level and ** represents significance at the one percent 
level. Columns 1 uses the full sample of districts.  Column 2 uses only those districts that were 
subject to court order.  Columns 3 and 4 further reduce the sample by excluding those districts 
granted unitary status prior to 1999.  Column 5 uses only the 10 largest districts that were under 
court order and were eligible for treatment, excluding Miami-Dade. 
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Table 2-3.  Effect of selective migration 
Unitary Status Granted 1,798.77 

 
(0.54) 

Unitary Status Granted*White -6,092.33 

 
(0.82) 

White=1 4,107.74 

 
(0.66) 

Total Student Population (District) 0.258 

 
(4.78)** 

Constant -316.41 

 
(0.10) 

Observations 384 
R-squared 0.52 
NOTE: This model includes district-level and year fixed effects for a sample 
made up of districts that were under court order and eligible for unitary status in 
1999.  Observations are weighted by total district size.  The dependent variable 
is either the white or black student population in a each district.  Absolute value 
of t statistics in parentheses, * represent significance at the five percent level 
and ** represent significance at the one percent level. 
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Table 2-4.  Unitary status’ effect on math achievement 

 
Levels 4 and 5 (High) Levels 1 and 2 (Low) 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Unitary Status Granted 0.003 0.001 0.002 -0.014 -0.011 -0.008 

 
(0.47) (0.15) (0.26) (1.29) (1.12) (1.03) 

Fraction White, District -0.044 -0.156 0.202 -0.034 -0.002 -0.325 

 
(0.26) (0.66) (0.80) (0.19) (0.01) (1.05) 

Fraction Absent > 21 Days 0.064 0.049 0.194 -0.007 0.014 -0.132 

 
(0.57) (0.48) (2.18)* (0.05) (0.11) (1.33) 

Fraction Disabled -0.019 0.131 -0.016 0.094 0.066 0.11 

 
(0.08) (0.38) (0.04) (0.41) (0.20) (0.26) 

Fraction w/ Free or Reduced Price Lunch 0.065 0.148 0.115 -0.07 -0.106 -0.07 

 
(1.12) (2.18)* (1.46) (1.41) (1.43) (0.85) 

Fraction Gifted 1.046 1.202 -0.024 -1.227 -1.524 -0.072 

 
(1.82) (1.75) (0.03) (1.92) (1.97) (0.06) 

Fraction Limited English Proficiency -0.018 -0.027 0.229 -0.077 -0.042 -0.362 

 
(0.10) (0.14) (1.17) (0.41) (0.24) (1.51) 

Fraction of Staff Dedicated to Instruction -0.064 -0.140 -0.263 0.058 0.179 0.292 

 
(0.92) (1.04) (1.25) (0.94) (1.01) (1.14) 

Fraction Suspended - In School 0.276 0.251 0.098 -0.236 -0.324 -0.085 

 
(1.20) (0.69) (0.23) (0.92) (0.88) (0.21) 

Fraction Suspended - Out School -0.315 -0.262 0.145 0.205 0.003 -0.251 

 
(0.98) (0.55) (0.31) (0.63) (0.01) (0.48) 

Fraction of Teachers w/ Advanced Degrees -0.017 -0.034 -0.092 0.02 0.013 0.119 

 
(0.39) (0.71) (2.74)* (0.43) (0.24) (2.96)** 

Teacher Average Years of Experience 0.000 -0.001 0.003 0.001 0.003 -0.001 

 
(0.24) (0.34) (1.45) (0.24) (1.01) (0.30) 

Real Personal Consumption (Income) <.000 <.000 <.000 <.000 <.000 <.000 

 
(1.16) (0.82) (0.07) (1.47) (1.41) (0.50) 

District Size <.000 <.000 <.000 <.000 <.000 <.000 

 
(0.38) (0.56) (1.25) (0.91) (0.85) (1.64) 

Constant 0.107 0.135 0.479 0.697 0.76 0.138 

 
(0.60) (0.77) (1.74) (3.75)** (3.73)** (0.42) 

Observations 536 272 192 536 272 192 
Number of Districts 67 34 24 67 34 24 
R-squared 0.9 0.91 0.91 0.92 0.93 0.93 
NOTE:  All specifications use either the percent of students testing into Levels 4 and 5 or Levels 1 and 2 on 
the Math portion of the FCAT as the dependent variable and are run with district-level and year fixed effects.  
Columns vary by the sample size used in the regression.  Absolute value of t statistic in parenthesis, * 
represents significance at the five percent level and ** represents significance at the one percent level. 
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Table 2-5. Unitary status’ effect on reading achievement 

 
Levels 4 and 5 (High) Levels 1 and 2 (Low) 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Unitary Status Granted -0.004 -0.005 0.002 -0.024 -0.022 -0.028 

 
(0.52) (0.57) (0.19) (1.16) (1.27) (1.88) 

Fraction White, District 0.289 0.226 0.054 -0.424 -0.481 -0.418 

 
(2.90)** (1.80) (0.31) (2.10)* (1.86) (0.94) 

Fraction Absent > 21 Days -0.177 -0.194 -0.156 0.278 0.312 0.261 

 
(2.45)* (2.80)** (3.07)** (2.66)** (3.10)** (1.92) 

Fraction Disabled -0.024 0.037 0.104 0.251 0.335 0.424 

 
(0.14) (0.15) (0.39) (1.00) (0.89) (1.00) 

Fraction w/ Free or Reduced Price Lunch -0.008 0.002 -0.075 -0.010 0.046 0.114 

 
(0.21) (0.04) (1.39) (0.22) (0.69) (1.57) 

Fraction Gifted 0.780 1.071 0.789 -1.385 -1.917 -1.058 

 
(2.61)* (3.25)** (1.51) (2.92)** (3.79)** (1.17) 

Fraction Limited English Proficiency 0.058 0.087 0.185 -0.122 -0.163 -0.365 

 
(0.70) (0.83) (1.13) (0.73) (1.03) (1.45) 

Fraction of Staff Dedicated to Instruction 0.082 0.054 -0.045 -0.141 -0.014 0.240 

 
(1.50) (0.56) (0.31) (1.85) (0.09) (1.00) 

Fraction Suspended - In School -0.150 -0.283 -0.054 -0.005 0.020 -0.116 

 
(0.87) (0.90) (0.17) (0.03) (0.07) (0.34) 

Fraction Suspended - Out School -0.241 -0.224 -0.775 0.180 0.257 1.003 

 
(1.28) (0.72) (1.90) (0.75) (0.66) (1.86) 

Fraction of Teachers w/ Adv. Degrees -0.014 -0.028 -0.058 -0.094 -0.107 -0.041 

 
(0.42) (0.67) (1.36) (1.27) (1.32) (0.56) 

Teacher Average Years of Experience 0.001 0.000 0.002 -0.003 -0.001 -0.003 

 
(0.95) (0.12) (1.39) (1.57) (0.68) (1.02) 

Real Personal Consumption (Income) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
(0.93) (1.83) (1.46) (1.62) (2.77)** (1.61) 

District Size 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 
(1.10) (0.66) (0.11) (0.53) (0.60) (0.43) 

Constant -0.055 -0.062 0.116 0.904 1.216 0.557 

 
(0.50) (0.41) (0.42) (3.99)** (4.64)** (1.08) 

Observations 536 272 192 536 272 192 
Number of Districts 67 34 24 67 34 24 
R-squared 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.95 
NOTE:  All specifications use either the fraction of students testing into Levels 4 and 5 or Levels 1 and 2 on 
the Reading portion of the FCAT as the dependent variable and are run with district-level and year fixed 
effects.  Columns vary by the sample size used in the regression.  Absolute value of t statistic in 
parentheses, * represents significance at the five percent level and ** represents significance at the one 
percent level. 
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Table 2-6.  Unitary status’ effect on achievement by race and subject 

 
Black  White  

 
Math  Reading Math Reading 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Unitary Status Granted -0.111 -0.658 -0.384 -1.221 

 
(0.06) (0.35) (0.24) (0.91) 

Fraction White, District -14.718 -13.600 29.144 10.294 

 
(0.35) (0.30) (1.25) (0.31) 

Fraction Absent > 21 Days -2.308 -5.623 6.305 -3.495 

 
(0.20) (0.44) (0.94) (0.44) 

Fraction Disabled 33.869 64.937 68.295 84.735 

 
(0.91) (1.59) (1.79) (2.05) 

Fraction w/ Free or Reduced Price Lunch -4.072 -11.742 5.942 -2.728 

 
(0.53) (1.53) (1.26) (0.44) 

Fraction Gifted 128.845 131.893 52.004 109.703 

 
(1.18) (1.11) (0.76) (1.24) 

Fraction Limited English Proficiency 0.330 2.510 20.605 6.246 

 
(0.02) (0.16) (1.65) (0.52) 

Fraction of Staff Dedicated to Instruction -3.658 -3.482 15.094 4.183 

 
(0.19) (0.23) (1.41) (0.38) 

Fraction Suspended - In School 8.811 -27.832 40.311 10.514 

 
(0.51) (1.17) (2.22)* (0.61) 

Fraction Suspended - Out School 20.748 42.326 55.001 15.164 

 
(0.37) (0.77) (1.16) (0.34) 

Fraction of Teachers w/ Advanced Degrees 5.235 3.398 4.534 8.226 

 
(0.81) (0.82) (1.06) (2.14)* 

Teacher Average Years of Experience -0.202 -0.025 -0.217 -0.022 

 
(0.88) (0.12) (1.19) (0.09) 

Real Personal Consumption (Income) 0.001 0.001 0.001 <0.000 

 
(1.90) (1.59) (2.46)* (0.96) 

District Size <0.000 <0.000 <0.000 <0.000 

 
(0.38) (0.99) (0.60) (1.04) 

Constant 38.232 35.940 10.378 31.870 

 
(1.10) (1.12) (0.57) (1.26) 

Observations 120 120 120 120 
Number of Districts 24 24 24 24 
R-squared 0.96 0.95 0.98 0.97 
NOTE: The dependent variable in each column is the percent of the subgroup that 
is proficient in a particular subject.  Absolute value of t statistic in parentheses, * 
represents significance at the five percent level and ** represents significance at the 
one percent level. 
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Figure 2-1.  Florida’s elementary school enrollment by race 
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Figure 2-2.  Average segregation index by unitary status, 1987-2006. 

 

  



 

47 

 

 

Figure 2-3.  Math achievement by unitary status 
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Figure 2-4.  Reading achievement by unitary status 
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CHAPTER 3 

SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCE AND UNITARY STATUS IN FLORIDA 

Introduction 

In some regards, the most active and unhindered period of court-ordered 

desegregation was short lived.  From its start with Brown v. School Board, only 14 years 

passed before the U.S. Supreme Court (SCOTUS) started to reverse its role in Green v. 

County School Board of New Kent County.1

 In practice, the receipt of unitary status returns the ability to assign students to 

local school authorities  Rather than having to meet stringent guidelines to keep school-

level racial populations standardized throughout the district, unitary districts can choose 

assignment policies regardless of the effect they may have on the distribution of 

students between schools.  Over time, the possibility of resegregation has been 

explicitly condoned by SCOTUS and recent research suggests that it is not only a 

possibility, but a reality as well.

 While the first case struck down the 

“separate but equal” standard, the second set up an exit strategy for districts placed 

under federal supervision.  By meeting certain criteria for the assignment of students, 

faculty, and staff, transportation, extracurricular activities, and facilities, formerly 

segregated districts would be deemed to operate only one unified school system for all 

races rather than a separate system for blacks and another for whites.  In other words, 

they would be deemed “unitary”. 

2

                                            
1 347 U.S. 483 (1954) and  391 U.S. 430 (1968), respectively. 

  Knapp (2009) shows that in Florida, districts released 

from court order are likely to double their level of segregation within eight years.  Lutz 

2 De facto segregation is allowed in Board of Education of Oklahoma v. Dowell and Freeman v. Pitts, 498 
U.S. 237 (1991) and 503 U.S. 467 (1992), respectively. 
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(2005) shows immediate and gradual increases in the level of segregation following the 

receipt of unitary status in a nationally representative sample of districts.  Since 

SCOTUS has already stated that resegregation via the granting of unitary status is not 

enough to justify sanctions on those districts that allow a return towards de facto 

segregation, further evidence is required to show that students are being harmed by the 

increased levels of segregation.  On this, the literature is mixed.  Knapp (2009) finds 

that the receipt of unitary status does not change the level of achievement for the 

average student, the average white student, nor the average black student at the district 

level.  Lutz (2005) finds evidence that both black dropout rates and black private school 

attendance increase following the granting of unitary status, suggesting that the value of 

a public school education decreases for black students following the court’s decision.  

 Although there is a growing literature measuring the effects of unitary status on 

various academic outcomes, there is very little, if any, research on why school districts 

seek unitary status in the first place.  Although SCOTUS has certainly left open the 

option of seeking unitary status, there is no requirement to do so.  By seeking unitary 

status, school districts must be trying to benefit in some manner and there could be 

many reasons why they may choose this route.  They may be trying to satisfy parental 

preferences, operate their schools more efficiently or integrate their schools by choice 

rather than force.  Regardless of the reason, the decision to seek unitary status and 

obtain its benefits cannot be costless.  Lawyers must be hired, depositions taken, and 

hearings scheduled before the case even makes it to a judge’s bench for the final 
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decision.3

 To date, no one has tried to answer the basic question of why districts seek 

unitary status.  This paper tries to bridge this gap and add to the school resegregation 

literature in several ways.  First, by examining both the timing of release from court 

order and the size of the student population for all the districts ever placed under court 

order in Florida, it can easily be shown that larger districts receive unitary status more 

frequently than smaller districts.  This is especially true over the last decade.  This 

would seem to suggest that smaller districts do not find the tradeoffs to be in their favor 

and decide not to seek unitary status while larger districts appear to do the opposite.  

Secondly, it will be shown that the financial benefits, if they exist at all, are very small on 

a per-capita basis.  Smaller districts, without a large enough student population 

available to recapitalize the upfront costs incurred while seeking unitary status, may 

rationally decide to stay under the court’s desegregation order in perpetuity.  For larger 

districts that can achieve economies of scale, the proper decision may be to seek 

unitary status. 

  In a classical sense, for the decision to seek unitary status to be rational the 

benefits from the outcome must outweigh this myriad of costs.  

Even if districts do not try to take advantage of changes in district finance ex ante, 

they may benefit ex post via changes in the flow of revenues and expenditures.   One 

area where this may occur is transportation.  It would seem plausible that one of the 

most popular tools used to integrate schools, mandatory bussing, would be more costly 

                                            
3 It might seem natural to insert some discussion of the probability of success at this point.  However, that 
may be unnecessary for two reasons.  First, according to the U.S. Civil Rights Commission, there is not a 
single case in Florida that has been actively pursued and eventually denied for a significant period of 
time.  Secondly, some may argue that recent SCOTUS decisions have set the bar for unitary status so 
low that all districts have to do to achieve it is be willing to incur the costs associated with the process.  
Evidence of this can be found throughout Orfield (1996) and Chemerinsky (2009) 
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to carry out than bussing students to their closer neighborhood schools.  If that is the 

case, the receipt of unitary status may allow districts to save money on transportation 

and spend it on instruction in an effort to boost student achievement.  Similarly, there is 

anecdotal evidence that desegregation cases impart non-trivial legal costs on the 

districts involved while they are actively in court.4  Payment of these fees diverts scarce 

resources away from the school districts’ core mission for years at a time while they 

actively seek removal of their court orders.  When districts get released from their court-

ordered desegregation plans, these types of costs may go away and lead to possible 

changes in district-level expenditures as funds can now be shifted from legal expenses 

to other areas.5

Florida’s Desegregation History and How It Relates to District Size 

  This analysis is the first to look for these kinds of patterns.  

Court-ordered school desegregation came to Florida in 1956 when the National 

Association for the Advancement of Colored People’s Legal Defense Fund successfully 

won a case against the Miami-Dade County School Board.  Over the next 22 years, 

another 33 districts would be placed under court-ordered desegregation plans.6

                                            
4 Examples can easily be found in newspaper coverage of individual court cases.  In particular, see Dries 
(2009), Hughes (2005), and Spinner (1999). Legal fees associated with court-ordered desegregation 
have also been addressed by the U.S. Supreme Court.  See Missouri v. Jenkins, 491 U.S. 274 (1989). 

  

Eventually, this list would include districts of all sizes throughout the state.  Figure 1 

shows the relationship between district size and desegregation status.  Over this time 

period, two trends stand out.  First, size did play a role in the probability of being placed 

5 This type of cost is different from what might be considered compliance costs.  To some extent, all 
districts, regardless of litigation status, have compliance costs.  Even districts that have never been taken 
to court must report on their level of integration to the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Civil 
Rights.  Therefore, removal of a court order will not necessarily decrease this type of expense because 
the reporting requirement does not go away.  It simply shifts between government agencies. 
6 For a complete list of all the districts in Florida and their court-ordered desegregation status see Table 
A-1 in the appendix. 
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under court order. Fourteen of the 15 largest districts were placed under federal 

supervision by 1978.  At the opposite end, only three of the smallest 15 were forcefully 

desegregated.  This means the largest districts were nearly 4.5 times more likely to be 

taken to court when compared to the smallest districts.  However, it should be noted 

that there was some litigation within the lower end of the size distribution.  Also 

significant is that the odds change dramatically when the distribution is trimmed. The 

probability of receiving a court order is nearly symmetric around the median district size 

of 12,196 with eight being below and nine above the median.7

 Even as districts were still being placed under court order, some were beginning 

to be released and declared unitary.  The first district to receive unitary status in 1970 

did so after only seven years under court supervision.  However, that is not the ordinary 

path taken by districts placed under court order.  Of the 34 taken to court, only 19 have 

received unitary status after spending an average of almost 26 years under court order.  

For the 15 still under supervision, the average time since being found guilty is just over 

40 years. 

  When put together, there 

was at least some probability of prosecution for all districts in Florida. 

 For most of those still under court order, there may be no compelling reason to 

seek unitary status.  The reason for this appears to be that size plays an even more 

important role in obtaining unitary status than it does in being placed under court order, 

especially over the last decade.  Figure 2 outlines the granting of unitary status for the 

34 districts placed under court order.  Note first that there appear to be two groups 

                                            
7 This median is based on the average number of unweighted fulltime equivalents in each district from 
1997-2006.  Using averages from the early part of the desegregation era does not create any substantive 
differences.  
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within this sample, early grantees and those still under court order as late as 1997, with 

each being separated by a decade of time during which not a single district received 

unitary status.  The first group is made up of eight districts that spend a relatively 

shorter period of time under court order.  Together they average about 12.5 years under 

court supervision.  The remaining 26 districts have spent an average of nearly 39 years 

under court supervision.  This difference in means is significant at the 99th percentile.  

There is more than time that separates these two groups, as the role of size appears to 

differ for these two groups. Among the early grantees, half are larger and half are 

smaller than the median district size of 34,813 for districts that have been placed under 

court order.8 Within the group of later grantees only one district is below the median.  

This highlights the increasing role that size has played in districts deciding to seek 

unitary status.9 Due to the time span between the two groups and data issues limiting 

the availability of detailed financial records earlier than 1997, the remainder of the paper 

will focus on the period from 1997 to 2006.10

                                            
8 This sample has fewer districts than the one used previously and contains districts that are larger than 
on average for the entire state.  This is done because it may not be appropriate to consider a district that 
has never been taken to court as a control for a district that has been treated to unitary status.  The more 
accurate control group is going to be those eligible for treatment and that requires a district to have been 
taken to court at some point in the past.  

  It will attempt to explain why size plays 

9 If the issue of what makes an appropriate control group is ignored for a moment and unitary status 
grantees are evaluated against the statewide median of 12,196 unweighted FTEs, the effect of size 
becomes even more striking.  In this case, only two districts that receive unitary status are below while the 
remaining 15 are above this less restrictive, statewide median.  These two districts are both in the group 
of early grantees.   No district smaller than the statewide median has received unitary status in the last 23 
years. 
10 This strategy also fits the reasoning of Orfield (1996) and Chemerinsky (2009) who show that the rules 
used by the courts to determine whether unitary status should be granted changed in the early 1990s 
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such an important role in why some districts choose to seek unitary status and others 

do not.11

Description of the Data 

 

Litigation data for Florida was collected from the United States Commission of Civil 

Rights’ September 2007 report titled, Becoming Less Separate? School Desegregation, 

Justice Department Enforcement and the Pursuit of Unitary Status.  It contains data on 

every district in Florida including the year cases were initiated (if applicable), the case 

name, the year unitary status was received and whether districts not currently seeking 

unitary status plan to do so in the future.  These data were used to create the key 

variable of interest in this study, a dummy variable that captures the trend of districts 

receiving unitary status over time.  Unitary Status equals zero in the years preceding 

receipt of unitary status and equals one in all others.  This formulation of Unitary Status 

measures the cumulative effect of unitary status over time. 

     Fiscal data for every district in the state is publically available from the 

Florida Department of Education’s website and is contained in a report for each year 

titled, Financial Profiles of Florida School Districts.12

                                            
11 This refers to the 1997-1998 and  2006-2007 school years.  This convention will be used throughout 
the rest of the chapter.  

  Each year’s report contains over 

300 elements detailing district-level revenue and expenditure data.  Due to variation in 

element definitions and some elements being added or dropped over time, the main 

focus of this paper is on aggregate data which should net out these additions, deletions 

and definition changes at finer levels of detail. 

12These files are available at http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/profile.asp (last accessed on April 13, 
2010). 

http://www.fldoe.org/fefp/profile.asp�
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 Revenue data are broken out into 18 different categories that vary by source and 

funding objective.  There are four major sources of funds for Florida’s school districts; 

those received by districts directly from the federal government, federal funds received 

by districts which are first passed through the state budgeting process, funds provided 

by the state from state-level resources, and funds received from local sources such as 

property taxes.  All four of these sources are managed within the Florida Education 

Finance Program (FEFP) to ensure an equitable distribution of resources across 

districts, although some consideration is allowed for such things as differences in the 

cost of living across districts.   

 Within each source of funds, there are several types of revenues specific to each 

source.  These are listed in Table 3-1 along with the several statistics.  Column 1 shows 

the mean for the entire time series from 1997-2006 for all 67 districts in the state.  

Column 2 and Column 3 list sample means for the preferred control and treatment 

groups.  When combined, these two columns make up a sample of districts that had 

previously been placed under court order but not granted unitary status prior to 1997.  

This excludes districts never successfully taken to court and those who received unitary 

status as an early grantee. Column 4 reports the result of a two-tailed t-test for equality 

of means in order to provide evidence that there is variation in the data.  Each column 

shows revenues per student and has been converted into real 2000 dollars using the 

national consumer price index for all urban consumers (CPI-U).  Table 3-1 appears to 

suggest that there are some significant differences between those districts that are 

granted unitary status and those that are kept under court order, absent any controls for 

other covariates.  Eleven of the 17 categories suggest possible avenues through which 
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unitary status may affect revenues.  Rather strikingly, unitary status recipients appear to 

have $250 less per student on net when all revenue from local, state, and federal 

sources is considered, which represents a difference of about 3.3 percent.   

 Expenditure data are taken from the same source and listed in two ways.  The 

first aggregates expenditures by categories such as instruction, administration, and 

transportation while ignoring what type of goods or services were purchased with the 

funds. The second method places the emphasis on the objects being purchased and 

tracks expenditures on salaries, benefits and capital outlays.  Table 3-2 summarizes 

expenditures by both category and object in real 2000 dollars per STUDENT.  Each 

column follows the methodology used for Table 3-1 in creating different subsamples and 

testing the equality of means.  Although there appears to be a significant amount of 

variation between the treatment and control groups by category and object, the net 

result appears to suggest that there is little significant difference in total expenditures 

between the two groups. 

 If net revenues fall for districts receiving unitary status while expenditures are 

relatively constant, this may suggest that the granting of unitary status leaves districts 

worse off financially and begs the question of why would a rational district seek unitary 

status?  Local school boards should be trying to achieve some economically rational 

goal in seeking unitary status, and leaving their districts with fewer revenues and the 

same level of expenditures does not appear to meet that standard.  However, it is too 

early to substantiate this conjecture as a more robust model needs to be developed to 

account for the time-series nature of the data and other covariates. 
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Description of the Empirical Models 

This paper uses a time-series model which in its simplest form can be expressed 

as: 

 itititit StatusUnitaryy εηγ +++= .      (3-1) 

The dependent variable, ity , will take on multiple values of per-capita revenues 

(expenditures) in district i in year t.  Unitary Status measures the litigation status of 

district i in year t.  Districts still under court order in year t and those never taken to court 

receive a zero (though not all of these latter districts are included in every specification).  

Those that receive unitary status in year t receive a one in that and all subsequent 

years.  The year fixed effect, tγ , captures all district-invariant change for year t.  This 

accounts for unobserved statewide policy changes that affect districts equally.  An 

example of this type of policy would be an administrative change to accounting rules 

that cause revenues (expenditures) to be counted differently from one year to the next.  

Without this variable, such a change could be mistakenly attributed to a change in 

unitary status in districts where such changes occur simultaneously, causing the 

coefficient on Unitary Status to be biased.  The district fixed effect, iη , captures all time-

invariant characteristics of district i.13 itε  represents a random error term which allows 

for district-level heterogeneity. 

 The reported results utilize a more robust version of this model that takes the 

form: 

                                            
13 Although a district-year fixed effect would help account for unobserved policy changes at the district 
level on a year-by-year basis, one cannot be used in this case due to the limited sample size. 
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 ititititit StatusUnitaryy εηγ +++Χ+= .      (3-2) 

It allows for more variation between districts over time by adding a vector of time-

varying, district-level characteristics, itΧ .  Due to the extremely small sample size, the 

contents of itΧ must be limited in number.  The first element of itΧ is the number of 

schools in each district.  This captures the growth in the student population which 

occurred in some districts over the period of the study.  It also captures the effect of 

economies of scale within the revenue and expenditure data.  This is especially 

important for administrative costs such as school boards.  The next two elements 

account for economic disparities between districts that may affect how districts make 

decisions concerning education.  The first variable is the annual property tax base per 

STUDENT in each district and the second is the percentage of students in the district 

that are eligible for Free or Reduced Price Lunch.14

 This chapter’s identification strategy relies on the timing of the unitary status 

grants as its prominent source of variation.  These three models will allow statistical 

identification of the effect of unitary status on revenues (expenditures) if unitary status 

occurs exogenously.  In other words, unitary status must be received randomly.  

Anything that affects the randomness of that timing, could affect the identification 

strategy.   

  The final element is the percentage 

of students in the district that are nonwhite.  This accounts for the rapid growth in the 

Hispanic population across many districts in the state and any effects this may have on 

how districts receive and spend financing. 

                                            
14 In 1997, only the percentage of FTEs eligible for free lunches is available.  The percentage eligible for 
both was not available until 1998.  The year fixed effect should account for this type of change since it 
occurs uniformly across districts. 
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 There are several issues to consider in ensuring the validity of this identification 

strategy.  First, receiving unitary status is conditional on having been taken to court.  

Districts that have never been taken to court cannot receive unitary status as defined in 

this paper.  Secondly, the study period for this paper is only ten years long, 1997-2006.  

Eight districts receive unitary status before then and cannot be treated by the policy a 

second time.  Since it may be questionable to include either of these types of districts in 

the sample, the analysis will also be conducted with a smaller, “preferred”, sample of 26 

districts which includes only those districts that were eligible for treatment.   

For the remaining districts, the timing of unitary status must be random in order for 

it to have a statistically identifiable effect.  Here, the administrative process of dealing 

with the court system provides a significant amount of variation in the timing of release.  

This is plausible because two actions must take place before a district can receive 

unitary status.   The school district must decide to seek release from their court-ordered 

desegregation plan and the court must then grant it.  Even if the first decision is affected 

by a non-random phenomenon such as size, the second part of the process, getting the 

case through the court system, returns randomness to the actual release date and the 

granting of unitary status.  The administrative issues involved in going to court, having 

the case heard, and getting a decision made are complex and varied enough to imply 

that the actual year in which unitary status is received is not directly chosen by the 

school district and is somewhat random. 

 A simple test of this theory involves looking at the level of correlation between the 

year in which unitary status is received and the number of students in the district.  

Figure 2-2 already highlights the tendency of larger districts to seek unitary status.  This 
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is indicative of the first part of the process.  However, the relationship between the size 

of the district and the year in which unitary status is received is not a strong one.  The 

correlation coefficient between the year unitary status is received and the number of 

students in the nine districts that received unitary status between 1997 and 2006 is only 

0.09.  Those districts that are released show little sign of being released in order of their 

size.15

 The last empirical issue concerns the weighting of observations in each 

regression.  Districts in Florida exhibit large differences in size with the difference being 

nearly 350,000 students between the largest and the smallest.  This size difference 

persists even with the preferred sample of 26 districts. As discussed in the next section, 

weighting does affect some of the results.

  This suggests that the judicial process makes the actual timing of release 

relatively random.   

16

                                            
15 Again, it may be useful to apply the findings of Orfield (1996) and Chemerinsky (2005).  They have 
noted that federal courts changed their behavior towards desegregation cases in the early 1990s.  Given 
the court’s newfound desire to clear its docket of desegregation cases, it is hard to construct a scenario 
where a court’s decision to release a district is dependent on district size.  They would be willing to 
release any district, regardless of size. Additionally, there is no evidence that a district has ever been 
denied unitary status during the later part of the unitary era.  Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume 
that small districts would receive unitary status if they were willing to seek it. 

  The key difference between those 

regressions run with and without weights is in how any statistically significant results are 

interpreted. For those regressions without weights, the results represent the effect of 

unitary status on revenues (expenditures) in the average district.  When weights are 

used the interpretation changes, now the results are interpreted as the effect on the 

average student in a district that receives unitary status.  Neither specification has a 

clear advantage over the other as long as the distinction between the two remains clear 

16 Weighted specifications utilize the number of students in the district as the weight for each district 
observation.  This procedure is implemented using the aweights option in Stata. 
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when the results are interpreted.  To test the effects of weighting on the results, the 

preferred sample will be reported with and without weights.  

 In addition to reporting results for the “preferred” sample with and without 

weights, a test will be conducted on a sub-sample of districts where weighting should 

not affect the results.  Weighting should not be an issue when the size difference 

between districts is relatively small.  In that case, the effect on the average district and 

the effect on the average student should be close to the same.  To test this, Equation 3-

2 will be estimated both with and without weights while using a sample consisting of 10 

of the 11 largest districts from the preferred sample.  This excludes Florida’s largest 

district, Miami-Dade and cuts the span of the size difference from nearly 350,000 to 

190,000.  

The Effect of Unitary Status on School District Finance 

Unitary Status and Revenues 

The majority of the results are shown in two tables.  Due to the large number of 

dependent variables, only the coefficient on Unitary Status is reported for each 

regression.  When necessary, further discussion of the other covariates and standard 

errors will occur in footnotes with additional tables provided in the appendix.  Table 3-3 

reports the results of using Equation 3-2 when the dependent variable, ity , takes on the 

value of revenues per student from various sources.  Table 3-4 provides results from 

when ity  takes on the value of expenditures per student.  Each table uses the following 

pattern.  First, the model is completed using all 67 districts in the state.  Next, the 

sample is limited to the 34 districts that were taken to court.  Then, the sample is 

reduced to the “preferred sample” that is considered eligible for treatment.  Results for 
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this sample are reported with and without weights.  Lastly, the effect of weighting is 

tested using a sample of ten, relatively large districts. 

 Overall, the results from Table 3-3 suggest that Unitary Status has at best a 

small negative effect on revenues per student.  The last line reports the effect Unitary 

Status has on the total revenue received from all local, state, and federal (LSF) sources.  

The results are mixed.  Five of the six specifications, weakly suggest that revenue per 

student falls.  However, at no time, regardless of the sample or weighting used, does 

Unitary Status have a statistically significant impact.17

 Federal funding sources are listed at the top of Table 3-3.  On net, there appears 

to be no clear change in funding from federal sources.  Any decreases appear to be 

offset within the federal funding lines by corresponding increases.  Career funding and 

the federal meal program show a fairly uniform sign pattern suggesting decreased 

levels of funding, but there is not robust statistical significance across specifications.  

Even in those specifications where there are significant results, there is little effect in 

terms of magnitude.  Federal funding for “other” programs appears to help offset these 

potential losses by adding anywhere from $7 - $25 per student.  All the remaining 

sources of federal funding lack a statistically significant effect for Unitary Status.  This 

includes the total level of federal funding received which lacks any identifiable results 

and a clear message as to the sign of any possible effects.  This is not surprising 

considering offsetting nature of the statistically significant results that were found for 

federal career, meal, and other funding. 

 

                                            
17 Table A2 provides more detailed results from regressing total revenues on all the covariates.  It should 
be noted that the standard errors for Unitary Status are uniformly large.  What this means may depend on 
the results for other sources of revenue and will be discussed shortly in greater detail. 
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   State-level funding shows weak signs of potential increases as a result of 

receiving unitary status.  State funding for “other” programs is the only line within the 

state-level section to show a consistent sign pattern and have meaningful levels of 

statistical significance. It suggests that districts with unitary status receive an additional 

$36-$134 per student.18  This increase may be partially offset by a potential decrease in 

state categorical programs where there is some weak evidence of a decrease as much 

as $138 per student.19

 Of the three possible sources, locally provided funding appears to be the only 

one to decrease with overwhelming levels of statistical significance.  Here, the effect of 

Unitary Status on total local revenue is significant in four of the six specifications and 

shows that the receipt of unitary status decreases the level of resources received from 

all local sources by about $100 per student.

  However, the actual effect is likely smaller due to the 

inconsistent sign pattern and lack of statistical significance.  This offset is also apparent 

in the total state funding line.  Results for five of the six specifications suggest that there 

is a total increase in state funding.  In most of the cases, the increase in total state 

funding is smaller than the increase from other programs, suggesting that decreases in 

categorical programs provides some attenuation.  Due to a lack in statistical 

significance, it is likely that any increases in state funding are small at best. 

20

                                            
18 Table A3 shows that even with a subsample of only ten districts, the effect of Unitary Status on other 
state-level funding sources is significant up to the 82nd percentile.  This shows that the effect of Unitary 
Status is significant or close to significant in five of the six specifications.  Considering the extremely small 
sample size and the relatively small drop-off in statistical significance for the fifth specification, there 
appears to be some robust evidence that an increase in this area of funding does occur as a result of 
having received unitary status. 

  The majority of this decrease appears to 

19 Categorical programs include such things as Florida’s Teacher Lead Program, Transportation, 
Instructional Materials, Discretionary Lottery Funds, and the mandated Class Size Reduction Program. 
20 The two remaining specifications are not statistically significant but still have negatively signed 
coefficients ranging from $65-$86 per FTE. 
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come from decreases in the amount of revenue per student sourced from local tax 

sources.  Some additional decreases may come from the amount of other income 

received by unitary districts, but the magnitudes are smaller, and only one of the six 

specifications is statistically significant at any conventional level. 

 When all sources are considered together, it is not immediately clear that any 

significant changes in funding occur as a result of receiving unitary status.  The 

coefficients for the total amount of LSF funding listed at the bottom of Table 3-3 never 

reach a meaningful level of statistical significance.  However, the sign and magnitude of 

the coefficients are in line with the results of each source when they are considered 

individually.  The small, negatively signed effect of unitary status on total LSF funding 

appears to be largely driven by changes in state and local funding.  Decreased local 

funding is only partially offset by increases in state funding, resulting in a modest 

decrease in overall funding.  Federal levels appear to be unaffected, on net, by the 

granting of unitary status.   

 One possibility for the large standard errors and the lack of statistical significance 

for overall LSF revenues is that random noise from the federal and state categories 

could be masking the effect of a drop in local revenues.  The results from the federal 

portion suggested that there was no overall effect from federal funding.  The state 

category showed weak signs of possible increases.  When these noisy signals are 

combined, they may drown out the statistically significant local funding results.  

Therefore, it may be reasonable to interpret the negative, but statistically insignificant, 

LSF results as supporting the notion that some decrease in local revenues does in fact 

occur. 
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Unitary Status and Expenditures 

 It is important to keep in mind that revenues are only one portion of the school 

finance picture.  It is also possible that the granting of unitary status could affect the way 

districts spend their finances.  Therefore, it is important to also look for any possible 

changes in expenditures.  Table 3-4 reports the coefficient for Unitary Status after 

completing regressions based on Equation 3-2 where ity  takes on the values of two 

broad types of expenditures.  The top panel lists expenditures by categories such as 

instruction, food service, and transportation.  The bottom panel lists expenditures by 

objects such as salaries, benefits, and materials.  The two panels end by showing the 

same overall result.  Although there appear to be sizable decreases in spending per 

student, five of the six specifications return negative effects ranging $58 to $305 per 

student, the standard errors are large.  This suggests that any decrease in expenditures 

is, at best, very imprecisely measured. 

 When examining the expenditure breakouts in finer detail, statistically significant 

results are still hard to find.  Only one category, General Administration, exhibits 

significant changes when unitary status is received, but this occurs in only two of the six 

specifications.  The results from Table 3-4 suggest that per pupil expenditures for this 

category increase by $7-$10 per student.21

                                            
21 Table A4 presents more detailed results for the effect on General Administration expenditures.  Note 
that the coefficient on Unitary Status is positive in all six specifications.  Additionally, the standard errors 
are not so large as to rule out some positive effect at lower levels of statistical significance.  Additionally, 
although there is robust evidence of statistical significance, economic significance is not very prominent. 

  This change is understandable as exit from 

a court-ordered desegregation plan can entail having to implement and manage 

complicated assignment policies.  However, this increase does not appear to carry 

through to total expenditures and it appears that the increases in General Administration 
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expenditures could be offset in several areas.  Although they do not reach meaningful 

levels of statistical significance, expenditures on Instruction, School Administration, 

Transportation, Facilities (Capitalized), and Debt Services all show a trend of 

decreasing following the receipt of unitary status with at least five of the six coefficients 

being negative.22  Of these, only Debt Service and Facilities appear to have any sizable 

magnitudes which could result in the total expenditure category appearing to be 

negative.23

                                            
22 Much like the revenue data, the aggregation of random noise from the sub-level expenditure data could 
be why the standard errors on the total expenditure figures are so large. 

  The dominating effect of Facilities and Debt Services is confirmed in the 

bottom panel of Table 3-4 where expenditures are broken out by object.  Here, only two 

objects show any statistically significant changes.  Unitary Status appears to increase 

expenditures on Purchased Services by just over $50 per student and decrease 

spending on “other” expenses by $12.  However, these results occur in different 

specifications, potentially weakening their impact.  This net gain washes out as total 

expenditures by object are predominantly negative in sign and relatively large in 

magnitude.  Again, this offset appears to be a result of large decreases in spending on 

facilities and debt services.  Overall, much like the results for the revenue data, there is 

at best only weak evidence for declines in spending as a result of receiving unitary 

23 The coefficients for these two categories should be viewed with some caution.  In addition to the lack of 
statistical significance, it may be difficult to interpret what these negative coefficients actually suggest.  In 
at least one district, construction of new schools in predominantly black neighborhoods was made a pre-
condition of release from court order. This means expenditures on capitalized facilities were higher in the 
periods prior to the receipt of unitary status.  Therefore, the negative coefficient could really be a signal 
that expenditures are returning to normal from a previously elevated level as spending on new 
construction is curtailed. 
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status and that the bulk of these declines are a result of changes in facility and debt 

service expenditures.24

The Role of Economies of Scale 

 

Overall, unitary status does not have a clear impact on school finances.  Although 

both revenues and expenditures show some statistically significant results at certain 

sublevels, they do not carry over to district-level bottom lines.  If they did, a definitive 

statement could be made concerning the financial changes caused by unitary status.  

However, in the absence of such results, it is more likely that the effect of being 

released from a court-ordered desegregation plan has modest and nuanced effects on 

district-level finances. 

 For revenues, there appears to be little effect on either federal or state funding 

per student.  Local funding appears to be reduced, primarily through reduction of the 

local tax burden, by about $100 per student.  However, this effect does not carry over to 

district-level bottom lines in a statistically significant way.  This could mean that unitary 

status has no effect on total LSF revenues or that the effect is negative, but too 

imprecisely measured given the current data.25

                                            
24 If the net effect on total revenues and total expenditures is considered, it appears that districts benefit 
from unitary status because expenditures per FTE fall by more than revenues per FTE in four of the six 
samples.  This benefit appears to be about $100 per FTE.  However, this comparison is severely 
weakened by the overall lack of statistical significance.  

 Expenditures also show no clear cut 

results.  The only statistically significant results suggest small increases for certain 

subcategories, but these results also disappear when aggregated.  

25 It is important to remember that state and federal funding could be adding random noise to the total 
LSF line.  This would cause the standard errors to be large and the overall effect to be imprecisely 
measured.  This would also obscure the effect on local tax burdens. 
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 Fortunately, the revenue results alone appear to be enough to explain the data. 

First, consider the case where the decreases in local tax revenues are offset by gains 

elsewhere to combine in a zero total effect scenario on LSF revenues.  This would be 

evidence of revenue shifting, total LSF funding stays the same, but the local burden is 

decreased.  This would be a clear benefit to a district that is able to implement such a 

strategy.  If unitary status provides such an avenue, the implication could be that 

districts seek unitary status strategically to take advantage of this revenue shifting. If 

districts know that they can decrease the local burden of school finance, but maintain 

overall revenue levels, seeking unitary status would appear to be a worthwhile when 

holding all else constant.  The results from the previous section also allow for another 

case, one which says that the true effect of unitary status on revenues is negative, but 

imprecisely measured given the current data.  If this case holds, the effect on academic 

outcomes becomes important.  If resources and outcomes decrease in tandem, unitary 

status may be a poor policy.  However, if resources fall and outcomes remain the same, 

or even increase, this could be a sign of increased efficiency.   As outlined in Chapter 1, 

achievement based on standardized test scores does not change with receipt of unitary 

status.  If the same educational outcomes are obtained at lower revenue levels, unitary 

status may allow districts to operate more efficiently.  Therefore, a district’s decision to 

seek unitary status may be an effort to save local tax dollars and operate more 

efficiently. Regardless, this case also provides a strategic reason for seeking unitary 

status. 

 Both of the previous scenarios are also consistent with the tendency of only large 

districts seeking unitary status.  Keep in mind, the decision to seek unitary status cannot 
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be costless and it may be wise to assume that significant legal and settlement costs 

may be incurred if unitary status is received.26

 What does this mean going forward?  The smallest district to receive unitary 

status among the later grantees had an average population of about 31,000 students 

during the study period.  If we assume a balanced budget, this implies that the cost of 

seeking unitary status is no more than $3.1 million.  Of the 15 districts remaining under 

court order, only three are large enough to guarantee a beneficial payback within one 

year.  This may imply that the era of unitary status grants is coming to a close as fewer 

and fewer districts will find it in their favor to seek unitary status.  This may or may not 

lead to efficient outcomes.  If court-ordered desegregation plans truly constrain the 

districts under such plans, then release can lead increased efficiency.  However, if 

  Assume for a moment that a district 

currently under a court-ordered desegregation plan must pay a fixed cost of $1 million to 

receive unitary status.  Table 3-3 suggests that the local burden is reduced by about 

$100 per student.  As long as the district has more than 10,000 students, the district will 

recoup the cost in one year.  If benefit to unitary status is anything smaller than $100 

per student, the district must be willing to finance the cost from reserves, forego some 

current expenditures or wait for the decision to pay off over time.  Therefore, it is 

reasonable that the data suggest that small school districts do not find such an outcome 

desirable and decide that simply living with the court’s order is optimal.  

                                            
26 Although good accounting data on the legal cost of seeking unitary status does not appear to be 
available, there is some anecdotal evidence that the costs are large.  In many cases, the defendant 
districts are required to pay the plaintiffs’ attorney fees.  In Missouri v. Jenkins, the plaintiffs were awarded 
attorney’s fees of over $3 million (see 131 F.3d 71 and MISSOURI V. JENKINS, 491 U. S. 274 (1989)).  
In a case against Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, the plaintiffs asked for but were denied nearly $1.5M 
(see 274 F.3d 814 (4th Cir. 2001)).  Although the potential legal costs are not broken out, the Pinellas 
County, FL school board budgeted for over $4.5M in “compliance” costs when they received unitary 
status.   
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districts decide to remain under court order because the upfront costs are large, scarce 

educational resources could be lost.   
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Table 3-1.  District-level revenues per student 

  
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

   
Treated Control 

 Number of Districts in Sample   67 9 16 P<0.05 
Direct Federal Funding  

 
55.80 48.29 41.25 NO 

Federal Career Funding Through State  
 

22.16 13.29 21.74 YES 
Federal Title I & V Through State  

 
219.99 200.16 209.12 NO 

Federal Adult Basic Education Through State  
 

10.02 4.06 17.36 YES 
Federal Meals Funding Through State  

 
200.50 192.54 194.09 NO 

Federal Other Funding Through State 
 

307.97 260.86 302.20 YES 
Total Federal Funding Through State  

 
760.64 670.91 744.53 YES 

Total Federal Funding All Sources  
 

816.43 719.20 785.77 YES 
Florida Education Finance Program  

 
2,505.83 2,405.52 2,554.18 NO 

State Categorical Programs 
 

994.46 815.71 1,011.70 YES 
State Racetrack Funding 

 
37.11 3.13 42.89 YES 

State Other Sources 
 

355.14 301.86 385.79 YES 
Total State Funding 

 
3,892.53 3,526.22 3,994.56 YES 

Local Tax Revenue 
 

2,543.65 2,710.00 2,415.33 YES 
Local Investment Income 

 
92.23 99.89 89.49 NO 

Local Other Income 
 

312.36 310.89 324.18 NO 
Total Local Revenue 

 
2,948.25 3,120.79 2,828.99 NO 

Total Local, State and Federal 
 

7,657.21 7,366.21 7,609.32 YES 
NOTE: Revenues are shown in real dollars (2000) deflated using the CPI-U from the 
January of each school year starting with 1997-1998 and ending in 2006-2007. Column 1 
shows district-level means for all 67 school districts in Florida.  Column 2 restricts the 
sample to the nine districts in the preferred treatment group.  This includes only those 
districts that received unitary status between 1997 and 2006.  Column 3 restricts the sample 
to the 16 that were eligible for unitary status but had not received it by 2006.  These districts 
represent the preferred control group.  Column 4 reflects the results of a two-tailed test for 
equality of means at the five percent level. 
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Table 3-2.  District-level expenditures per student 
BY CATEGORY 

     
  

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

   
Treated Control 

 Number of Districts in Sample   67 9 16 P<0.05 
Instruction 

 
3,560.83 3,529.37 3,484.04 NO 

Pupil Personnel Services 
 

312.93 305.75 325.49 YES 
Instructional Media Services 

 
110.46 109.35 109.41 NO 

Instruction and Curriculum Development 
 

194.14 167.12 199.94 YES 
Instructional Staff Training 

 
67.00 68.43 67.22 NO 

Instructional Support Services 
 

694.26 659.31 710.71 YES 
School Board 

 
48.53 15.91 57.54 YES 

General Administration 
 

78.88 47.92 82.58 YES 
School Administration 

 
365.49 349.35 366.26 YES 

Facilities (Non-capitalized) 
 

29.03 30.09 28.16 NO 
Fiscal Service 

 
60.80 34.91 68.49 YES 

Food Service 
 

328.60 317.80 329.50 YES 
Central Services 

 
122.04 135.82 109.15 YES 

Transportation 
 

303.33 293.09 313.70 YES 
Operating Plant 

 
479.07 471.27 477.32 NO 

Maintenance of Plant 
 

185.11 175.10 186.37 YES 
Total General Support Services 

 
2,009.62 1,878.58 2,028.97 YES 

Total Instruction, Instructional Support and General Support 
 

6,264.71 6,067.26 6,223.73 YES 
Community Services 

 
47.82 56.60 51.09 NO 

Total Current Expenditure 
 

6,312.52 6,123.86 6,274.81 YES 
Facilities (Capitalized) 

 
1,246.27 1,142.10 1,209.15 NO 

Debt Services 
 

292.40 407.62 321.75 YES 
All Expenditures 

 
7,851.19 7,673.59 7,805.71 NO 

            
BY OBJECT 

     
  

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

   
Treated Control 

 Number of Districts in Sample   67 9 16 P<0.05 
Salaries 

 
3,865.99 3,764.15 3,851.00 YES 

Employee Benefits 
 

1,096.20 1,132.67 1,093.27 YES 
Purchased Services 

 
549.74 518.88 522.63 NO 

Energy Services 
 

182.81 166.17 185.21 YES 
Materials and Supplies 

 
394.63 365.52 398.38 YES 

Capital Outlays (Non-Capitalized) 
 

89.41 76.97 86.88 NO 
Capital Outlays (Capitalized) 

 
1,246.27 1,142.10 1,209.15 NO 

Debt Services 
 

292.40 407.62 321.75 YES 
Other 

 
133.73 99.50 137.45 YES 

Total Expenditures   7,851.19 7,673.58 7,805.71 NO 

NOTE:  Column 1 shows district-level means for all 67 school districts in Florida.  Column 2 restricts the sample to the 
nine districts in the preferred treatment group.  This includes only those districts that received unitary status between 
1997 and 2006.  Column 3 restricts the sample to the 16 that were eligible for unitary status but had not received it by 
2006.  These districts represent the preferred control group.  Column 4 reflects the results of a two-tailed test for 
equality of means at the five percent level. 
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Table 3-3.  Effect of unitary status on revenues 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Direct Federal Funding  -8.39 -11.57 -6.77 0.70 1.94 2.845 
Federal Career Funding Through State  -3.210* -4.442** -4.257** -0.63 -1.24 -0.28 
Federal Title I & V Through State  2.33 3.60 -2.50 6.25 2.35 -2.459 
Federal Adult Basic Education Through State  -0.83 -1.88 -3.14 1.80 1.219* 1.531** 
Federal Meals Funding Through State  -4.52 -4.04 -5.45 -6.30 -7.020** -9.034** 
Federal Other Funding Through State 23.55 23.50 10.12 25.36* 18.62 7.242 
Total Federal Funding Through State  17.31 16.74 -5.22 26.48 13.93 -2.999 
Total Federal Funding All Sources  8.93 5.17 -11.98 27.19 15.87 -0.153 
Florida Education Finance Program  -8.85 -22.14 -1.46 -22.57 28.65 -6.179 
State Categorical Programs 44.05 -59.60 -138.4* 6.71 -34.21 1.672 
State Racetrack Funding 1.69 0.38 0.50 0.12 -0.16 -0.231 
State Other Sources 134.1** 85.86* 99.97* 84.18** 51.19 36.14 
Total State Funding 171.0* 4.51 -39.39 68.44 45.46 31.4 
Local Tax Revenue -41.64 -71.82 -58.44 -77.62* -80.12 -85.49* 
Local Investment Income 2.24 1.95 5.39 13.14 7.15 8.42 
Local Other Income -25.70 -16.58 -47.06* -37.43 -25.50 -25.47 
Total Local Revenue -65.11 -86.45 -100.1** -101.9** -98.47** -102.5** 
Total Local, State and Federal 114.80 -76.78 -151.50 -6.29 -37.14 -71.3 
Number of Districts 67 34 25 25 10 10 
Weighted by Number of Students NO NO NO YES NO YES 
NOTE: Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different sources of revenue on whether unitary status has been 
received.  Other controls include year and district fixed effects, the number of schools in the district, the size of the tax roll per capita, the percent 
of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population that is non-white.  For brevity, these coefficients 
are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing to the five (**) 
and one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from a sample of all Florida districts.  Column 2 restricts the sample to only those 
districts that have been subject to court order.  Column 3 represents only those districts that were under court order and eligible for treatment.  
Column 4 is the same sample, but the observations have been weighted by the number of full-time equivalents in the district.  Columns 5 and 6 
follow the same procedure but only include the ten largest districts in the state, excluding Miami-Dade. 
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Table 3-4.  Effect of unitary status on expenditures 
BY CATEGORY (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Instruction -33.94 -35.01 -44.05 -48.99 17.76 -7.258 
Pupil Personnel Services -9.209 -14.94 -0.812 2.052 -6.881 -4.896 
Instructional Media Services 2.689 1.202 1.817 3.705 2.188 1.934 
Instruction and Curriculum Development -5.339 -7.296 -4.428 -1.675 14.91 5.363 
Instructional Staff Training 8.893 4.817 4.111 -0.309 -8.603 -10.62 
Instructional Support Services -4.583 -16.2 -0.284 1.834 0.548 -10.18 
School Board 0.344 1.983 4.292 1.361 -2.217 0.206 
General Administration 5.459 4.248 6.154 10.09*** 7.644** 4.443 
School Administration -7.963 -15.12 -11.93 -8.035 -10.6 -10.07 
Facilities (Non-capitalized) 40.19 35.95 39.27 12.69 34.74 13.79 
Fiscal Service -0.943 -1.455 -1.032 -0.322 0.11 0.662 
Food Service -6.647 -5.957 -4.222 3.739 -3.292 -3.545 
Central Services -2.863 -0.28 2.918 7.024 3.027 9.912 
Transportation -14.64 -13.42 -14.61 -10.07 -12.19 -7.787 
Operating Plant -10.67 -9.504 2.614 6.597 7.071 5.153 
Maintenance of Plant 21.53 34 32.97 0.585 29.85 15.19 
Total General Support Services 23.01 27.85 55.91 21.59 52.69 25.59 
Total Instruction, Instructional Support and General Support -15.51 -23.35 11.58 -25.57 71 8.149 
Community Services 10.14 11.78 -0.672 1.403 -3.634 0.262 
Total Current Expenditure -5.372 -11.57 10.91 -24.16 67.37 8.411 
Facilities (Capitalized) -11.75 -176.7 -206.2 -10.22 -93.72 36.23 
Debt Services -117 -117.4 -81.24 55.89 -104.2 -102.5 
All Expenditures -134.1 -305.6 -276.6 21.5 -130.6 -57.87 
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Table 3-4.  Continued 
BY OBJECT (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Salaries -59.5 -76.54 -44.86 -64.64 1.481 -29.54 
Employee Benefits 10.02 -8.084 -17.32 -9.308 -7.966 -11.89 
Purchased Services 3.821 35.6 37.41 32.74 52.84* 58.37 
Energy Services -1.599 -1.91 -1.594 -2.517 1.968 -3.219 
Materials and Supplies -8.614 -5.192 -9.607 0.461 -10.31 -7.009 
Capital Outlays (Non-Capitalized) 53.99 56.57 52 19.59 35.32 11.37 
Capital Outlays (Capitalized) -11.75 -176.7 -206.2 -10.22 -93.72 36.32 
Debt Services -117 -117.4 -81.24 55.89 -104.2 -102.5 
Other -3.485 -12.00* -5.116 -0.483 -5.964 -9.666 
Total Expenditures -134.1 -305.6 -276.6 21.5 -130.6 -57.87 
Number of Districts 67 34 25 25 10 10 
Weighted by Number of Students NO NO NO YES NO YES 
NOTE: Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different types of expenditures on whether unitary status has been 
received.  Other controls include year and district fixed effects, the number of schools in the district, the size of the tax roll per capita, the percent 
of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population that is non-white.  For brevity, these coefficients are 
not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing to the five (**) and 
one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from a sample of all Florida districts.  Column 2 restricts the sample to only those districts 
that have been subject to court order.  Column 3 represents only those districts that were under court order and eligible for treatment.  Column 4 
is the same sample, but the observations have been weighted by the number of unweighted full-time equivalents in the district.  Columns 5 and 6 
follow the same procedure but only include the ten largest districts in the state, excluding Miami-Dade. 

 
 
 
 



 

77 

 

 
Figure 3-1.  Florida’s school desegregation over cases over time.  Shows data for all 67 

districts in Florida.  Some displacement of points on the graph is caused by 
adding random variation to points which might otherwise lie on top of each 
other. 
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Figure 3-2.  Florida’s unitary status receipts over time.  Shows data for the 34 districts 

that received desegregation orders.  Some displacement of points on the 
graph is caused by adding random variation to points which might otherwise 
lie on top of each other. 
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CHAPTER 4 
A MULTI-STATE ANALYSIS OF UNITARY STATUS AND SCHOOL FINANCE 

The results in Chapter 3 suggest that economies of scale may be a reason that 

only large districts in Florida seek and receive unitary status.  Although Florida is 

representative of the entire country as a whole in some respects, it is unwise to extend 

those results to a national level without first checking to see how school districts in other 

states also react to the granting of unitary status.  Therefore, the analysis in Chapter 3 

will now be extended to include six other states.  One key difference with Chapter 3 is 

that the analysis in this chapter will use a different source of data for the fiscal data.  In 

the previous chapter, the fiscal data was reported by the state of Florida for all of its 

districts.  In this chapter, the data are reported by each district directly to the U.S. 

Department of Education’s, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  The data 

are qualitatively similar, but use of the NCES data will allow the inclusion of more states 

into the analysis. 

Description of the Data 

Litigation data for the multistate analysis also comes from the U.S. Commission on 

Civil Rights’ (USCCR) report titled Becoming Less Separate? School Desegregation, 

Justice Department Enforcement, and the Pursuit of Unitary Status.  In addition to data 

on Florida, it also provides unitary status data on Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, 

Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  When combined it provides 

information on over 780 districts across these seven states.   

Table 4-1 shows the breakout by litigation status for all the districts in each state.  

Over time, more than 61 percent (479 of 780) of the districts in these states were taken 

to court.  Of those that faced court-ordered desegregation, 41 percent have received 
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unitary status (195 of 479).1  As in Florida, there were two distinct periods during which 

unitary status grants were received.  Figure 4-1 shows the relationship between the size 

of districts and the timing of their unitary status grants for all the districts in the sample 

ever taken to court.  It shows clearly that few districts received unitary status in the late 

1980s and early 1990s.  This creates two groups of unitary status grantees and acts as 

a natural break in the data.   Figures 4-2 through 4-8 show the timing of unitary status 

by size for each state.  Two things are clear from these figures.  First, the bimodal 

nature of unitary status grants is uniform to all states.  They each appear to experience 

a pause in the granting of unitary status around the year 1990.  Secondly, it appears 

that Florida is an anomaly.  The other six states have both large and small districts 

receiving unitary status.  Each has a fairly even distribution of districts above and below 

the median for districts ever taken to court.  Florida’s distribution is skewed towards only 

large districts with only one unitary grantee being smaller than the median sized 

district.2

                                            
1 This data is current as of the report’s 2007 publication.  Since that time, another 38 districts across all 
seven states have received unitary status. Since the NCES fiscal data only covers through the 2006-2007 
school year, these recent grantees change in status can be ignored.  For more details on these districts, 
see Holley-Walker (2010).  

  This difference across states may imply that school district finances are 

affected by unitary status differently as well.  Therefore, further analysis of the multistate 

fiscal data is warranted.  If fiscal reasons explain why districts seek unitary status, these 

changes are most likely to be identifiable during the latter period of unitary status grants.  

As shown in Table 4-1, more than 70 percent of all unitary status grants occur during 

this latter period.  Any potential fiscal effects become very important once the size of 

2 This finding draws into question the economies of scale argument established in the previous chapter.  If 
it were to hold uniformly, small districts in other states would not be receiving unitary status.  Since they 
do, we can most likely rule out economies of scale as a nationwide reason why districts seek unitary 
status. 
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these districts is considered.   Although these 145 districts represent only 18 percent of 

all districts in the sample, they account for nearly one-third of all students in these seven 

states. 

The fiscal data for this analysis come from the NCES, Common Core of Data, 

Local Education Agency (School District) Finance (F-33) Survey.  This dataset provides 

broad measures of district-level revenues and expenditures for all the school districts in 

the country.  This study uses 15 years of data going back as far as the 1990 fiscal 

year.3  In that year, the survey was conducted with all districts in the country.  It then 

alternated in some years between population and sample surveys.  This study includes 

only years for which data is available from all districts in all seven states and ignores the 

years in which only a sample of districts is provided.4

                                            
3  The 1990 fiscal year corresponds to the 1989-1990 school year.  Except for this section when fiscal 
years are explicitly stated, years listed in this study apply to the start of the school year. 

  The raw finance data for the 

seven states contains 13,304 observations across all 15 years.  This total includes 

extraordinary education agencies such as juvenile justice programs, vocational 

programs, hospital/homebound programs, and in North Carolina, charter schools.  

These types of schools account for just over 10 percent of all observations and were 

excluded from the analysis.  An extremely small number of observations were also 

affected by consolidation of independent school districts.  In all of these cases, none of 

the independent city districts had been taken to court.  Since they would not be eligible 

for treatment to unitary status, there is no harm in excluding them from the analysis.  

There are also several cases in South Carolina and Alabama where new districts were 

formed from school districts already under court supervision.  The USCCR considered 

4 Samples were drawn in the 1991, 1993, and 1994 fiscal years. 
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these districts as having never been taken to court and that notation is continued 

throughout this study.  Upon applying these exclusions, the final data set contains 

11,649 observations across fifteen years.  The natural break in unitary status receipts 

helps define treatment and control groups based on schools being eligible for treatment 

in 1989.  This break eliminates districts that were never taken to court and those that 

received unitary status prior to 1989 from the sample.  This leaves 429 districts across 

fifteen years and totals to 7,185 district-year observations in the panel. 

The means for all of the summary fiscal variables are provided in Table 4-2.5  Data 

are broken out by revenues and expenditures.  Means are provided in terms of per 

student funding levels in constant 2000 dollars.6  Total revenues and expenditures per 

student are nearly one-quarter lower in Mississippi than in Florida.  In addition, to the 

differences in funding across states, there is also a tremendous size difference between 

states.  Although not reported on this table, the average district in Florida is nearly three 

times as large as the next largest state in the sample and nearly ten times the size of 

the smallest.  Although some of the difference is eliminated by comparing median 

district size, even that difference is striking.  The median district in Florida is still twice 

the size of the next closest state and five times the size of the median district in the 

smallest state.7

                                            
5 These summary variables are combinations of other subcategories.  For brevity, only the top-level 
categories are listed in Table 4-2.  For means on all potential fiscal variables, see Table A5 in the 
appendix.  Revenues are further broken out by source and purpose.  Expenditures are broken down into 
the objects on which the funds are spent.  

  The differences across states make it clear that any model attempting 

6 The nominal data were deflated using the CPI-U for 2000 as a base year. 
7 This difference may be enough to explain Florida as an anomaly.  



 

83 

to estimate the effect of unitary status on fiscal variables will have to account for the 

large amount of variation between states or treat each state separately. 

Description of the Models 

The models used in this chapter are very similar to the models used in the 

previous chapters.  The first specification used will take the following form: 

itstititit StatusUnitaryy εγ ++Χ+= .     (4-1) 

Here, yit  will take the value of various per-student fiscal measures at the district level in 

each year.  itStatusUnitary  measures the legal status of each district.  If the district has 

never been taken to court or has been taken to court, but has yet to receive unitary 

status, the district receives a zero for that year.  Once the district receives unitary 

status, this variable takes on a value of one in that and all subsequent years.  itΧ

captures the time-variant characteristics for each district.  These include the size of the 

student population, the number of teachers assigned to the district, the percent of 

students that are eligible to receive a free or reduced price lunch, and the percentage of 

students in the district that are reported as nonwhite.8
stγ represents a state-year fixed 

effect which captures all state-year specific variation.  This strategy is worthwhile 

because it will pick up any variation caused by unobserved policy changes which affect 

all the districts in one state in the same manner.  The most likely example of this type of 

policy would be accounting changes which may affect how the data are reported from 

one year to the next.  As long as the change is uniform across districts in a given state, 

                                            
8 The number of teachers is endogenous.  Alternate specifications are also run where the number of FTE 
instructors is omitted from matrix of time-varying characteristics.  This change does not appreciably 
change the results discussed in later sections. 
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this state-year fixed effect will account for the change.  For this specification to be 

identified the error term, itε , must meet the following condition: 

 0),,|( =Χ itstitit StatusUnitaryE γε        (4-2) 

This condition is likely to hold since the noise in the judicial process makes the actual 

timing of release quasi-random.9

Care must be taken when interpreting the results generated by Equation 4-1.  This 

specification treats all districts the same as to whether they have been taken to court.  

Since the receipt of unitary status is conditional on having been taken to court, any 

unobserved differences between districts never taken to court and those currently under 

court-ordered desegregation plans may bias the results. To account for this, the 

specification will be run using the entire sample and a sample containing only those 

districts that are eligible for treatment during the latter period of unitary status grants. 

  The error term is clustered at the district level to 

correct for heteroskedasticity. 

The final specification runs separate regressions for each state in the sample.  In 

this instance, a state-year fixed effect cannot be implemented.  District-year fixed effects 

are also impossible due to a cell size of one district observation per year.  Therefore, 

this specification uses year and district fixed effects.  This makes the specification: 

ititititit StatusUnitaryy εηγ +++Χ+=      (4-3) 

In Equation 4-3, ity , itStatusUnitary , and itΧ are the same as in Equation 4-1.  The key 

difference is that the state-year fixed has been replaced by a year fixed effect, tγ , and a 

district fixed effect, iη .  This specification is also likely to be identified due to the 

                                            
9 Both Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 provide greater detail about the process involved in getting the unitary 
status grant and how the court makes the end of the process sufficiently random for identification. 



 

85 

randomness of the judicial process.  The results generated by this specification will be 

important in determining whether there are any general trends in the fiscal data 

associated with unitary status.  Not only should the results from Equation 4-1 be 

significant, but the results from Equation 4-3 should also show significant results across 

many of the states if unitary status has wide ranging effects.10

The Effect of Unitary Status on Revenues 

 

The results from using Equations 4-1 and 4-3 are broken up into several tables.   

Table 4-3 highlights the overall effect of unitary status on total revenues and 

expenditures.  In terms of revenues, there is no clear indication of a uniform effect.  

Although Column 1 shows total revenue being $166 lower in districts that receive 

unitary status, the effect goes away when the control group is trimmed to include only 

those districts eligible for treatment as of 1990.  This suggests that the result found in 

Column 1 is driven more by districts that have never been taken to court and/or those 

that received unitary status as an early grantee.  It should also be noted that the results 

are not uniform in terms of sign and magnitude across states.  This suggests that there 

is no clear, bottom-line effect of unitary status on revenues, regardless of source. 

The results in Table 4-3 may not provide enough detail to accurately identify 

changes caused by unitary status.  It may be possible that there are changes to 

subcategories of funding which offset each other in the total revenue figures.  Tables 4-

4 through 4-6 present revenue data in greater detail by source.  These tables show that 

there is little consistent effect on revenues from the state and federal levels.  The 

exception may be in terms of local revenues where there is very modest evidence of 

                                            
10 These state-specific regressions will also utilize the smaller sample of eligible districts due to the 
conditionality of unitary status on having been previously taken to court. 
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some weak changes in revenues.  In Table 4-6, local revenues generated by District 

Activity Receipts show a fairly uniform sign patter across specifications, but only reach 

statistically significant levels in two of the seven specifications.11   Overall, the economic 

significance of this result is questionable.  In Alabama, average revenue per student is 

$6,400.  This $16 change represents about a 0.2 percentage point drop in revenues.    

There is also a relatively consistent sign pattern in miscellaneous revenues at the local 

level.12

The Effect of Unitary Status on Expenditures 

  Eight of the nine specifications have a negative sign, but only two can be 

considered different from zero.  These decreases are also minor in terms of economic 

significance.  This lack of statistically significant results appears to suggest that unitary 

status does not appear to affect revenues in any general way. 

The effect of unitary status on expenditures shows one interesting result that 

appears to be consistent through much of the state-by-state data.  Table 4-3 shows a 

drop in Total Current Expenditures (TCE) of about $147 per student.  It appears that the 

bulk of this drop occurs in TCE for Elementary Education which shows a drop of about 

$174 per student. Considering average total expenditure per student is about $6900 in 

each district this represents a decrease of about 1.5 percent.  This result is also 

significant in three of the nine specifications and has a consistent sign pattern in five of 

the remaining six specifications.   Much like the revenue data, these categories are 

summations of other subcategories which also may provide relevant information.  

                                            
11 It is not clear how the NCES defines District Activity Receipts. The NCES Codebook does not include a 
definition and the district survey form only says, “Gross district activity receipts for those funds under 
control of the custodian of district funds should be included on line 13.”  These two factors make it less 
likely that this is an important change in per pupil funding levels. 
12 Again, it is unclear what constitutes a “miscellaneous” source of funding at the local level.  In fiscal year 
2007, the average district had $698,000 in miscellaneous funding or about $72 per student.   
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Table 4-7 shows that these results are traceable through other parts of the 

dataset. TCE on Instruction appears to show a statistically significant drop of about 

$101 per student.  This result is not only significant for the entire sample, but is also 

significant for the reduced sample of unitary status eligible districts and one state.  

There is also a relatively consistent trend in sign and magnitude among five of the 

remaining six states.  This category is itself a summation with the largest component 

being teacher salaries.13  Table 4-8 shows how salaries have been affected by changes 

in unitary status.  It shows a statistically significant drop in teacher salaries in the same 

specifications and accounts for about 70 percent of the drop in TCE on Instruction per 

student.14

A drop is also notable in benefits paid to instructors. This effect is shown in Table 

4-9 which shows about a $20 per student drop in the benefits paid to instructors.  

However, some of the robustness is lost as it is statistically significant in only one 

specification.

 

15

This is a rather significant trend which suggests that districts and/or teachers may 

be reacting to unitary status in a somewhat uniform way.

  When combined, the drop in salaries and benefits for instructional staff 

appears to account for 90 percent of the drop in TCE on Instruction. 

16

                                            
13 Salaries accounts for nearly 72% percent of all expenditures on instruction in each district. 

  One possible explanation for 

this trend in salaries and benefits is that the number of instructors in each district is 

14 These results are obtained while using the number of FTE Instructors in the district as a time-varying 
control.  Since the number of instructors is endogenous, the specifications were also run omitting this 
variable as a control.  The results for TCE on Instruction and Salaries for Instructors were similar in 
statistical significance and magnitude and are available upon request.   
15 The sign and magnitude pattern is maintained across the other state-level specifications. 
16 Salaries and benefits paid for General Administration also show some downward trends as a result of 
unitary status.  However, the magnitude is smaller and there is less of a consistent pattern across 
specifications. 
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decreasing as a result of receiving unitary status.  The current dataset provides some 

basic information about the number of FTEs in each district. Therefore, it is possible to 

regress the number of FTEs on whether unitary status has been received and other 

district-level covariates.  It is also possible to construct a crude class size measure 

based on the number of students in the district per FTE.  Using each of these as a 

dependent variable in Equations 4-1 and 4-3 tests the extent to which the number of 

FTEs is affected by unitary status.17

There are other possible explanations for this impact on salaries and benefits.

   These results are presented in Table 4-10.  The 

results show that there is little consistent effect on the number of FTEs or the number of 

students per FTE.  This suggests that the number of FTE instructors does not change in 

any uniform manner when unitary status is received. 

18  

First, it may be possible that the pool of instructors is becoming younger, less 

experienced, or less qualified on average over time as a result of unitary status.  This 

might occur if older teachers are more likely to leave a district after it becomes unitary 

and are replaced by younger, less experienced recruits.  Since teacher salaries are 

relatively formulaic, this would allow the number of FTE instructors to remain constant 

while the average district-level profile is decreasing in age, experience, and/or quality.  

That would result in lower salaries on average in unitary districts.19

                                            
17 In each of these specifications, the number of FTEs is removed from the set of time varying district-
level covariates contained in 

   

itΧ . 

18 Unfortunately, given the current, limited data they are untestable. 
19 It might be possible that some of the potential change in the district profile is caused by the retiring of 
the baby boom generation.  If there is a difference in how this phenomenon affects, say, rural versus 
urban districts, Unitary Status could be biased since only large districts are seeking a change in their 
status.  In this case, the coefficient on unitary status could just be picking up the contemporaneous effect 
of replacing the retirees with younger teachers. 
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Recent work by Feng, Figlio and Sass (2010) highlights another possible 

contemporaneous effect. Their work suggests that teachers move in response to 

increased or decreased accountability measures. Teachers facing tougher 

accountability measures are more likely to leave their current school while those facing 

lower accountability measures are more likely to stay.  They also find some evidence 

that changes in accountability can affect the distribution of teacher quality as measured 

in certain value-added measures.  To the extent that many unitary status grants were 

received during the time of increased emphasis on school accountability measures, the 

coefficient on  itStatusUnitary  may be picking up some of the effect caused by changes 

in accountability measures across districts.  Considering that the exogenous shock the 

authors use to identify teacher mobility occurs at the school level, it is unlikely that a 

state-year or combination of year-level and district-level fixed effects would account for 

this type of variation.  Therefore, the increased accountability measures could be 

producing bias.  One thing is important to note.  If the effect on per student instruction 

and salary expenditures is also capturing the effect of accountability and teacher 

mobility, that movement must be altering the salary and benefits profile in unitary 

districts.  Although there are many ways this type of change may be occurring, there is 

one way that is certainly not responsible and that is within-district movement of 

teachers.  Given the current level of analysis, this type of movement would result in a 

net effect of zero at the district level.20

                                            
20 This assumes that teachers do not accept lower salaries when they move between schools.  
Unfortunately, Feng et al. does not discuss the effect of accountability on the distribution of experience.  
Therefore, any relationship is just conjecture at this point. 
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Lower salaries in unitary districts could also be a sign that a compensating wage 

differential is paid to teachers that work in districts under a court-ordered desegregation 

plan.  Since districts that are still under such plans have very high levels of integration, 

white teachers may need to be induced by a higher salary to teach in what are likely to 

be multiracial classes.21

Revisiting Economies of Scale and Final Thoughts 

  When the desegregation plan is lifted and schools become 

more segregated as discussed in Chapter 2, white teachers may be able to teach in 

classrooms more to their liking for a lower salary. Martin (2010) has found evidence of 

compensating wage differentials in districts that have higher concentrations of minority 

students.  She also found that more highly segregated districts pay lower wages, all 

else equal.  This study’s results, that salaries will be lower in districts treated to unitary 

status, are consistent with Martin’s findings as well.  

The results in this chapter make it unlikely that districts seek unitary status in order 

to take advantage of any perceived fiscal benefits.  There does not appear to be much 

of a response in terms of revenues at the local, state, or federal levels.  There are some 

uniform results which suggest teacher salaries and benefits are affected by the receipt 

of unitary status.  However, given the current data, it is not possible to determine exactly 

how and why the decrease in expenditures occurs. It is also hard to construct a story 

where districts use a priori expectations about expenditures on salaries and benefits as 

a justification to seek unitary status.  It is more likely that any changes to teacher 

salaries occur unexpectedly or as a result of a confluence of factors.  

                                            
21 This would be analogous to teachers leaving teaching all together at the beginning of the 
desegregation era.  Some of those that stayed may have stayed only because they were paid a higher 
salary. 
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It is also important to note that the weak findings from Chapter 3 which suggested 

that the burden on local tax payers could be reduced by seeking unitary status do not 

carry over to data from a different source.  Table 4-6 shows no statistically significant 

effect of unitary status on local property tax revenues.  Since this was the potential 

source of fiscal gains for unitary districts in Florida, it makes the existence of economies 

of scale unlikely.  This is further compounded by small districts in other states receiving 

unitary status when economies of scale would seem to suggest that they shouldn’t be 

seeking unitary status in the first place. 
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Table 4-1.  Court-ordered desegregation status by state 

  
Never Taken to 

Court 
Still under Court 

Order 
Granted Unitary Status Prior to 

1990 
Granted Unitary Status After 

1990 Total 

Alabama 6 53 20 52 131 
Florida 33 15 8 11 67 
Georgia 71 76 3 28 178 
Louisiana 9 43 5 11 68 
Mississippi 53 69 4 20 146 
North Carolina 77 15 8 7 107 
South Carolina 52 13 2 16 83 

Total 301 284 50 145 780 

      % of Students 
Affected 28.9 26.6 12.8 31.7 100 
Note: Districts counts based on districts in existence in 2007.  With the exception of Florida, each state has a slight change in the number of 
districts over time due to the consolidation or addition of independent city school districts.  Counting the number of districts on either side 
of 1990 is not problematic because no districts in the sample receive unitary status in 1990. 
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Table 4-2.  Summary fiscal data by state. 
  AL FL GA LA MS NC SC ALL 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Total Federal Revenue 702 722 762 1,081 997 662 775 808 
Total State Revenue 3,925 3,977 4,194 3,554 3,234 4,677 3,820 3,923 
Total Local Revenue 1,784 3,000 2,515 2,378 1,600 1,895 2,768 2,193 
Total Revenue 6,411 7,698 7,472 7,013 5,830 7,234 7,362 6,923 

         Total Current Expenditures for Elementary Education 5,703 6,186 6,463 6,157 5,230 6,316 6,316 6,020 
Total Non-Elementary/Secondary Expenditures 121 162 20 30 23 44 96 62 
Total Capital Outlay Expenditures 576 1,178 844 528 541 711 867 729 
Payments to State Governments 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 
Payments to Local Governments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Payments to Other School Systems 5 0 33 9 0 0 35 13 
Interest on Debt 90 115 79 123 84 118 180 105 
Total Current Expenditures: Services 6,495 7,642 7,439 6,847 5,878 7,189 7,503 6,928 
Note:  Data are in constant 2000 dollars per student and were deflated using the national CPI-U.  Means were calculated with 
unweighted district-level data for each state.  Due to the formulaic nature of school finance, weighting does not appreciably 
change any of the data. 
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Table 4-3.  The effect of unitary status on total revenues and total expenditures per student. 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

REVENUES ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 

Total Federal Revenue -2.01 56.27 36.99* -38.64 -27.99 865.20 89.82 -14.49 -69.29 

Total State Revenue -58.06 -40.80 17.85 -41.90 -102.00 
-

266.80 47.44 4.33 63.69 

Total Local Revenue -105.70 -93.07 -12.59 26.47 -206.60 248.50 -1.25 99.53 65.15 
Total Revenue -165.70* -77.60 42.25 -54.07 -336.50 847.00 136.00 89.37 59.56 

          EXPENDITURES                   

Total Current Expenditures for Elementary Education 
-

173.40*** -134.60* -4.23 
-

143.20* -180.30 
-

114.20 -11.47 97.29 
-

108.00 

Total Non-Elementary/Secondary Expenditures -5.87 -13.38* 4.75 25.37 1.37 -5.55 -3.20 -9.69 6.43 

Total Capital Outlay Expenditures 29.96 56.51 66.45 -66.70 
-

250.30* 172.70 18.22 123.80 316.00 

Payments to State Governments -0.21 -0.05 . . . . . . -0.07 

Payments to Local Governments 0.11 . . . . -0.04 . . . 

Payments to Other School Systems -0.31 1.39 -0.79 . -1.90 8.13 . . -15.77 

Interest on Debt 3.14 -2.10 3.40 3.26 6.68 -38.41 19.13 61.64 4.70 
Total Current Expenditures -146.60* -92.24 69.58 -181.30 -424.50 22.61 22.68 273.10 203.30 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different fiscal variables on whether unitary status has been received.  
Controls include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the number of students in the district, the number of fulltime 
equivalent teachers in the district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population that is non-
white.  For brevity, the coefficients for these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance starting at the 10 (*) 
percent level  and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from using all districts from Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the sample to only those districts in these seven states that have 
been subject to court order and had not received unitary status by 1989.  Columns 3-9 show results for each state individually. 
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Table 4-4.  The effect of unitary status on federal revenues per student. 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

  ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 

Fed-Thru-State: Child Nutrition Act -4.32 -2.34 -4.24 -4.24 1.12 9.50 
-

12.17** -5.28 6.62 

Fed-Thru-State: Title I -2.57 1.91 4.47 -4.48 -12.94 14.72 5.83 -4.63 -57.19** 

Fed-Thru-State: Child with Disabilities Idea 0.16 0.87 0.75 4.90 -4.19 -10.63 6.64 -0.75 -0.39 

Fed-Thru-State: Math, Science, and Teacher 0.96 1.05 1.76 -2.48 -4.957** 5.42 4.32 -0.56 7.38 

Fed-Thru-State: Safe and Drub Free Schools 0.87 -0.91 -2.21 -0.01 0.06 0.65 0.01 2.94 0.18 

Fed-Thru-State: Title V, Part A -0.36 0.45 -0.07 4.56 -0.04 -0.46 2.16 0.91 -0.90 

Fed-Thru-State: Vocational and Tech Education -0.39 -0.84 -1.29 -6.18** 0.73 2.15 -3.17 0.55 3.42 

Fed-Thru-State: Other 9.02 46.26 27.40*** -16.61 3.27 1,086.00 98.78 16.15 -54.34 

Federal Revenue Nonspecified -2.84 -3.11 . . 7.16 . . 18.21 23.49 

Fed-Direct: Impact Aid -1.25 6.95 5.06 -0.06 1.69 -3.87 -4.01 -1.12*** -0.94 

Fed-Direct: Bilingual Education -0.33 0.23 -0.23 1.97 0.48** -0.37 0.31 -0.89 0.05 

Fed-Direct: Indian Education -0.51 -0.80 -0.66 0.01 . -0.06 -0.06 0.38 . 

Fed-Direct: Other 2.22 7.11 -2.98 -18.48** -13.29 -73.57 -11.48 -32.45 0.29 
Total Federal Revenue -2.01 56.27 36.99* -38.64 -27.99 865.20 89.82 -14.49 -69.29 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different sources of revenue on whether unitary status has been 
received.  Controls include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the number students in the district, the number of 
fulltime equivalent teachers in the district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student 
population that is non-white.  For brevity, the coefficients for these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical 
significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from 
using all districts from Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the sample to 
only those districts in these seven states that have been subject to court order and had not received unitary status by 1989.  Columns 3-9 show 
results for each state individually. 
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Table 4-5.  The effect of unitary status on state revenues per student. 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

  ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 

State Rev.: General Formula Assistance -37.24 -21.72 23.12 53.59 18.33 -234.00 12.87 17.13 -5.18 

State Rev.: Special Education Programs -0.79 -5.66 0.84 -41.14 0.00 -2.78 -0.03 6.65 -3.48 

State Rev.: Transportation Programs 9.36 0.15 -13.42 -6.07 . . . 0.79 -2.33 

State Rev.: Staff Improvement Programs 3.72 0.09 0.25 -0.57 . . . 8.12 -8.02 

State Rev.: Compensatory and Basic Skills Programs -0.04 1.67 -4.84 -33.26 . 0.02 12.29 1.77 4.32 

State Rev.: Vocational Education Programs -1.54 4.55 1.58 4.01 . 0.28 3.16 5.09 19.90 

State Rev.: Capital Outlay And Debt Service Programs -3.62 0.27 -4.13 1.54 -78.71 . 6.17*** 17.99 82.69 

State Rev.: Bilingual Education Programs -4.74 -4.25 -0.16 -15.24 . . . -0.27 . 

State Rev.: Gifted and Talented Programs 3.71 0.22 . 4.87 . . . 0.44 -2.67 

State Rev.: School Lunch Programs -0.48** -0.46 . -0.19 0.23 -1.26 -0.48** -1.98 -0.39 

State Rev.: Other Programs -17.01 -5.50 10.91 -3.70 -24.55 -15.49 30.38* 24.05 -0.83 

State Rev. On Behalf: Employee Benefits -1.00 -0.31 3.09* . 4.17 1.13 . . -2.23 

State Rev. On Behalf: Not Employee Benefits 0.82 0.10 0.14 . 0.00 0.24 . 2.43 -5.21 

State Rev.: Not Specified -6.91 -8.84 . . -31.85* . . . . 

Total State Revenue -58.06 -40.80 17.85 -41.90 -102.00 -266.80 47.44 4.33 63.69 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different sources of revenue on whether unitary status has been 
received.  Controls include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the number students in the district, the number of 
fulltime equivalent teachers in the district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student 
population that is non-white.  For brevity, the coefficients for these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical 
significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from 
using all districts from Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the sample to 
only those districts in these seven states that have been subject to court order and had not received unitary status by 1989.  Columns 3-9 show 
results for each state individually. 
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Table 4-6.  The effect of unitary status on local revenues per student. 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

  ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 

Local: Tuition Fees from Pupils and Parents -1.67 -1.48 0.37 0.09 8.70 -4.85 0.69 -7.21 2.28 

Local: Transportation Fees from Pupils and Parents -0.20 -0.16 . 0.18 . 0.25 0.04 . -0.95 

Local: Textbook Sales and Rentals 0.00 -0.05 0.00 -1.35 0.00 . . . . 

Local: District Activity Receipts -5.60 -15.76** -17.93** 34.88 -5.24 . -3.85 . -8.92 

Local: Other Sales and Services -0.79 -3.18 -0.96 10.26 -6.117*** 6.84 -8.72 -3.24 . 

Local: Student Fees, Nonspecified -0.32 -0.20 . -0.02 . . . . . 

Local: Property Taxes -24.18 -15.54 -21.08 38.13 -36.54 176.7* -18.26 . 125.80 

Local: General Sales Taxes -28.97 -19.70 . . -4.40 34.52 . . . 

Local:  All Other Taxes 2.38 4.71 16.47 . . 0.28 12.32 . -16.79 

Local: From Other School Systems 1.47 0.40 2.64 -0.23 0.98 0.03 18.24 0.59 1.33 

Local: From Cities and Counties -21.54 -16.15 67.88 . -56.15 4.15 -16.16* . -17.46 

Local: School Lunch -8.81*** -2.87 2.36 6.19 2.92 -3.16 1.12 3.06 0.28 

Local: Interest Earnings 7.61 -5.69 1.68 -3.60 -18.72 -35.85 4.56 4.65 -0.58 

Local: Miscellaneous -31.80** -39.38 -60.63 -54.85 -93.04* 70.36 -7.77 -40.07 -16.26 

Total Local Revenue -105.70 -93.07 -12.59 26.47 -206.60 248.50 -1.25 99.53 65.15 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different sources of revenue on whether unitary status has been 
received.  Controls include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the number students in the district, the number of 
fulltime equivalent teachers in the district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population 
that is non-white.  For brevity, the coefficients for these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance 
starting at the 10 (*) percent level and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from using all districts from 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the sample to only those districts in these 
seven states that have been subject to court order and had not received unitary status by 1989.  Columns 3-9 show results for each state 
individually. 
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Table 4-7.  The effect of unitary status on total current expenditures (TCE) per student. 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

  ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 

TCE: Instruction -101.20*** -84.39** 3.18 
-

104.90** -120.30 -62.71 -89.16 -34.08 -55.54 

TCE: Support Services -60.29** -43.08 -2.70 -37.48 -2.44 -30.48 77.95 126.30 -49.10 

TCE: Other (Elementary/Secondary) -11.61* -7.07 -4.98 -0.85 -60.30 -19.38 -0.26 5.03 -3.39 

TCE  for Elem/Secondary Education -173.40*** -134.60* -4.23 -143.20* -180.30 -114.20 -11.47 97.29 -108.00 

          TCE:  Support Services (Pupils) -0.56 5.54 5.35 0.97 -13.38 23.55 -5.90 23.58 -1.78 

TCE: Support Services (Instructional Staff) 0.24 1.82 9.65 -17.38 22.71 -31.53 29.06 18.78 -55.20 

TCE: Support Services (General Admin) -27.21*** -11.01 1.80 5.99 15.36 29.40 -11.24 -12.90 20.04 

TCE: Support Services (School Admin) -8.45 -17.81** 3.74 -23.26** -7.78 -24.45 6.90 21.62 5.15 

CE-Support Services-Operation and Main. of Plant -14.48 -13.16 -14.62 -0.44 2.83 100.90 77.76 24.52 24.08 

CE-Support Services-Student Transportation -2.70 -5.10 -5.44 2.91 -3.61 -2.15 -6.32 17.62 -18.43 

CE-Support Services-Nonspecified -0.44 -0.27 0.77 . . . . . . 

TCE: Support Services -60.29** -43.08 -2.70 -37.48 -2.44 -30.48 77.95 126.30 -49.10 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different sources of revenue on whether unitary status has been received.  Controls 
include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the number students in the district, the number of fulltime equivalent teachers in the 
district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population that is non-white.  For brevity, the coefficients for 
these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level and increasing to the five (**) and 
one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from using all districts from Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South 
Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the sample to only those districts in these seven states that have been subject to court order and had not received unitary status by 
1989.  Columns 3-9 show results for each state individually. 
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Table 4-7.  Continued 
TCE: Food Services -13.01** -4.71 -3.10 -0.85 -3.78 -13.85 -5.24 5.03 13.61 
CE-Enterprise Operations 0.79 -1.46 . . -8.23 -0.04 -0.30 . -8.75 
CE- ELSEC 0.90 -0.54 -1.00 . -3.94 -5.36 4.69 . -4.33 
TCE: Other (Elementary/Secondary) -11.61* -7.07 -4.98 -0.85 -60.30 -19.38 -0.26 5.03 -3.39 

          Non-Elem./Secondary Expenditures: Comm. Services 0.62 -1.71 4.15 11.04 -1.84 1.03 1.58 -9.40 12.06 
Non-Elem./Secondary Expenditures: Adult Education -4.44 -6.05 4.74 12.24 2.81 -5.95 -0.65 -0.31 -8.94 
Non-Elem./Secondary Expenditures: Other -1.48 -5.46 -0.66 -1.24 . . -4.31 . . 
TCE: Non Elementary/Secondary -5.87 -13.38* 4.75 25.37 1.37 -5.55 -3.20 -9.69 6.43 

          Capital Outlay: Construction 45.10 55.24 74.06 -72.28 -292.30** 162.30 -3.90 139.40 407.90 
Capital Outlay: Land and Existing Structures -5.83 -0.75 -5.71 -5.27 56.33* -7.71 . -11.57 -48.10 
Capital Outlay: Instructional Equipment -1.71 0.67 -2.90 2.15** -13.00 -8.71 -2.20 2.75 9.65 
Capital Outlay: Other Equipment -4.27 0.85 2.92 5.55 -1.51 36.98 3.76 -11.07 -28.31 
Capital Outlay: Nonspecified Equipment -3.37 0.48 . . -4.05 1.24 24.20* . -21.13 
Total Capital Outlays 29.96 56.51 66.45 -66.70 -250.30* 172.70 18.22 123.80 316.00 
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Table 4-8.  The effect of unitary status on salaries 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

  ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 

Salaries-Support Services-Pupils -1.20 1.96 1.77 0.05 -7.28 1.73 -7.65 14.85 
-

18.37* 

Salaries-Support Services-Instructional Staff 1.97 0.78 2.52 -20.01 20.94* -18.14 3.61 15.00* -9.10 

Salaries-Support Services-General Administration -14.32*** -5.53 1.68 1.90 14.72 5.15 -5.73 -8.22 6.43 

Salaries-Support Services-School Administration -3.82 -11.15* 6.22 -18.94** -3.85 -12.27 5.94 20.28** 1.63 

Salaries-Support Services-Oper.  and Main. of Plant -5.12 -7.79 1.56 -28.07** 11.79* -33.33** -4.37 7.60 -2.82 

Salaries-Support Services-Student Transportation -0.77 -2.41 5.62 -0.10 -2.57 3.26 -12.34 5.75 -7.16 

Salaries-Food Services -4.99** -5.72** 0.72 -3.96 -2.77 -14.25 -6.66 -0.03 4.84 

Salaries: Instruction -70.33*** -72.75*** -5.56 -88.47** -82.40 -99.80* -70.84 -17.90 -57.99 

Total Salaries -104.20*** -108.60** 19.49 -161.60** -58.17 -180.20* -98.40 45.83 -88.54 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different salary expenditures per student on whether unitary status has been 
received.  Controls include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the number students in the district, the number of fulltime equivalent 
teachers in the district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population that is non-white.  For brevity, 
the coefficients for these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing 
to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from using all districts from Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, and South Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the sample to only those districts in these seven states that have been subject to court order and had not 
received unitary status by 1989.  Columns 3-9 show results for each state individually. 
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Table 4-9.  The effect of unitary status on benefits 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

  ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 

Employee Benefits-Support Services-Pupils -0.37 1.20 -1.02 2.17 1.33 2.44 -1.40 2.94 -3.83 

Employee Benefits-Support Services-Instructional Staff 0.42 0.90 0.44 -3.48 7.42** -4.67 1.14 1.96 -2.75 

Employee Benefits-Support Services-General Administration -3.24*** -1.16 1.33 4.19 2.44 -0.60 -1.34 -2.04 -2.45 

Employee Benefits-Support Services-School Administration -1.67 -3.05** -0.06 -3.12 0.18 -4.26 1.10 3.88* 0.23 

Employee Benefits-Support Services-Op. and Maint.of Pant -0.60 -1.15 -0.92 1.35 5.73** 0.97 -0.93 1.10 -0.69 

Employee Benefits-Support Services-Student Transportation 1.19 0.73 -0.06 4.92 0.07 2.63 -7.33 2.35 -2.56 

Employee Benefits: Food Service -0.72 -0.64 -2.70 5.58** -0.89 2.51 -2.54 3.18 0.60 

Employee Benefits: Enterprise Operations 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.04 -0.01 -0.10 0.00 -0.07 

Employee Benefits: Instruction -20.05** -8.50 1.29 -16.67 -7.69 -30.71 -16.34 -3.63 -17.47 

Total Employee Benefits -25.67** -11.89 -3.73 -2.76 7.74 -26.14 -27.83 14.45 -28.35 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different types of employee benefits per student on whether unitary status has 
been received.  Controls include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the number students in the district, the number of fulltime 
equivalent teachers in the district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population that is non-white.  
For brevity, the coefficients for these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level 
and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  Column 1 shows the results from using all districts from Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the sample to only those districts in these seven states that have been subject to court order 
and had not received unitary status by 1989.  Columns 3-9 show results for each state individually. 
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Table 4-10.  The effect of unitary status on teachers 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

  ALL 
ALL 

ELIGIBLE AL FL GA LA  MS  NC SC 
Number of FTEs 50.95* 61.56* 14.84 221.9 24.87 -5.301 4.908 -16.36 -5.793 
Students per FTE 0.0677 0.102 0.0429 -0.239 -0.263 0.0964 -0.109 0.658 -0.149 
Note:  Data represent the coefficient for Unitary Status obtained by regressing different measures of the number of instructors in each 
district on whether unitary status has been received.  Controls include either a state-year fixed effect or fixed effects by year and district, the 
number students in the district, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced price lunches and the percent of the student population 
that is non-white.  For brevity, the coefficients for these controls are not shown.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical 
significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels.  Column 1 shows the results from 
using all districts from Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  Column 2 restricts the 
sample to only those districts in these seven states that have been subject to court order and had not received unitary status by 1989.  
Columns 3-9 show results for each state individually. 
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Figure 4-1.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts (all states). 
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Figure 4-2.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts by size: Alabama.   
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Figure 4-3.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts by size: Florida.   
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Figure 4-4.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts by size: Georgia.   
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Figure 4-5.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts by size: Louisiana.  

 



 

108 

 

 

Figure 4-6.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts by size: Mississippi.   
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Figure 4-7.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts by size: North Carolina.   
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Figure 4-8.  Timing of unitary status grants for eligible districts by size: South Carolina.   
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION 

After several decades of active involvement, the courts that largely helped 

desegregate southern schools are ending their involvement in the process.  The 

granting of unitary status would appear, at first glance, to be a watershed moment that 

could unleash a large amount of change on the districts that receive it.  Aside from the 

re-sorting of students within districts, this study suggests changes in these districts are 

muted.  As far as Florida is concerned, it is clear that court-ordered desegregation plans 

place some constraint on district assignment of students.  As shown in Chapter 2, 

districts that are released from a court-ordered desegregation plan see their level of 

racial integration fall and the level of segregation rise.  This change does not happen 

instantaneously.  It takes time for districts and parents to react, but over time the level of 

segregation can be expected to double within eight years of receiving unitary status.  

Such a drastic change would be a source of concern if it were accompanied by a 

decrease in academic outcomes.  Fortunately, no back-sliding in academic achievement 

is occurring.  Unitary status appears to have no effect on academic achievement as 

measured by scores of the average student, the average white student, and the 

average black student.  To the extent that parental preferences are being better met by 

the new distribution of students across schools, these results suggest that unitary status 

may be a pareto improvement over the status quo. 

Parental preferences may not be the only reason why districts seek unitary status.  

If court-ordered desegregation plans are placing constraints on the assignment of 

students, it is likely that there are also other constraints.  One possible area where 

constraints could be an issue is in school district finance.  If finances are further 
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constrained by court orders than they otherwise would be, seeking unitary status to 

relieve that constraint would be an appropriate step for local school boards.  Although 

the logic is enticing, there is little evidence that this is the case for most districts 

receiving unitary status.   In Chapters 3 and 4, there is little evidence that school district 

finances are affected by unitary status to an extent that makes changes in finances a 

“smoking gun” which fully explains the decision by officials to seek unitary status.  This 

is contrary to the assertions of Ryan (1999) which suggests that school districts agree to 

terminate mandatory desegregation plans in exchange for large payments from state-

level education agencies and Moore (2002) which suggests that court-ordered 

desegregation creates costs which must be borne by local communities. No such 

effects are noted in this multistate analysis.  If such bribes occur, they are the exception 

rather than the rule since there is no significant change in revenues caused by the 

receipt of unitary status.1   Additionally, it is hard to find where costs may be avoided by 

seeking unitary status.  With the exception of teacher salaries and benefits, few 

expenditure categories changed as a result of exiting a court-ordered desegregation 

plan.2

There are several other reasons why unitary status might have no effect on 

revenues and expenditures.  First, the era of school district finance reform altered the 

   

                                            
1 Ryan provides examples from five specific districts in five states.  None of these states are included in 
this analysis. 
2 It is possible that changes in expenditures are occurring within district and within category so that no 
effect is identifiable.  For example, assume that a district must use bussing to meet the intent of the 
court’s desegregation plan.  This is most likely more expensive than bussing students to their closer 
neighborhood schools.  When unitary status is received and the district is relieved of this bussing 
requirement, expenses on student transportation should fall.  The results in Table 4-7 show that there is 
no statistical effect on student transportation. This can mean two things.  First, the bussing plan was not 
artificially raising expenditures or the district replaced the bussing plan with an alternative that was just as 
costly.  Both would lead to the result reported in this paper. 
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way finances are done by state-level education agencies.  Most school, district and 

state financing decisions are now extremely rules-based.  Since few, if any, of these 

rules take into account a district’s desegregation status, it would be unlikely that a 

change in that status would affect financing levels.  Another more troubling possibility is 

that the student re-sorting that is causing the increasing levels of segregation is a within 

district phenomenon.  This might change school-level finance measures as students 

move between schools.  The analysis completed in this study cannot rule out this type 

of change since such changes will net out at the district level.  There is a final, 

straightforward reason why unitary status may have no effect on school district finances.  

Simply put, court-ordered desegregation worked.  If the court system did its job, 

students should be able to re-sort into increasingly segregated schools with no change 

occurring in the district’s finances.   To some extent, such an occurrence is consistent 

with the results of this paper.   

Although this study provides evidence that court-ordered segregation plans were 

successful and districts can be released from them without disastrous results, it does 

not suggest that the era of monitoring segregation and its effects should come to an 

end.  There are several unanswered questions within this study which provide avenues 

for future research on the effects of unitary status.  Additional data on student-level 

movement and test scores would provide a true measure of how black students are 

being affected by unitary status.  Too much can be occurring at the school, classroom, 

and student levels to make a district-level average of black student performance the 

final word on academic achievement.  Additionally, teacher-level data would help 

solidify the effect unitary status has on teacher mobility and salaries.  This would add to 
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a robust literature on teacher mobility at the beginning of the school desegregation era.  

Answering these questions should continue to provide insight into what causes districts 

to seek release from their court-ordered desegregation plans and the consequences of 

unitary status once they receive it. 
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APPENDIX A 
ADDITIONAL TABLES 

Table A-1.  Litigation status by district 

County 
Year Litigation 

Started 
Year Case Closed  

(Unitary Status Granted) 
Alachua 1964 1971 
Baker 1970 Pending 
Bay 1966 Pending 
Bradford 1970 Pending 
Brevard 1966 1978 
Broward 1970 1996 
Columbia 1970 1987 
Dade 1956 2001 
Duval 1960 2001 
Escambia 1960 2004 
Flagler 1970 Pending 
Gadsden 1970 1986 
Gulf 1970 Pending 
Hendry 1970 Pending 
Hillsborough 1958 2001 
Indian River 1965 Pending 
Jackson 1970 Pending 
Jefferson 1970 Pending 
Lafayette 1970 Pending 
Lee 1964 1999 
Leon 1962 1974 
Manatee 1965 Pending 
Marion 1978 Pending 
Orange 1970 Pending 
Palm Beach 1956 1979 
Pasco 1970 Pending 
Pinellas 1964 2000 
Polk 1963 2000 
St. Johns 1970 Pending 
St. Lucie 1970 1997 
Sarasota 1963 1970 
Seminole 1970 2006 
Volusia 1960 1970 
Wakulla 1970 Pending 
NOTE:  The following districts have never been taken to court: Calhoun, Charlotte, 
Citrus, Clay, Collier, De Soto, Dixie, Franklin, Gilchrist, Glades, Hamilton, Hardee, 
Hernando, Highlands, Holmes, Lake, Levy, Liberty, Madison, Martin, Monroe, Nassau, 
Okaloosa, Okeechobee, Osceola, Putnam, Santa Rosa, Sumter, Suwannee, Taylor, 
Union, Walton, Washington. 

 

http://www.fldoe.org/eias/flmove/wakulla.asp�
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Table A-2.  Unitary status’ effect on total local, state and federal revenue per student 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Unitary Status 114.80 -76.78 -151.50 -6.29 -37.14 -71.30 

 
(99.76) (122.30) (141.60) (127.20) (115.30) (156.50) 

Number of Schools -0.30 -5.36 -1.40 0.31 0.96 1.04 

 
(4.07) (4.35) (4.27) (2.15) (3.22) (3.15) 

Tax Roll per Student 0.00314*** 0.0012 0.0010 0.00189*** 0.00158** 0.00142** 

 
(0.0011) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) 

Fraction FRPL Eligible 1509.00 -315.10 533.90 1356.00 1292.00 1832.00 

 
(1679) (1038) (965) (1261) (1755) (1724) 

Fraction Non-White 3171.00 8600** 8419** 8259*** 11494*** 13386*** 

 
(3304) (3438) (3521) (1822) (2890) (2592) 

Constant 4560*** 3803*** 3437*** 1486 1570 251.3 
  (942) (1103) (1087) (1394) (1130) (1139) 
Weighted by FTEs NO NO NO YES NO YES 
Observations 670 340 250 250 100 100 
R-squared 0.655 0.721 0.669 0.894 0.929 0.925 
NOTE: Data represent the results obtained by regressing the total amount of revenue received from all local, state, and 
federal sources per FTE on whether unitary status has been received.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical 
significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  The numbers 
in parentheses are robust standard errors.  Column 1 shows the results from a sample of all Florida districts.  Column 2 
restricts the sample to only those districts that have been subject to court order.  Column 3 represents only those districts 
that were under court order and eligible for treatment.  Column 4 is the same sample, but the observations have been 
weighted by the number of unweighted full-time equivalents in the district.  Columns 5 and 6 follow the same procedure 
but only include the ten largest districts in the state, excluding Miami-Dade. 
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Table A-3.  Unitary status’ effect on state funding from other sources 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Unitary Status 134.1** 85.86* 99.97* 84.18** 51.19 36.14 

 
(58.99) (42.23) (51.94) (33.57) (35.24) (52.78) 

Number of Schools -0.17 -2.031** -1.74 -1.437*** -0.86 -1.271* 

 
(1.63) (0.86) (1.04) (0.51) (0.73) (0.65) 

Tax Roll per Student 0.000150* 0.0000 0.0001 0.000327** 0.000524*** 0.000589*** 

 
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) 

Fraction FRPL Eligible 971.80 442.50 921.3** 1020.00 1276.00 1615.00 

 
(749) (435) (347) (704) (993) (1054) 

Fraction Non-White -1135.00 191.30 170.20 -1053* -1916** -2450** 

 
(1366) (922) (994) (570) (834) (975) 

Constant 328.7* 230.7 40.12 643.4 487.3 720.5 
  (197) (336) (339) (425) (451) (551) 
Weighted by FTEs NO NO NO YES NO YES 
Observations 670 340 250 250 100 100 
R-squared 0.298 0.507 0.498 0.63 0.658 0.656 
NOTE: Data represent the results obtained by regressing the amount of revenue received from all "other" state-level 
sources per FTE on whether unitary status has been received.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical 
significance starting at the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  The 
numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors.  Column 1 shows the results from a sample of all Florida districts.  
Column 2 restricts the sample to only those districts that have been subject to court order.  Column 3 represents only 
those districts that were under court order and eligible for treatment.  Column 4 is the same sample, but the 
observations have been weighted by the number of unweighted full-time equivalents in the district.  Columns 5 and 6 
follow the same procedure but only include the ten largest districts in the state, excluding Miami-Dade. 
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Table A-4. Unitary status’ effect on general administration expenses   
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Unitary Status 5.46 4.25 6.15 10.09*** 7.644** 4.44 

 
(3.86) (3.97) (5.77) (3.49) (2.97) (3.51) 

Number of Schools -0.270* -0.19 -0.22 0.02 0.07 0.09 

 
(0.16) (0.18) (0.22) (0.06) (0.10) (0.10) 

Tax Roll per Student 1.77e-05* 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) 

Fraction FRPL Eligible 4.58 8.16 4.16 -20.91 -43.60 -39.50 

 
(26) (30) (38) (47) (63) (73) 

Fraction Non-White 47.12 55.69 47.76 -20.96 -107.20 -230.8* 

 
(142) (136) (155) (89) (106) (111) 

Constant 61.11 49.08 61.86 56.81 83.65** 125.5** 
  (40) (38) (42) (46) (37) (44) 
Weighted by FTEs NO NO NO YES NO YES 
Observations 670 340 250 250 100 100 
R-squared 0.863 0.885 0.88 0.725 0.787 0.751 
NOTE: Data represent the results obtained by regressing the level of expenditure on General Administration per FTE 
on whether unitary status has been received.  Asterisks represent increasing levels of statistical significance starting at 
the 10 (*) percent level  and increasing to the five (**) and one (***) percent levels .  The numbers in parentheses are 
robust standard errors.  Column 1 shows the results from a sample of all Florida districts.  Column 2 restricts the 
sample to only those districts that have been subject to court order.  Column 3 represents only those districts that were 
under court order and eligible for treatment.  Column 4 is the same sample, but the observations have been weighted 
by the number of unweighted full-time equivalents in the district.  Columns 5 and 6 follow the same procedure but only 
include the ten largest districts in the state, excluding Miami-Dade. 
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Table A-5.  Fiscal variable means (all variables). 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
  AL FL GA LA MS NC SC ALL N 
Total Revenue 6,411 7,698 7,472 7,013 5,830 7,234 7,362 6,923 11,649 
Total Federal Revenue 702 722 762 1,081 997 662 775 808 11,649 
Fed-Thru-State: Child Nutrition Act 206 182 241 259 303 211 231 238 11,649 
Total State Revenue 3,925 3,977 4,194 3,554 3,234 4,677 3,820 3,923 11,649 
Total Local Revenue 1,784 3,000 2,515 2,378 1,600 1,895 2,768 2,193 11,649 
Local: Property Taxes 591 2,395 1,636 918 1,097 0 2,091 1,295 10,686 
Local: General Sales Taxes 0 0 379 1,101 0 0 0 198 10,686 
Local: Public Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,686 
Local: Individual and Corporate Income Taxes 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,686 
Local:  All Other Taxes 12 0 0 0 8 0 31 7 10,686 
Local: From Other School Systems 8 2 9 3 12 2 4 7 11,649 
Local: From Cities and Counties 575 0 163 30 16 0 129 152 11,649 
Local: School Lunch 148 119 105 61 81 169 100 114 11,649 
Local: Interest Earnings 62 102 74 124 56 22 84 69 11,649 
Local: Miscellaneous 198 167 98 123 214 118 138 151 11,649 
NCES Local Revenue, Census Bureau Revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,649 
Total Current Expenditures: Services 6,495 7,642 7,439 6,847 5,878 7,189 7,503 6,928 11,649 
TCE: Instruction 3,440 3,495 4,017 3,563 3,132 3,914 3,694 3,623 11,649 
TCE: Instruction 3,425 3,495 4,017 3,561 3,132 3,914 3,694 3,620 11,649 
TCE: Support Services 1,821 2,360 2,033 2,143 1,701 2,009 2,209 1,989 11,649 
TCE:  Support Services (Pupils) 246 305 284 230 200 314 395 275 11,649 
TCE: Support Services (Instructional Staff) 209 347 329 301 233 234 412 286 11,649 
TCE: Support Services (General Admin) 187 128 164 168 206 179 117 170 11,649 
TCE: Support Services (School Admin) 344 378 394 331 279 405 376 357 11,649 
Total Current Expenditures (Other Elementary Secondary) 442 332 413 451 396 393 413 408 11,649 
TCE: Food Services 438 332 395 446 366 393 368 392 11,649 
Total Non-Elementary/Secondary Expenditures 121 162 20 30 23 44 96 62 11,649 
Total Capital Outlay Expenditures 576 1,178 844 528 541 711 867 729 11,649 
Capital Outlay: Construction 444 857 610 315 341 526 605 516 11,649 
Capital Outlay: Land and Existing Structures 19 71 57 58 0 46 35 37 11,649 
Total Current Expenditures for Elementary Education 5,703 6,186 6,463 6,157 5,230 6,316 6,316 6,020 11,649 
Payments to State Governments 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 11,649 
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Table A5. Continued 
         Payments to Local Governments 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,649 

Payments to Other School Systems 5 0 33 9 0 0 35 13 11,649 
Interest on Debt 90 115 79 123 84 118 180 105 11,649 
Total Salaries 3,624 3,871 4,242 3,841 3,301 4,301 4,059 3,885 11,649 
Salaries: Instruction 2,481 2,381 2,929 2,533 2,279 2,933 2,707 2,629 11,649 
Long Term Debt: Outstanding at Beginning of Fiscal Year 1,621 1,978 1,547 2,315 1,728 1,798 3,558 1,946 11,649 
Long Term Debt: Issued During FY 309 367 348 303 253 391 826 379 11,649 
Long Term Debt: Retired During FY 121 177 186 201 166 198 359 192 11,649 
Long Term Debt Outstanding at End of Fiscal Year 1,812 2,168 1,707 2,421 1,814 1,994 4,028 2,133 11,649 
Short Term Debt: Outstanding at Beginning of Fiscal Year 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 5 11,649 
Short Term Debt: Outstanding at End of Fiscal Year 4 0 19 0 0 0 0 5 11,649 
Assets: Sinking Fund 68 102 183 318 136 0 131 141 10,686 
Assets: Bond Fund 522 292 862 452 406 2 554 527 10,686 
Assets:  Other Funds 867 1,234 994 1,470 1,218 1 873 1,009 10,686 
Fed-Thru-State: Title I 234 204 212 304 333 156 211 238 10,869 
Fed-Thru-State: Child with Disabilities Idea 117 130 81 118 117 95 137 109 10,869 
Fed-Thru-State: Math, Science, and Teacher 24 16 18 31 22 14 23 21 10,869 
Fed-Thru-State: Safe and Drub Free Schools 14 7 6 8 9 7 8 9 10,869 
Fed-Thru-State: Title V, Part A 8 11 6 13 24 6 8 11 10,869 
Fed-Thru-State: Vocational and Tech Education 25 21 13 17 14 16 27 18 10,869 
Fed-Thru-State: Other 55 111 124 265 139 38 97 112 10,869 
Federal Revenue Nonspecified 0 0 49 0 0 99 41 29 10,869 
Fed-Direct: Impact Aid 8 7 10 13 5 10 4 8 10,869 
Fed-Direct: Bilingual Education 2 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 10,869 
Fed-Direct: Indian Education 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 10,869 
Fed-Direct: Other 19 43 17 84 48 20 2 30 10,869 
State Revenue: General Formula Assistance 3,322 1,633 3,398 3,333 2,808 3,932 1,076 2,942 10,869 
State Revenue: Special Education Programs 25 577 0 37 2 170 396 123 10,869 
State Revenue: Transportation Programs 210 207 0 0 0 85 63 71 10,869 
State Revenue: Staff Improvement Programs 39 22 0 0 0 16 894 106 10,869 
State Revenue: Compensatory and Basic Skills Programs 54 55 0 0 196 57 199 80 10,869 
State Revenue: Vocational Education Programs 12 98 0 0 69 124 300 73 10,869 
State Revenue: Capital Outlay And Debt Service Programs 140 331 132 0 18 60 131 108 10,869 
State Revenue: Bilingual Education Programs 1 53 0 0 0 4 0 5 10,869 
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Table A5. Continued 
         State Revenue: Gifted and Talented Programs 0 73 0 0 0 9 35 11 10,869 

State Revenue: School Lunch Programs 0 8 26 0 3 7 2 8 10,869 
State Revenue: Other Programs 122 885 297 210 194 184 645 314 10,869 
State Revenue On Behalf: Employee Benefits 60 0 80 3 0 0 6 29 10,869 
State Revenue On Behalf: Not Employee Benefits 5 0 0 0 0 66 123 23 10,869 
State Revenue: Not Specified 0 0 306 0 0 0 0 70 10,869 
Local Revenue: Tuition Fees from Pupils and Parents 4 1 11 9 7 6 8 7 10,869 
Local Revenue: Transportation Fees from Pupils and Parents 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 10,869 
Local Revenue: Textbook Sales and Rentals 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,869 
Local Revenue: District Activity Receipts 157 174 33 0 89 0 179 84 10,869 
Local Revenue: Other Sales and Services 35 24 10 10 5 30 0 16 10,869 
Local Revenue: Student Fees, Nonspecified 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 1 10,869 
CE-Support Services-Operation and Maintenance of Plant 470 681 483 638 483 520 561 525 10,869 
CE-Support Services-Student Transportation 248 301 262 372 228 221 208 255 10,869 
CE-Support Services-Nonspecified 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 10,869 
CE-Enterprise Operations 0 0 9 0 1 0 22 5 10,869 
CE- ELSEC 4 0 8 5 29 0 13 10 10,869 
Non-Elementary/Secondary Expenditures: Community 
Services 39 46 12 9 4 45 45 26 10,869 
Non-Elementary/Secondary Expenditures: Adult Education 16 102 8 21 5 1 51 22 10,869 
Non-Elementary/Secondary Expenditures: Other 72 1 0 0 12 0 0 14 10,869 
Capital Outlay: Instructional Equipment 41 4 65 78 70 68 67 59 10,869 
Capital Outlay: Other Equipment 73 250 89 73 122 75 128 107 10,869 
Capital Outlay: Nonspecified Equipment 0 0 23 8 14 0 36 12 10,869 
Salaries-Support Services-Pupils 157 211 209 173 150 233 223 191 10,869 
Salaries-Support Services-Instructional Staff 132 235 199 218 134 157 254 181 10,869 
Salaries-Support Services-General Administration 104 59 93 49 119 107 50 91 10,869 
Salaries-Support Services-School Administration 258 281 292 251 216 319 290 271 10,869 
Salaries-Support Services-Operation and Maintenance of Plant 137 229 157 176 115 192 175 160 10,869 
Salaries-Support Services-Student Transportation 131 164 151 195 111 135 100 138 10,869 
Salaries-Food Services 157 113 146 179 112 147 126 140 10,869 
Total Employee Benefits 1,030 1,142 1,188 1,154 879 971 1,100 1,057 10,869 
Employee Benefits: Instruction 688 675 816 761 583 661 710 702 10,869 
Employee Benefits-Support Services-Pupils 43 60 49 44 36 51 57 47 10,869 
Employee Benefits-Support Services-Instructional Staff 35 62 60 54 33 35 65 47 10,869 
Employee Benefits-Support Services-General Administration 24 22 28 23 29 25 21 25 10,869 
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Table A5. Continued 
         Employee Benefits-Support Services-School Administration 70 78 90 71 52 73 74 73 10,869 

Employee Benefits-Support Services-Operation and 
Maintenance of Plant 51 81 41 47 39 45 55 48 10,869 
Employee Benefits-Support Services-Student Transportation 59 63 41 65 40 22 32 44 10,869 
Employee Benefits: Food Service 66 45 33 64 46 42 44 47 10,869 
Employee Benefits: Enterprise Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 10,869 
Total Students 5,699 34,988 7,560 11,187 3,353 10,389 7,894 9,567 11,649 
NOTE:  Columns show per-capita values for different categories of expenditure and revenues in 2000 dollars.  Values have been deflated using the CPI-U.  
Columns 1-7 show state-by-state means.  Column 8 is the mean value for the entire sample.  Column 9 shows the number of observations available for each 
variable.  There are 11,649 district-level observations across the 15 years of data in the sample.  Variables with 10,869 observations lack data from 1990.  The 
three Asset variables are missing observations starting in 1999 which results in the lower number of observations for those three variables. 
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