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School Choice Policies and Racial
Segregation: Where White Parents’ Good
Intentions, Anxiety, and Privilege Collide

ALLISON RODA
Teachers College, Columbia University

AMY STUART WELLS
Teachers College, Columbia University

A growing body of school choice research has shown that when school choice
policies are not designed to racially or socioeconomically integrate schools, that
is, are “colorblind” policies, they generally manage to do the opposite, leading
to greater stratification and separation of students by race and ethnicity across
schools and programs. Since white, advantaged parents are more likely to get
their children into the highest-status schools regardless of the school choice policy
in place, we believed that more research was needed on how those parents
interact with school choice policies and whether they would support changes to
those policies that would lead to less segregation across schools. Our interviews
with advantaged New York City parents suggest that many are bothered by the
segregation but that they are concerned that their children gain access to the
“best” (mostly white) schools. The contradictions inherent in their choices are
reconcilable, we argue, by offering more diverse and undivided school options.

Throughout the history of American education, various school choice policies
have been devised to accomplish different goals. For instance, prior to the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, southern school districts implemented so-called freedom-
of-choice and tuition voucher programs specifically to assure that schools re-
mained racially segregated. Then, in the era of school desegregation, various
school choice programs, including magnet schools and voluntary transfer plans,
were created to do the exact opposite, namely, to promote racial integration
and more diverse schools (see Wells 1993).

More recently, popular school choice policies, including charter schools,
voucher plans, and open enrollment programs, have been enacted in most
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states to foster greater competition for students among schools. These plans
are designed specifically to infuse market-based principles into government-
funded schools and thereby foster innovation. Interestingly enough, given the
history of school choice in the United States, these newer school choice policies
are not designed to specifically address issues of racial segregation (Wells 1993).
In this way they are considered “colorblind.”

Still, a growing body of research has documented a strong positive corre-
lation between increasing racial/ethnic segregation in public schools and the
growth in these popular so-called colorblind and more market-based school
choice policies, which do not explicitly promote racial integration (see Mead
and Green 2012; Mickelson et al. 2008; Wells and Roda 2008). In other
words, mounting evidence suggests that when school choice policies are not
designed to promote racial integration—which most newer school choice pol-
icies are not—they generally manage to do the opposite by leading to greater
stratification and separation of students by race and ethnicity across schools
and programs.

In a society with an increasingly diverse school-age population (now only
54% white, non-Hispanic [NCES 2010]), this pattern of choice-based racial
segregation occurs—even when a growing number of parents say they want
their children to attend racially diverse schools (Farkas et al. 1998; Orfield
1995; Wells et al. 2009). Meanwhile, the number of students participating in
these colorblind, market-based school choice plans is on the rise (now more
than 2 million), as is racial/ethnic segregation in K–12 education (CER 2010;
Civil Rights Project 2011; NCES 2011;).

When trying to understand the segregative effect of these newer school choice
policies, some researchers have focused on how parents make school choices
(see Bell 2009; Glazerman 1998; Goldring and Phillips 2008; Kisida et al. 2008;
Lankford and Wyckoff 2000; Schneider and Buckley 2002; Schneider et al.
2000; Sinkkink and Emerson 2007; Weiher and Tedin 2002). Others have also
examined the relationship between parents with the most advantage in the system
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in terms of race, social class, education, and social networks and student access
to the most coveted schools within an educational market (Holme 2002; Johnson
and Shapiro 2003). Still others have considered how the policies themselves
constrain the choices parents make. For instance, some researchers have argued
that because the newer choice plans lack diversity goals, racial quotas or guide-
lines, outreach to different communities, and free transportation to and from
racially isolated neighborhoods, they severely limit parents’ choices. Therefore,
when parents are choosing schools under these newer, more market-based pol-
icies, it is difficult for them to enroll their children in schools far from home,
across race and class boundaries that divide communities and social networks
the way school desegregation programs did (see Ni and Donahue 2004; Wells
and Holme 2008).

There is also some evidence that the process of sorting students through
choice polices leads to self-fulfilling prophecies of “good” and “bad” schools,
as those enrolling the most students from advantaged families are automatically
seen as “better” (see Bifulco et al. 2009; Holme 2002; Wells et al. 2009). Once
those labels are established, upper-middle-class and affluent white parents often
have greater access to the most exclusive schools (see Holme 2002; Johnson
and Shapiro 2003). In this way, the newer, post-desegregation, and thus “col-
orblind,” school choice policies and processes often exacerbate stratification
and segregation (Wells and Roda 2008).

The school choice policy we studied is not a voucher or charter program,
but rather a public elementary school choice plan operating within one of the
community school districts, which we call District Q, in the larger New York
City public school system. While there are important differences between
District Q’s school choice plan and more market-based plans, like vouchers
and charter schools, there are some similarities as well. The central goal of
the District Q program is to maximize parental choice, primarily through a
kindergarten lottery system that provides parents with the possibility of en-
rolling their children in schools and programs outside their attendance zones.
The aim of this program has never been to racially or socioeconomically
diversify District Q schools. In this way, the kindergarten school choice pro-
gram is “colorblind,” letting school diversity chips fall where they may. Study-
ing the processes by which parents make choices in contexts such as this one,
therefore, is extremely helpful in explaining the demographic outcomes of
many new laissez-faire policies such as charter school and voucher programs.
In fact, because District Q’s overall student demographics combined are ex-
tremely racially and ethnically diverse, the relationship between colorblind
school choice policies and racial segregation is even more pronounced here
than in other contexts. Our study allowed us to examine that relationship by
interviewing parents about how they made sense of their kindergarten choices
amid these racial distinctions across schools and programs.
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Furthermore, although much of the recent school choice literature has
focused on low-income communities and the impact of school choice policies,
especially charter schools, on student outcomes, our focus instead is on the
parents who have the most political power within the educational system and
who often work within and around that system to make their school choices.
Given that these more advantaged parents have the most knowledge and
resources to navigate the school choice system (see Bifulco et al. 2009), they
are more likely to get their children into the highest-status schools regardless
of the specific school choice policies in place.

We believed, therefore, that more research was needed on these parents’
interactions with the local school choice policies and how these parents make
decisions about which schools are desirable within that policy context. While
we knew that the choices of these parents often drive the school choice process
by defining which schools are the “best,” we knew little about how these
parents make sense of the choice plans themselves and whether they would
support any changes to those policies that would lead to less stratification and
segregation across schools. We also knew that policy makers in large urban
school districts have historically created “exclusive” and often racially isolated
schools of choice, including those with programs for “gifted” students, in an
effort to keep more white, advantaged parents in urban public schools (Borland
2009; Gootman 2009; Gootman and Gebeloff 2008; Sapon-Shevin 2003).
The assumption behind such programs is that these parents both demand and
require separate and unequal educational spaces for their children.

In fact, our interviews with white, mostly upper-middle-class parents suggest,
somewhat contrary to these assumptions, that many of these parents are bothered
by the racial and socioeconomic segregation within and among schools that
results from these policies, but they are simultaneously anxious and concerned
that their children win the “race to the top” of a highly competitive and stratified
system. The contradictions between these two ways of looking at their local
options are reconcilable, we argue, through alternative policies that local officials
should consider.

Within the school choice literature, therefore, what has not been closely
examined is how this cycle of social reproduction and resegregation occurs at
the intersection of school choice policies and the process by which advantaged
parents simultaneously weigh their choices, worry about their children’s
chances in a competitive and unequal educational system, and consider the
benefits of racially diverse schools in preparing their children for a global
society. We argue, based on our research, that many advantaged, mostly white
parents contemplate all of these factors at once and struggle with the contra-
dictions between their options, their anxieties, and their beliefs. Our goal,
therefore, was to understand this tension within the individuals who, through
their privilege, drive much of the stratification in the educational system and
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thus to better understand this intersection of parents, possibilities, and anxi-
eties. We conclude that there are several potential points of intervention in
the school choice–school segregation cycle—if policy makers would only act
on them.

As public school parents of older children in the New York City community
school district we studied, our unique vantage point into this segregated system
provided us with “insider knowledge” of the school choice options that the
kindergarten parents in our sample were choosing among. Studying parental
kindergarten school choice within this large “community” school district sev-
eral years after our own children had graduated from kindergarten allowed
us the unique vantage point of being unknown to our respondents and yet
aware of their larger context.

Choosing Segregated Schools in New York City’s District Q

To explore these issues, we interviewed 59 randomly sampled parents of dif-
ferent racial/ethnic backgrounds who participated in the 2006 kindergarten
school choice process for both general education and gifted education within
District Q. At the time of our study, District Q had implemented a new,
centralized choice system with two options that parents could participate in
if they were unhappy with their assigned zoned school: (1) a district-wide
lottery system for general education programs (meaning those students not
enrolled in the gifted and talented program) in which parents could rank up
to six schools on the lottery application and then were randomly selected to
attend one of the schools on their list and/or (2) a District Q gifted and
talented (a.k.a. G&T) admissions process, involving a separate application
decided by student’s scores on the G&T test, preschool teacher recommen-
dations, and space/capacity issues in each program. In fact, as we will show
below, we found that many parents participated in both school choice options
to increase their chances of getting their children into an “acceptable” general
education or G&T program.

District Q officials asked us to conduct this research and thus provided us
with the contact information of all parents who participated in the school
choice lottery and/or G&T admissions program so that they could learn how
satisfied parents were with the new centralized system. The aggregated student
population of District Q’s 18 elementary schools was, as we noted above,
diverse: 38% African American, 35% Hispanic, 23% non-Hispanic whites,
and 5% Asian (NYCDOE 2006). However, District Q’s students are highly
segregated by race and ethnicity across and within the school buildings, with
white, non-Hispanic students consistently in the most coveted schools and
G&T programs. Thus, even those schools that are diverse in terms of their
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school-level enrollment are, more often than not, highly segregated within or
across classrooms designated as “gifted” or “general” education.

In this article, we examine the contradictions between what advantaged
parents say and what they do when confronted with segregated schools and
school programs. Thus, we focus here on interview data from the 39 white,
more advantaged parents interviewed as part of the larger study. In these in-
depth interviews, we heard how advantaged parents made sense of their school
choice options and how those options often clashed with their understanding
of the type of education they wanted for their children. These parents said,
as the vast majority of parents in national opinion polls do, that it is either
“very” or “somewhat” important for their children to attend a racially/eth-
nically diverse school to prepare them for a global economy and society (Farkas
et al. 1998). And yet, when it came time to choose schools for their children,
white parents with economic means in District Q are drawn toward schools
(and separate G&T programs within schools) that are predominantly white
and thus far more racially homogeneous than the school district as a whole.

In order to introduce what we have learned from these interviews with
white parents, we provide a conceptual framework of the school choice process
within a racially segregated and increasingly unequal educational and social
context (see Wells et al. 2009). As contradictory as these District Q parents’
decisions may be, they are not surprising given the few “good” school choice
options available and the parents’ anxiety about helping their children “win”
in the competitive scramble for the more prestigious educational credentials.
Therefore, given the larger context of these parents’ choices, this study provides
a more nuanced understanding of how social reproduction is perpetuated
through school choice policies and how policy makers could break that cycle.

The Social Context of Advantaged Parents’ Choices in Education:
Why Today Is a Different Time

Over the past 30 years, social scientists have documented two contradictory
trends related to white parents’ relationships to racially diverse schools. First,
public opinion polls show that a growing number of white, non-Hispanic
Americans, including parents of school-age children, embrace the concept of
racial diversity in public schools (see Orfield 1995). According to one national
survey, a majority (66%) of white parents said that it is “very” or “somewhat”
important for their children to attend a diverse school. Only 16% of white
parents said that racial diversity was “not important at all” (Farkas et al. 1998).
Similarly, in-depth interviews with nearly 250 graduates of racially diverse
public schools reveal that virtually all the white graduates thought that diverse
public schools could better prepare their children for the twenty-first century
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(see Wells et al. 2009). Yet, at the same time that opinion polls have traced
whites’ growing acceptance of racial diversity in public schools over time, the
nation’s schools have become increasingly segregated (Orfield and Lee 2007).
In fact, according to national statistics, about 40% of black and Latino students
attend hyper-segregated schools where 90%–100% of students are children
of color, while white students remain the most segregated from other racial
groups (Civil Rights Project 2011; Clotfelter 2004; Gandara 2010).

These two contradictory but simultaneous trends suggest that whites are
saying one thing about school diversity and doing another when it comes to
actually choosing and enrolling their children in schools. In fact, there is a
small but growing body of literature documenting these contradictions between
what parents say and what they do in relation to school-level diversity (see
Smrekar 2009; Wells et al. 2009). Understanding this apparent contradiction—
how white parents make sense of it and the policies that circumscribe it—is
critical to exploring the limits and possibilities of future efforts to address
educational inequality.

Social scientists have long grappled with how to make meaning of contra-
dictions between what people say and what they do, and the tensions they
embody as they make choices that are sometimes inconsistent with their beliefs
or understandings of who they are or the kind of society they envision (Bonilla-
Silva and Forman 2000; Lewis 2001). For instance, people are very dependent
on fossil-fuel burning cars at the same time that they may strongly believe
that alternative fuels would be better for the environment and the economy.
While social science research often tries to ignore or control for these internal
contradictions and tensions to reveal the “answer” and thus the “truth,” some
social theorists find studying the tensions helpful for understanding why social
conditions change or not.

In considering the contradictions and tensions embodied within the New
York City parents we interviewed, we found Bourdieu’s concept of “fractured”
or “cleft” habitus (Bourdieu 1997) most helpful because it demonstrates how
social actors both embody and resist the social conditions in which they live
their lives and educate their children. “Habitus” has been defined as the
internalized embodiment of external social structures that shape a person’s
dispositions in relation to his or her own position, for example, social class,
race/ethnicity, religion, educational background, geographic location (e.g.,
urban vs. suburban; East Coast vs. Midwest), and even generational identity.
Habitus describes the ways we know who we are and “our place” within the
larger social context; it also informs our political views and understandings.
On a daily basis, however, we interact with social conditions that may challenge
our habitus, which is not static, but constantly being molded and re-formed
(Bourdieu 1984, 1986; Lareau 2003). Hence, concepts of “liberal” or “con-
servative,” for instance, are challenged and rethought as our dispositions in-
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teract with specific policies and structures that shape the distribution of op-
portunities in education and other spheres. It is not unusual for people to feel
conflicted regarding their dispositions about who they are and what they want
and their actions within the existing opportunities.

Thus, many of the upper-middle-class, well-educated white parents we in-
terviewed about kindergarten choice in New York City understood their rel-
ative class, race, and educational background privilege within the context of
an urban school system. They often saw themselves as more open to racial
diversity than their suburban counterparts, so they felt conflicted about the
separate and unequal school choices that were available. That they could see
themselves one way and make educational choices for their children another
way is not surprising within the social conditions that envelop them, namely,
a society increasingly divided between rich and poor, a high-stakes educational
system and economy, and a set of educational policies that give them the
choice of separate and unequal classrooms.

Applied to the current US context, the notion of fractured or cleft habitus
helps explain how whites can simultaneously espouse a belief in “colorblind-
ness” while making choices that explicitly maintain their own privilege in a
racially divided society, such as choosing all-white or predominantly white
schools (see Wells et al. 2009). This contradiction between what parents say
they want (i.e., diverse public schools) and what they actually choose, including
elite programs within public schools and private schools, is prominent in
research on white graduates of desegregated schools. The white graduates
spoke simultaneously about their desire to enroll their children in racially
diverse schools, but given the lack of such options, they chose elite, exclusive,
and segregated programs instead (Wells et al. 2009). Similarly, Winant (1997,
2004), who has espoused a theory of “white racial dualism,” writes that since
the 1960s, “white identities have been displaced and refigured: They are now

contradictory, as well as confused and anxiety-ridden, to an unprecedented extent”
(3–4).

One explanation for these contradictions is that people are context-depen-
dent and their meanings of race are strongly influenced by living within struc-
tures of racial inequality, like housing segregation, and separate and unequal
schools and classrooms (Powell 1997). Anderson (2003) writes that the social
science literature on “whiteness” focuses almost exclusively on white identity
and norms and not enough on these structural and institutional arrangements
that allow racial inequality to continue. The central problem with this way
of framing whiteness, according to Anderson (2003), is that it assumes that
the problem of racism can be solved by white people changing their minds.
While Anderson admits that confronting white racial prejudice is important,
“unlearning racism” approaches alone will not dismantle the apparatus of
racial power. School choice policies, grounded in somewhat faulty and overly
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simplistic assumptions about what advantaged white parents want for their
children, is, we argue, part of this apparatus.

In the current, post–Civil Rights era, when parents’ concern about their
economic security and their children’s future runs extremely high, we should
not be surprised that white parents display a fractured or divided habitus
about racial diversity and segregation when making school choices. Thus,
when white, advantaged parents network and interact, they foster a collective
understanding about which schools are appropriate for children “like theirs,”
characterizing their common position in the social hierarchy, even when such
schools symbolize the racial segregation they say they oppose (Mannheim
1936). Thus, for early twenty-first-century white, upper-middle-class parents,
“common position,” race, class, and a “fear of falling” in an increasingly
stratified society are critical factors (Roberts and Lang 1985; Schuman and
Scott 1989).

In the case of today’s parents of school-aged children, most were born in
the sixties, seventies, or eighties. Their so-called generational consciousness
developed during the Civil Rights and early post–Civil Rights era, when white
racial attitudes seemingly improved. Yet, at the same time, they became adults
in the midst of a much more politically conservative era, when the policy
focus in education has been on easily measured outcomes and school choice
policies framed in terms of a market-based competition for the most coveted
seats in a stratified system, all amid a political backlash against policies designed
to further racial integration and equality (see Edsall and Edsall 1992; Wells
et al. 2009).

Coinciding with the more conservative era in which this cohort of parents
came of age, bought houses, and had children is the rapid rise in income
inequality in the United States, as those in the top 5% of the income distri-
bution experienced dramatic salary gains and the number of workers barely
getting by grew rapidly (see Kopczuk et al. 2007; Lemieux 2007). In fact, by
the beginning of the twenty-first century, the United States held the distinction
of having the greatest income disparities of any advanced industrial society
(Dreier et al. 2004). This broader context of inequality has no doubt had an
impact on those at the top of the increasingly skewed income distribution,
making them more anxious about their potentially precarious economic po-
sition and concerned about how best to pass their relative advantage on to
their children (Ehrenreich 1990; Levine 2006; Wells et al. 2009).

In thinking about today’s upper-middle-class white parents in this more
contextual way, it is important to remember that they do not approach the
school choice process in a vacuum. In fact, as we describe below, our data
from the District Q kindergarten lottery and G&T admissions process speak
to these contextual and peer effects of parents. We also see how education
officials respond to these parents’ anxiety (or the perception of it) in a manner
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that maintains and often exacerbates separate and unequal educational op-
portunities. In this next section, we present this broader policy context of the
New York City parents we studied.

The Social Context of White Parents’ Choices: The City, the System,
and District Q

Looking at early twenty-first-century white and relatively affluent parents in
the context of New York City makes this recent economic history all the more
striking. Within so-called global cities such as New York, hourglass labor
markets require both well-paid, highly educated, and mostly white profes-
sionals and poorly paid, poorly educated service workers, many of whom are
black or Latino immigrants (see Portes and Rumbaut 2006; Sassen 2006).

To the extent that even a small percentage of these advantaged urban
parents will choose public as opposed to private school for their children,
gentrifying global cities such as New York are potential fertile ground for
racially/ethnically and socioeconomically diverse public schools. Unfortu-
nately, this vision of diverse, dynamic schools is not shared by New York City’s
school leadership.

The New York City Public Schools and District Q

At the time of our study, New York City’s school chancellor, Joel Klein, took
a colorblind stance when it came to student assignment policies, which means
he did not promote policies that would purposefully create diverse schools.
He did not, apparently, see racial diversity at the school or classroom level as
a goal, a conviction he held even more strongly after the 2007 Supreme Court
ruling in the Louisville and Seattle cases. In fact, Chancellor Klein once stated:
“Almost three quarters of our students are African American and Latino. In
an environment like that, a focus on racial balance seems to me to be not
the way to solve the problem” (Goldstein 2007).

As of school year 2006–7, the New York City Public Schools’ student
population citywide was almost 40% Latino and 32% black. About 14% of
the students were Asian, and the remaining 14% were white (NYCDOE 2006).
While most of the 32 New York City community school districts have pre-
dominantly black and Latino student populations, the significance of studying
community school District Q is due to the racially and socioeconomically
diverse student body overall. In the context of one of the most racially and
ethnically segregated public school systems in the country, for District Q, the
student population stands out (see table 1), with more African American and
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TABLE 1

Racial/Ethnic Makeup of Percent of the New York City versus District Q Student Population by
Race/Ethnicity, 2006–7

Latino
(%)

African
American

(%)
White

(%)
Asian
(%)

Free and
Reduced Price

Lunch
(%)

New York City Public Schools 39 32 14 14 71
District Q 35 38 23 5 54

white students and fewer Latino and Asian students than the citywide school
system. Meanwhile, although citywide nearly 71% of students are eligible for
free or reduced price lunch, in District Q, only 54% of students are (NYCDOE
2006).

These demographics reflect the fact that District Q encompasses a mix of
affluent neighborhoods, several public housing buildings, an enclave of recent
Latino immigrants, and several subsidized or rent-stabilized residential build-
ings.

The overall diversity of District Q’s student population is not reflected at
the school level, however. Because of the supposedly “colorblind” student
assignment policy supported by the chancellor and the NYCDOE, the racial/
ethnic diversity within each of District Q’s schools is far less than it could be
(see table 2). For instance, almost all of the district’s white elementary school
students were enrolled in only six of the 18 schools. In fact, in a school district
that is only 27% white, five of these six schools had, as of school year 2006–
7, student populations that ranged from 23% to 67% white. Meanwhile, the
remaining 12 schools enroll a disproportionate number of black and Latino
students, with school-level demographics that ranged from 80% to 100% black
and/or Latino. In fact, six District Q schools had a 95% or more black/
Latino student enrollment (NYCDOE 2006).

In table 2, we break the racial/ethnic makeup of each District Q school
enrolling elementary students down into three types: (1) neighborhood schools
with G&T and general education programs, (2) neighborhood schools with
no G&T program, and (3) district-wide choice or magnet schools with no
attendance zone. Rows A, B, C, G, H, and R are schools with a dispropor-
tionate representation of white students, and the remaining rows are schools
comprised disproportionately of students of color compared to the District Q
overall enrollment. In addition, as is the general pattern in the United States,
those District Q schools with the highest percentages of students of color also
have the highest rates of poor students (NYCDOE 2006). Conversely, in the



TABLE 2

Students’ Race/Ethnicity and Eligibility for Free and Reduced Price Lunch for Each “District Q”
School by School Type

Public School Types
Total

Students
%

Black
%

Hispanic
%

White
%

Asian
%

FRPL

Type 1. Neighborhood
schools with G&T
and general educa-
tion programs:

A 524 13 31 48 7 30
B 632 27 47 23 3 50
C 615 20 27 48 6 29
D 656 16 73 6 4 75
E* 264 69 27 2 1 72
F 290 44 44 8 4 64

Type 2: Neighborhood
schools with gen-
eral education
only:

G 932 19 23 49 8 16
H 663 7 12 67 13 10
I† 484 32 61 4 2 94
J‡ 201 67 32 0 0 90
K 762 31 48 14 6 56
L§ 358 76 20 2 2 82
M 458 34 61 4 1 71
N§ 419 78 21 0 1 76
O§ 601 75 23 1 0 74
P§ 301 79 15 2 1 71
Q 244 90 8 1 0 83

Type 3: Kindergarten to
grade 8 school with
selective admis-
sions:

R 712 23 23 45 8 17
Total (or average) 9,116 38 35 23 5 54

SOURCE.—All 2006–7 statistics are taken from the New York City Department of
Education website, http://schools.nyc.gov.

NOTE.—All schools were renamed using alphabetical order to protect confidentiality
and are kindergarten to grade 5 schools unless otherwise noted. G&T p gifted and
talented program; FRPL p free or reduced price lunch.

* Kindergarten to grade 2 school.
† Recently started a G&T program.
‡ Grades 3–5 school that recently started a G&T program in conjunction with its

sister school, E.
§ Kindergarten to grade 8 school.

http://schools.nyc.gov
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schools with a disproportionate number of white students, between 10% and
50% of the students are poor (NYCDOE 2006).

These school-level segregation figures mask yet another layer of racial sep-
aration and inequality at the classroom level. Of the six District Q elementary
schools with student bodies that are 22% or more white, three house G&T
programs that separate “gifted” from “regular” (meaning nongifted) education
students by classrooms. Thus, while these three schools may look somewhat
racially balanced overall, their G&T programs maintain pervasive within-
school segregation.

G&T Programs in New York City and District Q

Self-contained G&T programs within schools in New York City start as early
as kindergarten and disproportionately enroll white, more advantaged students
based on the result of a single standardized test that children take at age 4.
Policy makers in New York and other cities have admitted that these G&T
programs were created primarily as mechanisms to keep white, more advantaged
families in the public schools by providing alternatives to neighborhood schools
enrolling large numbers of low-income black and/or Latino students (see Borland
2003, 2009; Sapon-Shevin 1994, 2003). It is well known in New York that G&T
programs were established in schools that were not attracting “neighborhood,”
especially white, more affluent families (Gootman 2009; Gootman and Gebeloff
2008).

These G&T programs operate in a parallel but separate universe from the
“general education” classrooms within the same schools. At the time of our
study in 2006–7, most students were accepted into the G&T programs based
on scores on privately administered G&T standardized tests, costing more
than $100, and preschool teacher recommendations (for those who went to
preschool).

Given the relationship between race/ethnicity and income in the United
States as well as the stubborn correlation between race/ethnicity and stan-
dardized test scores, the lopsided racial G&T enrollment data presented in
table 3 is not surprising. While we do not have this racial/ethnic breakdown
for G&T programs versus general education for District Q exclusively, we do
know from site visits to many of these schools, as well as newspaper and
advocacy reports and interview data, that G&T programs in District Q schools
are almost entirely white, while the “general education” classes in the same
schools are almost entirely students of color. A walk down the corridors of
the three District Q schools with both separate G&T programs and more than
a negligible white student population provides a jarring visual of the kind of
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TABLE 3

New York City Public School Kindergarten and First-Grade Students in Gifted and Talented Pro-
grams (G&T) by Race/Ethnicity, 2007–8

New York City Public
Schools, Citywide

White
(%)

Black
(%)

Asian
(%)

Latino
(%)

Kindergarten and first grade:
Total student population 18 25 16 41
G&T enrollment 52 16 20 9

SOURCE.—Kolodner (2008).

between-classroom racial segregation few would believe possible in “liberal”
New York City in the twenty-first century.

In 2007, the New York City chancellor amended the G&T policy in an
effort to expand low-income students’ access to these coveted programs. While
this new policy did not directly affect the parents we interviewed, the conditions
spurring the change existed when these parents applied. Furthermore, as we
note below in our recommendations section, the new policy actually exac-
erbated the inequality and racial segregation instead of alleviating it, because
the criteria for admissions did not change, nor did of many of the other issues
we raise below.

Our Study and the Choices of Parents in District Q

In 2005, we were asked by the administration of District Q to evaluate a new
kindergarten choice lottery that had been created to help low-income parents
of color gain more access to the most desirable schools. While every family
that resides in District Q has a “zoned” or neighborhood school, the district
also had a school choice policy allowing children to choose and attend schools
outside their zone provided that seats are available. The 2005 version of this
choice process was a centralized, district-wide lottery system. Meanwhile, gain-
ing access to the coveted District Q G&T programs was a separate process,
decided by the G&T test scores, preschool teacher recommendations, and
space/capacity issues in each program. As we noted above, however, the
overlap between the “general” education kindergarten choice lottery applicant
pool and the G&T applicant pool is large, especially among the more ad-
vantaged white residents of the district.

As a result of all these layers of school choice and segregation and of the
district’s efforts to democratize the school choice process, the new school choice
policy was implemented into a highly segregated and stratified system that
was dictated mostly by the G&T admissions process. In other words, the lottery
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changes did not change the kinds of racialized choices parents are faced with
in District Q, choices defined by five racially and socioeconomically distinct
types of schools:

1. Predominantly black, Latino, and low-income neighborhood or zoned
schools, with or without G&T programs (Schools D, E, F, I, J, K, L, M,
N, O, P, and Q in table 2).

2. Predominantly black, Latino, and low-income “general education” pro-
grams within schools that have predominantly white G&T programs
(Schools A, B, and C in table 2).

3. Predominantly white G&T programs within these same schools (Schools
A, B, and C in table 2).

4. Neighborhood, zoned schools that are predominantly white—or nearly
so—because of demographics of their catchment areas (Schools G and
H in table 2).

5. A racially diverse, thematic magnet “school of choice” with no zone or
neighborhood catchment and no G&T program (School R in table 2).

Research Design

Our study included 59 parents randomly selected from a list of kindergarten
lottery participants provided by the District Q administration. Normally, when
doing this type of in-depth qualitative work, we would employ purposive
sampling to assure diversity across interviewees in terms of key factors, such
as parents’ race, ethnicity, income, education levels, and so forth. Because we
lacked such sampling information, we randomly sampled the participants
within zip codes to assure we had a geographic mix of people across many
distinct neighborhoods.1 The larger percentage of white parents (n p 39) in
our random sample is understandable because they disproportionately par-
ticipate in the District Q kindergarten choice process, even though many of
them end up enrolling their children in private schools. Since the district does
not ask families their race and socioeconomic status on the choice application,
we asked the parents for this information, as well as their immigrant status
and languages spoken at home, in order to discern if families from diverse
backgrounds experience the school choice process in different ways.

The 59 parents we interviewed were from different neighborhoods, cultures,
and socioeconomic backgrounds, though the majority (83%) were mothers
and 88% lived in District Q. Roughly two-thirds of the parents interviewed,
or 39 out of 59, were white, one-third were black and Asian, and the rest
were composed primarily of Hispanic, biracial, and multiracial families. The
range of annual family income was quite wide across the interviewees, with



School Choice and Segregation

276 American Journal of Education

roughly 30% representing families making more than $150,000 per year (and
many of these families making more than $200,000 per year); about half the
parents said their annual family income was between $50,000 and $150,000,
and one-fourth reported an annual family income of less than $50,000 per
year. We also found the common correlation between class and race, with
virtually all of the high-income families being white and all of the lowest-
income families being black or Latino. In fact, only one white parent reported
a family income of less than $50,000, while 21 of the 39 white respondents
reported an annual family income of more than $150,000; for 16 of these
families, the annual income was greater than $200,000 per year.

During the interviews, we asked parents open-ended questions about their
assigned, zoned school and the reasons for participating in the lottery/G&T
program, how they got information about the schools and the lottery process,
on what criteria they based their final decisions, whether they were satisfied
with their final school choice, and what they would change about the process.
After the interviews were transcribed verbatim, we met to discuss how to code
for themes and findings that were emerging based on the theoretical framework
of our study (Merriam 2009).

The methodological steps for qualitative studies like ours can be thought
of as inductive, emerging, and shaped by the researcher’s positionality in
collecting and analyzing data. At the time of our study, we both had children
in the third grade in one of the general education programs in District Q.
We decided not to disclose this information to the parents we interviewed so
that it would not influence their responses. In fact, even though our perspective
was probably biased toward our own positionality as parents within the system,
we felt that the advantages of our “insider” status outweighed the negatives,
since it provided us with knowledge of the school choice process and the
segregated and unequal schools and school programs that parents had to
choose from. Furthermore, it did not affect which parents were chosen or
how parents responded to the questions since we randomly sampled parents,
and we did not tell parents our status as fellow parents. Furthermore, because
District Q is an urban school district in a densely populated city, we did not
know any of our randomly selected respondents personally.

In this way, the kind of knowledge that was obtained from the interview
data with the 39 white, relatively advantaged parents focused on how they
made meaning (e.g., constructivism) of the social realities concerning their
choice of school/program for their children’s education in a constrained and
segregated context. These parents are at the focus of our analysis here because,
as we noted above, we were interested in how white, advantaged parents
“display contradictory dimensions of their choice making” (Ball and Bowe
1996, 98), especially since they often exert more agency, power, and control
in the school choice process.
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White New York City Parents Choosing Elementary Schools: Where
Diversity, Anxiety, Policy, and Possibilities Collide

The interviews with the white, advantaged parents yielded much evidence
that school choice policies allowing for the creation of more diverse public
schools would be welcome by many of the parents who tend to have the most
choice in the educational system. Lacking such options, and faced with the
choice between classrooms filled with mostly white and relatively affluent
students versus those enrolling mostly black and Latino lower-income students,
the parents we interviewed opted for the former, all the while lamenting the
distinctions between the choices. Indeed, all but a handful of parents we
interviewed articulated how and why they value more racially and ethnically
diverse classrooms, with many citing the fact they were rearing children in
New York City and not a lily-white suburb as evidence of their openness to
living and educating their children in more diverse contexts, even as they
were enrolling their children in racially/ethnically segregated schools.

After aggregating and analyzing how advantaged parents make meaning
of their available choices in District Q, looking specifically at the contradictions
in their choices, the following three themes emerged from the data: (1) Valuing
Diversity but Facing Few Choices of Racially Diverse Schools, (2) Anxiety
and Advantage: Getting White Kids into the “Best” Schools, and (3) Making
Privileged, If Imperfect, Choices: The Social Construction of “Good” and
“Bad” Schools. We describe each of these three themes and their overlaps
and interconnections below.

Valuing Diversity but Facing Few Choices of Racially Diverse Schools

Echoing the national opinion poll data cited above and prior research (see
Crozier et al. 2008; CURE 2009; Posey 2012; Wells et al. 2009), the majority
of the white parents we interviewed in District Q talked about the value of
diversity in public schools. In fact, a full 72% of the 39 white parents we
interviewed said race was an important factor when choosing schools. When
asked more specifically if they wanted their children to attend a diverse school,
a full 80% of the white parents interviewed said yes. Only eight (20%) of the
white parents said that they had not really thought about it before, but ev-
eryone said that “diversity” per se—at least in the abstract—was important
at some level.

What is more, nearly all the white parents we interviewed said they were
frustrated by how racially and socioeconomically separate and unequal the
schools and classrooms in District Q are. According to one white mother,
“One of the reasons that we live in New York City is so we can raise kids in
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America that aren’t racist, and it’s even hard to do here.” Despite the value
that most parents place on diversity, their reality when it comes to diverse
schools of choice in District Q is quite limited. As we noted above, only one
of the neighborhood schools and the racially diverse magnet school will provide
District Q parents with what they say they want in terms of school and
classroom-level diversity. But these programs are not large enough to accom-
modate all who demand them, leaving most of the white parents to choose
between the almost all-white gifted programs and the almost all-black and
Latino general education classes. As one mother said when asked whether the
racial or ethnic makeup was an important factor in her school choice decision,
“It is ideally, but I didn’t have a lot of choices so I went with a school that
I felt had the best educational program even though I would like a school to
be more diverse.”

Caught in the middle of mostly unsatisfactory choices, many of the white
parents we interviewed commented on their limited school choice options.
One parent recalled his experience touring a school with both a G&T and a
general education program: “It kind of turned us off because it really seemed
like two separate worlds. There was the G&T and then everything else. . . .
The curriculum, the kids, you know even just the color of the student’s skin,
really. I mean it was a much lighter-colored G&T program compared to the
general population.”

Another mother explained that across District Q there is a big difference
between the G&T classrooms and the “general” education classrooms. She
said: “I want real diversity. I don’t want my daughter to be the only white
kid in the class. I don’t want her to be in a class with all white kids. I don’t
want either. I wanted it to be mixed and there’s enough kids that it just should
be mixed. . . . It’s a messed up thing in her school, and she’s like ‘Why did
they put all the white kids in one class?’”

Similarly, another parent noted that while her neighborhood school is very
diverse at the school level, the G&T is not diverse, which turns people off from
the public schools. She said that she knows a lot of people are put off by the fact
that the general education classes tend to be mostly minority and the G&T tends
to be mostly white. “It’s something that every single G&T parent that I’ve met
has had an issue with that. They wish it would be more diverse.”

These and the majority of white advantaged parents we interviewed bemoan
the lack of diversity at the school level and the segregated atmosphere of the
G&T versus general education classrooms in several District Q schools, even
when they have made the choice of a G&T classroom for their children. But
it is clear from our interviews for this and other studies (see Brantlinger et al.
1996; Holme 2002; Posey 2012) that white parents want a critical mass of
other white students in their children’s schools and classrooms. This preference
is related to the symbolic meaning of whiteness and the parents’ habitus as
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it is related to race and class. Given that the vast majority of school/program
choice options in this district fall, as we noted, into category 1 above, meaning
that they are predominantly black and/or Latino and low-income, the number
of “acceptable” choices, as defined by white parents in this district, is quite
small. As one white mother replied, “I don’t want to be the minority. I want
a comfortable place for my children.”

Bourdieu (1997) noted that the extent to which habitus is “divided and
contradictory” depends on the social conditions of its formation and exercise.
White, high–social economic status (SES) parents who give at least lip service
to the value of diversity when it comes to their children’s education and are
choosing among school choices available in the social context of District Q
must be somewhat divided and contradictory. As we explain below, however,
their sense of being divided or contradictory within themselves is partly due
to the specifics of District Q’s schools and programs and partly due to the
larger context of educating children within and for the twenty-first century.

Anxiety and Advantage: Getting White Kids into the “Best” Schools

The findings presented above suggest that the majority of the white, upper-
middle-class parents we interviewed value “diverse” schools and classrooms
in the abstract and struggle with the racial/ethnic segregation they see in
District Q. Yet, at the same time, these parents are raising children in the
current era of inequality we described in our framework above. In fact, these
economically successful white parents in particular have benefited more than
most from recent economic developments. Furthermore, this privileged stand-
point provides them with a relative advantage in terms of the resources and
networks needed to do the work of school choice (Brantlinger et al. 1996;
Goldring and Hausman 1999; Holme 2002; Lareau 2003; Moore and Dav-
enport 1990; Willms and Echols 1993) and a heightened sense of the con-
sequences of not winning the school choice competition (see Wells et al. 2009).

Indeed, our interview data suggest that these white parents’ advantage
strongly influences their anxiety about the school choice process. In fact, the
backdrop to white parents’ school choices is their sense of what is at stake in
terms of their children’s futures in a highly unequal society. This larger social
context frequently causes them to make choices that contradict the value they
supposedly place on diversity in public education, instead choosing schools
and programs that are racially homogeneous, difficult to get into, and more
elitist. The fact that their choices of truly diverse schools and programs are
extremely limited within the District Q context pushes them to use their
resources and networks to gain a relative advantage.

Our interviews with parents in District Q and related research (see CURE
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2009; Wells et al. 2009) lead us to believe that the high levels of inequality
in the United States promotes anxiety as more advantaged parents worry that
their children are susceptible to downward mobility if they do not have the
“right” educational credentials. This nervousness seems to have only worsened
as educational policies have stressed outcomes and competition amid a highly
unequal society ( Jager-Hyman 2008; Lareau 2000; Wells et al. 2009).

In part because of their privilege, the parents interviewed for this article
perceive the school choice process to be extremely high stakes. Thus, they
work hard at it, invest a great deal of energy in it, and use their advantages
in any way they can to make sure their children end up in the schools that
are perceived by them and others in their social networks to be superior.
Meanwhile, the kindergarten choice process in District Q clearly favors those
who have the time and resources to make the system work for them.

As one parent explained, applying to and choosing an elementary school
took “a lot of work.” In fact, she said that when she and her spouse calculated
the amount of time and energy it took them to attend all the public and
private school tours, open houses, interviews, and so forth, it was “tantamount
to each of us taking a month off of work . . . and then of course there’s all
the money involved with the application fees and to test and everything so
it’s a ton of work.”

As another mother noted, the process works best for people who have the
time and energy to commit to it: “There is someone I know that didn’t get
into the G&T that they wanted, and they campaigned to get the spot and
. . . maybe that’s fair because maybe then they will be very committed parents.”

We were told in interviews about families going to extremes to get their
children into the schools of their choice, including moving to new apartments
(or at least signing leases on new apartments) in the attendance zone of one
of only two desirable “neighborhood” non-G&T schools in the district (School
G). It is clear that parents with resources will go to any length to make sure
their children get into one of the “best” schools and that doing so requires a
lot of work. Furthermore, we saw that their social networks both assist them
in getting needed information and increasing their stress levels. This stress
pushes them further away from making choices that reflect the value they
place on school and classroom diversity.

In terms of how white, upper-income parents use their networks to their
advantage, the parents we interviewed tapped into every available resource,
such as their private preschools, their own education and/or expertise, and
their personal and professional colleagues or friends. For instance, most of
these parents talked about private educational or “kindergarten choice” con-
sultants who gave talks at their children’s private and often exclusive pre-
schools. According to one parent whose child attended an expensive private
preschool, the kindergarten choice consultant who worked with the parents
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there e-mailed memos to them about the logistics of the school choice process.
The parent reported, “She goes to these school board meetings and learns
about what’s going on and then reports out that such and such is going to
happen next Friday.”

Another parent noted that she made the initial choice of which schools to
apply to based on a combination of factors, including online research of school
websites and the New York City “Inside Schools” website, as well as valuable
guidance she and her husband received directly from the directors of their
children’s pricey preschool. This parent noted: “At our preschool, every family
had a one on one sit down with the director where she talked about the child
and what places would be good fits and offered her opinion on where would
be the best places and you know most appropriate places to apply, and that
was an important source of information as well.”

Yet, while parents in this school district, particularly those who are white
and more affluent, state that while they certainly use the resources and in-
stitutional supports, they also rely a great deal on other parents for information.
As one parent explained, her network of playground parents was critical in
this school choice process saying, “It was all that anybody could talk about
for awhile.”

In fact, there was much consensus among these parents that close ties to other
parents going through the same process at or around the same time was the
most important resource. One parent noted: “Yeah, and you know conversations
on the playground with parents from different schools. That I found more helpful
than any information provided from the district.” It was this “parental grape
vine” or “playground chat” that taught these parents the most about the changes
occurring in the school choice system, how to fill out the application, what the
deadlines were, and the like. According to one father, the school choice process
is “in the air that we breathe. . . . You meet people in the playground. Your
friends have kids. You read articles in the paper. You find your way to websites,
so I would say there’s no one way that we found out.”

No doubt many parents in District Q of all racial/ethnic backgrounds talk
to other parents, albeit often parents of the same racial/ethnic backgrounds.
However, there is also an understanding among the more advantaged residents
of District Q that the high-SES, predominantly white parental social networks
provide the most helpful information, and this thereby exacerbates the class
and race advantage. When asked whether the new lottery system would be
fairer than the system it replaced, another mother noted that she did not think
it was ever going to be fair: “I think there’s always going to be a situation
that the people who have the most resources will be able to get the most
benefit from the system because they’ll know when to apply.”

Thus, despite efforts to make the kindergarten choice process more egali-
tarian and less reliant on parents’ private resources, these more affluent white
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parents recognized that they have maintained their advantage when it comes
to getting their children into the “good” schools and programs. Despite any
changes to the lottery process, these parents had information and insights
other parents lacked because of their powerful social networks. In this way,
their networks become part of their habitus in which, as Bourdieu (1997, 64)
was quick to note, “the past remains present and active in the dispositions it
has produced.” These social and highly stratified networks, therefore, contin-
ued to play a role in the parents’ definitions of a “good” school or a “good”
program. Yet, as we discuss more in the next section, this social construction
of “good” schools was often based more on who was enrolled in each school
as opposed to what was taught. In this way, these powerful high-SES and
mostly white social networks of New York parents, much like those that Holme
(2002) wrote about in her study of affluent parents, play a critical role in
constructing the possibilities of what is worth choosing. This process echoes
Mannheim’s (1936) argument that people do not think or make decisions as
individuals but rather as groups with a similar “style of thought” in response to
“typical situations characterizing their common position” (emphasis added, 3).

Basically, what we learn from the high-SES, white District Q parents is that
the kindergarten choice process and the decisions that these parents make
about schools and programs allow more advantaged parents to co-construct,
through their networks “style of thought” about “good” versus “bad” schools.
For instance, many of the white parents with strong social networks spoke
about the handful of G&T programs and general education programs that
they heard were higher-quality choices. In fact, one father said he knew that
there were basically “four or five public schools” that people he interacted
with talked about and were happy with. When his child was not able to attend
any of those programs, he opted for a private school.

As beneficial as these networks are in terms of the flow of information and
the process of socially constructing desirable and undesirable schools in a way
that simplifies the choice process, they simultaneously raise the parents’ stress
levels about the choice process because they limit the number of socially
acceptable choices and they make the process much more public and less just
about what is best for their children. In fact, knowing other similarly positioned
parents who had chosen the same school was very important to these advan-
taged white parents. This pushes the white higher-income parents we inter-
viewed in their “common position” further away from racially diverse schools.
Thus, parents talk a great deal about schools’ reputations among similarly
situated peers. As one parent noted several times during her interview, she
chose the “best school” for her daughter in terms of its “reputation” among
her friends.

Such social constructions of “good” schools for high-status families and the
process by which these rankings are perpetuated through class- and race-
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defined social networks has been documented by other researchers (Brantlinger
et al. 1996; Holme 2002; Johnson and Shapiro 2003). However, what has
been missing in the literature is an explanation of how these processes interact
with the specific policies that define the options available across a racially
diverse school district such as District Q. In the last portion of this findings
section, we discuss what happens when affluent white parents are caught in
the middle of their social networks and their construction of good schools,
their fear of falling from their high status economic positions, and their es-
poused beliefs in greater racial diversity in public schools. In other words, we
discuss what happens when their habitus becomes fractured around issues of
diversity and social status.

Making Privileged, If Imperfect, Choices: The Social Construction of “Good” and
“Bad” Schools

The lack of viable racially diverse choices, combined with parents’ “fear of
falling” and the ways in which their social network feeds that fear, means that
the kindergarten school choice process in District Q pushes advantaged, mostly
white parents to make choices that they think protect their privilege. This
means that these parents are pushed toward predominantly white and relatively
affluent private schools, public school G&T programs, or two racially diverse
schools deemed “viable” by their networks: one district-wide magnet school
(School R) and one neighborhood school with a more diverse attendance zone
(School G).

In fact, we found that 32% of the white parents we interviewed chose private
schools, 32% chose G&T programs, and 29% chose either an out-of-zone regular
public school (most likely School G) or the diverse magnet school. Not sur-
prisingly, the majority of white, upper-class parents with annual family incomes
of more than $200,000 a year chose private schools; most of the upper-middle-
class white parents ($100,000–$200,000), meanwhile, chose G&T programs; the
middle-class white parents ($50,000–$100,000) were about evenly divided be-
tween choosing out-of-zone schools or G&T programs for their children.

While we do not have detailed information on the racial/ethnic or SES
makeup of the private schools or G&T programs these students ended up in,
we do know that, for the most part, the private schools and the G&T programs
have a much higher proportion of white and relatively higher-income students
than the District Q population as a whole. Meanwhile, the zoned school
options, as we noted above, are mostly either predominantly white (this is the
case of one school, School H) or predominantly black and Latino. Only one
of the zoned neighborhood schools (School G) and the district-wide magnet
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school of choice (School R) are racially/ethnically diverse at the school and
classroom levels.

Thus, even as parents voice frustration about the G&T classrooms and the
segregation the G&T program produces, saying that they want diversity, the
vast majority of parents we studied ended up choosing schools and programs
based more on their perceptions of which schools are “good” than on which
schools promote diversity. Those perceptions, in turn, are fed by their social
network. As one white parent replied, “Yeah, I wanted a diverse school. You
know, I wanted a school that wasn’t all white. I didn’t want my kid to be in
the minority. Uh, but I also didn’t want him to be a majority in an all-white
school, except that it’s not a perfect world.” Therefore, as this and many other
parents said, they would prefer a more “diverse” school (e.g., not all white or
all black/Latino students), but when it came time to choose, they chose
schools/programs that were disproportionately white and higher income.

To be fair, it is the case that these parents have extremely limited options
to do otherwise. The diverse schools are too few and far between in this
district—consisting of only the one magnet school (School R) and one zoned
school (School G) really. Thus, the “problem” is in great part due to the lack
of policies, opportunities, and choices provided by the district and the larger
New York City School System. At the same time, however, the advantaged
parents we studied do play a role in legitimizing and perpetuating the situation
by buying into the use of race as a signifier of good or bad schools (e.g.,
automatically considering predominantly white schools and programs to be
better in terms of academic rigor and challenge). In fact, one of the main
themes that emerged from the parent interviews in this study, which is con-
sistent with the school choice literature in general, is that race is central to
the ways in which parents make sense of their school choices. (See Fiske 2002;
Lankford and Wyckoff 2000; Lewis 2003; Saporito and Lareau 1999; Sinkkink
and Emerson 2007; and Weiher and Tedin 2002.)

Rationalizations: Defining “Good” and “Bad” Schools Based on Race,
Class, and Place

One way in which the white parents we interviewed dealt with the fracture
of their habitus, or supporting diversity while enrolling their children in seg-
regated programs and schools, was to try to simplify the school choice process
even more, relying almost exclusively on their network information. Indeed,
a small number of parents we interviewed did not even tour some of the
schools that they listed on the kindergarten lottery application if they heard
through their grapevines that they were good choices. More common, however,
was that many parents did not tour their zoned school for the exact opposite
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reason, because they heard bad things about it from their friends or family.
One white mother described the reasons for not touring her zoned school: “I
was told through quite a few people that it was not a good school for us.
. . . I don’t want to sound racist, I really don’t, but it’s a much more lower
income school on a project block and the family diversity is not; we would
have been a minority family.”

Like the parent’s quote above illustrated, we also found that the majority
of zoned schools that parents were opting not to enroll their children in—
whether they had toured them or not—had between 70% and 92% children
of color. Some parents only applied to the G&T or lottery as a backup in
case they did not get their children in a private school. One mother explained:
“I was looking at private schools too, and I just wanted to make sure I had
an alternative and see how I could do.”

One popular argument from parents was in favor of making the “exclusive”
G&T programs more widely available at every school. In fact, we found that
even though many of them were bothered by the segregation between G&T
and general education programs, they argued for more G&T programs based
on the resources that the parents of “gifted” students (as opposed to other
parents) bring to the schools, instead of wanting to widen access by admitting
a more diverse student body. The implication appeared to be that G&T
students and parents are “better” because they have higher test scores, vol-
unteer more, and give more money, on average, than their counterparts in
general education.

In fact, several of the parents we interviewed thought that there should be
G&T programs at every school because they lift up the general education
classrooms since there is extra money that is brought in by G&T parents.
One father explained this sentiment as follows: “A rising tide floats all boats.
The whole school benefits from having a successful G&T program . . . from
having a family that’s involved in a school.” As one mother explained it: “By
definition the kids that are in G&T, their parents have gone through the trouble
to get them into the G&T, so they’re at least sufficiently involved. . . . I just
think it makes a big difference.”

Another parent said she decided to participate in the lottery because “the
zoned school was overwhelmingly Hispanic and black and again, it’s a class
and race issue and because of that I’m sure because there isn’t as much parental
involvement, the school isn’t as good. And I know that in [a certain school]
one of the reasons why it’s such an excellent school is the level of parental
involvement, and that has to do with it’s in a good neighborhood with fairly
affluent parents who have the time and money to do a lot.”

Clearly, the parents we interviewed could see the obvious benefit of the
resources that more “affluent” parents bring to a school, in terms of time,
money, and fundraising ability, and the concentration of parents with those
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resources seemed important. The question became, how great a concentration
of such parents is needed in one school, and do the students of these involved
parents need to be segregated into their own program? In addition, are there
other contributions that nonwhite/non-G&T parents can, and do, make based
on their backgrounds if their children are enrolled in schools with more pa-
rental involvement? In other words, when parental involvement opportunities
exist within racially and socioeconomically schools, parents from all race and
class backgrounds may get more involved. But when such opportunities are
more segregated among schools, it is very difficult to reach parity, and the
self-fulfilling prophecy of “good” and “bad” schools evolves.

The Lack of Really Good Choices

The three G&T programs (in Schools A, B, and C) that most parents talked
about and put down on their applications were all highly segregated by race
and class, and most of the students who were accepted were white, upper-
income children. The contrast between these programs and most, but not all,
of the other available options in terms of the racial and social class makeup
of the students is striking. As we noted above, beyond these three popular
G&T programs, there were, at the time, only two or three other schools in
the district that were accepting more than a handful of choice students and
were attracting white, advantaged students (Schools G, R, and sometimes K).
Thus, the concentration of the 27% of white students in the district was
remarkable, especially given the fact that the white residential population in
the district is not highly concentrated but spread out geographically in higher-
SES pockets interspersed with housing projects and lower-income housing.
One mother replied: “I really get the feeling that whoever dreamt up this
process in District Q did not actually go and talk to anyone because if they
did they would have found out that there are basically three G&T programs
that are very popular and the others are not, and everyone applied to the
same three schools and that’s why nobody got in. So, they’re trying to make
the process more egalitarian and the net effect was exactly the opposite.”

Many parents said they had no choice because if they declined the spot
they were offered in one of these coveted but highly segregated G&T programs,
they were put at the bottom of the waiting list. They said there should be
more quality schools: “If there were more choices, then we would have been
able to have a better choice. The [popular] schools were oversubscribed, you
know, the thing is you don’t really have a choice.” One mother noted: “Frankly
I think they just need more schools, they need better schools and less crowded
schools, and that’s kind of the crux of it, then you wouldn’t need so much,
then you could kind of spread kids around a little bit, but I don’t know.
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Because people are either going into the gifted programs or private schools,
and then what’s left in the neighborhoods, which is not much.” Echoing that
sentiment, yet another parent noted: “I think more schools are needed—more
actual schools, more physical buildings, more options should be available. It
was a very stressful process that people had to go through.” Furthermore, this
same parent explained, “We’re exclusive in our G&T and we don’t let anybody
that has any racial diversity in, and there has to be something in the middle.”

More schools, more choices, more options, more equal distribution of the
parents who have the most privilege and resources would, in many ways, calm
even those parents who have a huge advantage in this process. Another parent
summed it all up by saying, “It would be nice, I guess, if schools weren’t so
heavily one way or the other, if there would be a more even distribution of
those different groups.”

Policy Recommendations and Implications: If the DOE Would Build
It, Some Would Surely Come

What is painfully clear about the findings to emerge from our study is that
the way in which school choice policies are written, regulated, and imple-
mented has huge implications for the kinds of outcomes they will foster, both
in terms of their short-term effects on school-level racial diversity and their
long-term effects on political support for public education. We do know that
race-conscious school choice policies, while not perfect, are much more suc-
cessful at creating diverse and high-quality public schools and a more balanced
and equal educational system (see Holme and Wells 2009). We also know that
attending racially and socioeconomically diverse schools benefits all students,
including white students, and tends to result in higher academic achievement
and attainment and foster other short- and long-term social benefits (see Civil
Rights Project 2011; Mickelson 2011).

Thus, we argue, based on our research and our experiences as parents of
public school students in District Q, for several policy changes. The first of
these is the creation and promotion of more racially diverse, non-G&T schools,
such as the highly popular district-wide magnet school, School R. In particular,
like School R, these new magnet schools would have to draw from the entire
community school district—that is, have no attendance boundary—in order
to attract a diverse population of students since the residential housing seg-
regation contributes to the highly segregated schools.

The irony of our analysis is that despite the fact that the city’s public school
system historically used the separate and unequal G&T programs to keep
white, middle-class families from leaving the public schools, our interview data
strongly suggest that more diverse and undivided options would ultimately
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help keep more of these parents in public, as opposed to private, schools for
kindergarten. Such an influx of families with a great deal of political clout in
the city would be beneficial for the district and for the public school system
as a whole.

Amid this proliferation of G&T services as the answer, there is evidence
beyond our research that more New Yorkers are questioning the validity of
these separate classrooms. For instance, the District Q community newspaper
reported that for the 2008 school year, one-fourth of the parents who were
offered a G&T seat turned it down for a variety of reasons, including the
belief that “gifted programming isn’t the right approach to education . . . or
they will reject G&T for lack of student diversity” (Raschka 2008, 14). Ad-
ditionally, the article cites a national specialist in gifted education as saying
that an “entirely test driven admissions process will only exacerbate the prob-
lem of equity and racial imbalance” since it is very hard to identify lower-
income, minority children as being “gifted” using tests alone (Raschka 2008).

In 2010, New York Magazine ran a cover story criticizing the city’s G&T
policy for testing children so young since IQ at this age is unstable and
children’s scores can change dramatically depending on the type of test used,
how comfortable the child is with the tester, how much sleep the child got
the night before, and so forth (Senior 2010). Parents of all racial and ethnic
backgrounds whose children performed below the cutoff on the G&T exam
applaud such critiques of the current system. More importantly, the critiques
hit a sensitive nerve with “savvy” New Yorkers, especially white professional
parents who were raised in affluent but racially segregated suburbs and who
moved into the more “cosmopolitan” city to raise their children (see Wells
and Ready 2012). These are the New Yorkers with “fractured” or “tormented”
habitus, as Bourdieu (1997) would say, or the parents who bear “in the form
of tensions and contradictions the mark of contradictory conditions of for-
mation of which they are the product” (5).

Additional changes were made to the G&T admissions process for the 2011–
12 school year, with talks of more changes in the future, none of which address
the narrow criteria being used in selecting students or the racial apartheid that
these programs create within schools that have them. We believe that public
school officials in New York City and elsewhere could learn from our analysis
of how white parents in District Q make sense of their school choices and how
that meaning relates to race within seemingly “colorblind” school choice policies.
Our findings illustrate the subtle, micro-level mechanisms that create, perpetuate,
and exacerbate racial segregation and inequality in education. It is not surprising,
given the lack of choices that the District Q officials have made available to
them, that these parents, first, struggle with the choices they make and, second,
given the options available, usually end up making the choice that protects their
privilege and thus maintains the segregation and inequality.
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It is clear to us that even small amendments to District Q school choice
policies, shifting their goals and purposes away from the market-based model
of school choice policy toward a policy with a greater focus on racial and
social-class integration, could appeal to white parents’ intuition about the
importance of school-level diversity and work against some of the forces that
continue to push the system toward more segregation. Those with the power
to make change within District Q and thousands of school districts across this
country with G&T programs must be open to learning from the parents we
studied and their understandings of the missed opportunities for providing
better choices for children within an increasingly diverse society.

As a result of this vicious cycle, such race-driven parental choices are logical
at some level, given what we know about the relationships among racial
segregation, educational inequality, and concentrated poverty. Despite this,
when we examine parents’ sense-making on the ground, we see the missed
opportunities in school choice policies that could have tapped into parents’
interest and demand for more diverse, equal, and challenging educational
environments for their children. However, as we know from District Q and
other literature on school choice, when policies designed to racially balance
schools do not exist and parents are left to their own devices to navigate the
racialized educational system, in this context, many parents, particularly white,
high-SES parents, are conflicted over their blatantly race-conscious decision
making in a system that relies on their colorblindness.

Note

1. After receiving the list of 782 District Q parents who participated in the school
choice lottery and/or G&T program, we grouped the names by zip code and then
every tenth person on the list was contacted by one of the researchers until time
constraints forced us to stop.

References

Anderson, Margaret. 2003. “Whitewashing Race: A Critical Perspective on Whiteness.”
In White Out: The Continuing Significance of Racism, ed. Ashley Doane and Eduardo
Bonila-Silva. New York: Routledge.

Ball, Stephen J., and Richard Bowe. 1996. “School Choice, Social Class and Distinc-
tion: The Realization of Social Advantage in Education.” Journal of Education Policy
11 (1): 89–112.

Bell, Courtney. 2009. “Geography in Parental Choice.” American Journal of Education
115 (4): 493–521.

Bifulco, Robert, Helen F. Ladd, and Stephen Ross. 2009. “Public School Choice
and Integration: Evidence from Durham, North Carolina.” Social Science Research:
A Quarterly Journal of Social Science Methodology and Quantitative Research 38 (1): 71–85.



School Choice and Segregation

290 American Journal of Education

Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo, and Tyrone Forman. 2000. “‘I’m Not a Racist But . . . ’:
Mapping White College Students’ Racial Ideology in the USA.” Discourse and Society
11 (1): 51–86.

Borland, James H. 2003. “The Death of Giftedness: Gifted Education without Gifted
Children.” In Rethinking Gifted Education, ed. James H. Borland. New York: Teachers
College Press.

Borland, James H. 2009. “Gifted Kids Deserve Better: Time to Fix the City’s Failed
G&T Plan.” New York Times, February 14.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste, trans. Richard
Nice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1986. “The Forms of Capital.” In Power and Ideology in Education, ed.
Jerome Karabel and A. H. Halsey. New York: Oxford University Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1997. Pascalian Meditations, trans. Richard Nice. Palo Alto, CA: Stan-
ford University Press.

Brantlinger, Ellen, Massoumeh Majd-Jabbari, and Samuel L. Guskin. 1996. “Self-
Interest and Liberal Educational Discourse: How Ideology Works for Middle-Class
Mothers.” American Educational Research Journal 33 (3): 571–97.

CER (Center for Education Reform). 2011. “2011–12 National Charter School and
Enrollment Statistics,” http://www.edreform.com/wp-cpmtemt/uploeas/2012/03/
National-Charter-School-Enrollment-Statistics-2011-12.pdf.

Civil Rights Project. 2011. “Federal Education Policy Should Promote Diversity,” http://
civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/.

Clotfelter, Charles T. 2004. After Brown: The Rise and Retreat of School Desegregation. Prince-
ton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Crozier, Gill, Diane Reay, David James, Fiona Jamieson, Phoebe Beedell, Sumi Hol-
lingworth, and Katya Williams. 2008. “White Middle-Class Parents, Identities, Ed-
ucational Choice and the Urban Comprehensive School: Dilemmas, Ambivalence
and Moral Ambiguity.” British Journal of Sociology of Education 29 (3): 261–72.

CURE (Center for Understanding Race and Education). 2009. “Why Boundaries
Matter: A Study of Five Separate and Unequal Long Island School Districts.” Long
Island Index Report, Rauch Foundation, Garden City, NY.

Drier, Peter, John H. Mollenkopf, and Todd Swanstrom. 2004. Place Matters: Metropolitics
for the Twenty-First Century. 2nd ed. Lawrence: University Press of Kansas.

DuBois, W. E. B. 2003. The Souls of Black Folks. New York: Modern Library.
Edsall, Thomas B., and Mary D. Edsall. 1992. Chain Reaction: The Impact of Race, Rights

and Taxes on American Politics. New York: Norton.
Ehrenreich, Barbara. 1990. Fear of Falling: The Inner Life of the Middle Class. New York:

HarperCollins
Farkas, Steve, and Jean Johnson, with Stephen Immerwhar and Joanna McHugh.

1998. Time to Move On: African-American and White Parents Set an Agenda for Public Schools.
New York: Public Agenda.

Fiske, Edward B. 2002. “Controlled Choice in Cambridge, Massachusetts.” In Divided
We Fail: Coming Together through Public School Choice, by Century Foundation Task Force
on the Common School. New York: Century Foundation.

Gandara, Patricia. 2010. “Meeting Students Where They Are: The Latino Education
Crisis.” Educational Leadership 67 (5): 24–30.

Glazerman, Steven M. 1998. “School Quality and Social Stratification: The Deter-
minants and Consequences of Parental School Choice.” Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA,
April.

http://www.edreform.com/wp-cpmtemt/uploeas/2012/03/National-Charter-School-Enrollment-Statistics-2011-12.pdf
http://www.edreform.com/wp-cpmtemt/uploeas/2012/03/National-Charter-School-Enrollment-Statistics-2011-12.pdf
http://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/
http://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/


Roda and Wells

FEBRUARY 2013 291

Goldring, Ellen B., and Charles S. Hausman. 1999. “Reasons for Parental Choice of
Urban Schools.” Journal of Educational Policy 14 (5): 469–90.

Goldring, Ellen B., and Kristie Phillips. 2008. “Parent Preferences and Parent Choices:
The Public-Private Decision about School Choice.” Journal of Education Policy 23 (3):
209–30.

Goldstein, Joseph. 2007. “Color-Blind Schools Set by Court.” New York Sun, June 29.
Gootman, Elissa. 2009. “Children Face Rejection by Neighborhood Schools in Man-

hattan.” New York Times, March 24.
Gootman, Elissa, and Robert Gebeloff. 2008. “Gifted Programs in the City Are Less

Diverse.” New York Times, June 18.
Holme, Jennifer Jellison. 2002. “Buying Homes, Buying Schools: School Choice and

the Social Construction of School Quality.” Harvard Educational Review 72 (2): 177–
205.

Holme, Jennifer Jellison, and Amy Stuart Wells. 2009. “School Choice beyond District
Borders: Lessons for the Reauthorization of NCLB from Interdistrict Desegregation
and Open Enrollment Plans.” In Reauthorizing No Child Left Behind, ed. Richard Kah-
lenberg. New York: Century Foundation.

Jager-Hyman, Joie. 2008. Fat Envelope Frenzy. New York: HarperCollins.
Johnson, Heather B., and Thomas M. Shapiro. 2003. “Good Neighborhoods, Good

Schools: Race and the ‘Good Choices’ of White Families.” In White Out: The Continuing
Significance of Racism, ed. Ashley Doane and Eduardo Bonila-Silva. New York: Rout-
ledge

Kisida, Brian, Laura Jensen, James C. Rahn, and Patrick J. Wolf. 2008. “The Mil-
waukee Parental Choice Program: Baseline Descriptive Report on Participating
Schools.” School Choice Demonstration Project, Fayetteville, AR, http://www
.uaedreform.org/SCDP/Milwaukee_Research.html.

Kolodner, Meredith. 2008. “Gifted Enrollments Drop 50% and Minority Admissions
Skid.” New York Daily News, October 29.

Kopczuk, Wojciech, Emmanuel Saez, and Jae Song. 2007. “Uncovering the American
Dream: Inequality and Mobility in Social Security Earnings Data since 1937.”
Working Paper 13345, National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.

Lankford, Hamilton, and James Wyckoff. 2000. “The Effect of School Choice and
Residential Location on the Racial Segregation of Students.” Working paper, State
University of New York, Albany, www.albany.edu/∼wychoff/segpapr14.pdf.

Lareau, Annette. 2000. Home Advantage. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.
Lareau, Annette. 2003. Unequal Childhoods: Class, Race, and Family Life. 2nd ed. Berkeley:

University of California Press.
Lemieux, Thomas. 2007. “The Changing Nature of Wage Inequality.” Working Paper

13523, National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.
Levine, Madeline. 2006. The Price of Privilege. New York: HarperCollins.
Lewis, Amanda E. 2001. “There Is No ‘Race’ in the Schoolyard: Color-Blind Ideology

in an (Almost) All-White School.” American Educational Research Journal 38 (4): 781–
811.

Lewis, Amanda. E. 2003. Race in the Schoolyard: Negotiating the Color Line in Schools and
Communities. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Mannheim, Karl. 1936. Ideology and Utopia: An Introduction to the Sociology of Knowledge,
trans. Louis Wirth and Edward Shils. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World.

Mead, Julie F., and Preston C. Green. 2012. “Chartering Equity: Using Charter School
Legislation and Policy to Advance Equal Educational Opportunity.” Policy brief,
National Education Policy Center, University of Colorado Boulder, Boulder, http://
nepc.colorado.edu/files/PB-CharterEquity_0.pdf.

http://www.uaedreform.org/SCDP/Milwaukee_Research.html
http://www.uaedreform.org/SCDP/Milwaukee_Research.html
http://www.albany.edu/wychoff/segpapr14.pdf
http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/PB-CharterEquity_0.pdf
http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/PB-CharterEquity_0.pdf


School Choice and Segregation

292 American Journal of Education

Merriam, Sharan B. 2009. Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. San
Francisco: Wiley & Sons.

Mickelson, Roslyn A. 2011. “School Integration and K–12 Educational Outcomes: A
Synthesis of Social Science Evidence.” Invited remarks presented at Secretary Arne
Duncan’s Learning Roundtable on Resegregation and Diverse Schooling, March 18,
Washington, DC, http://www.tueforumclt.org/NewsPages/11Q3/110712Schools
/110712Abstract.pdf.

Mickelson, Roslyn A., Martha Bottia, and Stephanie Southworth. 2008. “School
Choice and Segregation by Race, Class, and Achievement.” Policy brief, Education
Policy Research Unit, Arizona State University, Tempe, and Education and the
Public Interest Center, University of Colorado, Boulder, http://nepc.colorado.edu/
publication/school-choice-and-segregation-race-class-and-achievement.

Moore, Donald, and Suzanne Davenport. 1990. “Choice: The New Improved Sorting
Machine.” In Choice in Education: Potential and Problems, ed. William L. Boyd and
Herbert J. Halbert. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan.

NCES (National Center for Educational Statistics). 2010. “Public Elementary and
Secondary Enrollment, Student Race/Ethnicity, Schools, School Size, and Pupil/
Teacher Ratio, by Type of Locale: 2008–09 and 2009–10,” http://nces.ed.gov/
programs/digest/d11/tables/dt11_094.asp.

NCES (National Center for Educational Statistics). 2011. “Number and Enrollment
of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, by School Type, Level, and Charter
and Magnet Status: Selected Years, 1990–91 through 2009–10,” http://nces.ed.gov
/programs/digest/d11/tables/dt11_101.asp.

Ni, Yongmei, and Tara Donahue. 2004. “Social Stratification through Inter-district
Choice: The Michigan Perspective.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Chicago, April.

NYCDOE (New York City Department of Education). 2006. “School Report Cards,”
http://schools.nyc.gov/default.aspx.

Orfield, Gary. 1995. “Public Opinion and School Desegregation.” Teachers College Record
96 (4): 654–70.

Orfield, Gary, and Chungmei Lee. 2007. “Historic Reversals, Accelerating Resegre-
gation, and the Need for New Integration Strategies.” Report of the Civil Rights
Project/Proyecto Derechos Civiles, University of California, Los Angeles.

Portes, Alejandro, and Ruben G. Rumbaut. 2006. Immigrant America. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.

Posey, Linn. 2012. “Middle- and Upper-Middle-Class Parent Action for Urban Public
Schools: Promise or Paradox?” Teachers College Record 114 (1): 1–43.

Powell, John A. 1997. “The Colorblind Multiracial Dilemma: Racial Categories Re-
considered.” University of San Francisco Law Review 31:789–806.

Raschka, Lydie. 2008. “Rejecting G&T: Despite the Drama Surrounding Admissions,
Some Parents Opt Out of Gifted Programs Altogether.” West Side Spirit, May 1.

Roberts, Carl. W., and Kurt Lang. 1985. “Generations and Ideological Change: Some
Observations.” Public Opinion Quarterly 49 (4): 460–73.

Sapon-Shevin, Mara. 1994. Playing Favorites: Gifted Education and the Disruption of the
Community. Albany, NY: SUNY Press.

Sapon-Shevin, Mara. 2003. “Equity, Excellence, and School Reform: Why Is Finding
Common Ground So Hard?” In Rethinking Gifted Education, ed. James H. Borland.
New York: Teachers College Press.

Saporito, Salvatore, and Annette Lareau. 1999. “School Selection as a Process: The
Multiple Dimensions of Race in Framing Educational Choice.” Social Problems 46
(3): 418–39.

http://www.tueforumclt.org/NewsPages/11Q3/110712Schools/110712Abstract.pdf
http://www.tueforumclt.org/NewsPages/11Q3/110712Schools/110712Abstract.pdf
http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/school-choice-and-segregation-race-class-and-achievement
http://nepc.colorado.edu/publication/school-choice-and-segregation-race-class-and-achievement
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d11/tables/dt11_094.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d11/tables/dt11_094.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d11/tables/dt11_101.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d11/tables/dt11_101.asp
http://schools.nyc.gov/default.aspx


Roda and Wells

FEBRUARY 2013 293

Sassen, Saskia. 2006. Cities in a World Economy. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge.
Schneider, Mark, and Jack Buckley. 2002. “What Do Parents Want from Schools?

Evidence from the Internet.” Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 24 (2): 133–44.
Schneider, Mark, Paul Teske, and Melissa Marschall. 2000. Choosing Schools: Consumer

Choice and the Quality of American Schools. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Schuman, Howard, and Jacqueline Scott. 1989. “Generations and Collective Mem-

ories.” American Sociological Review 54 (3): 359–81.
Senior, Jennifer. 2010. “Myth of a Gifted Child.” New York Magazine, February 8.
Sinkkink, David, and Michael O. Emerson. 2007. “School Choice and Racial Seg-

regation in US Schools: The Role of Parents’ Education.” Ethnic and Racial Studies
31 (2): 267–93.

Smrekar, Claire E. 2009. “The Social Context of Magnet Schools: How and Why
Parents Choose Magnets.” In Handbook of Research on School Choice, ed. Mark Berends,
Matthew Springer, Dale Ballou, and Herbert Walberg. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Weiher, Gregory, and Kent Tedin. 2002. “Does Choice Lead to Racially Distinctive
Schools? Charter Schools and Household Preferences.” Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management 21 (1): 79–92.

Wells, Amy Stuart. 1993. Time to Choose: America at the Crossroads of School Choice Policy.
New York: Hill & Wang.

Wells, Amy Stuart, Jennifer Jellison Holme, Anita T. Revilla, and Awo K. Atanda.
2009. Both Sides Now: The Story of School Desegregation’s Graduates. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Wells, Amy Stuart, and Douglas Ready. 2012. “Adult ‘Children of the Suburbs’ in
Urban Spaces: A Mixed-Methods Study of a Global City and Its Segegrated Schools
in a Post–Civil Rights Era.” A proposal for externally funded research, Center for
Understanding Race and Education (CURE), Teachers College, Columbia Univer-
sity.

Wells, Amy Stuart, and Allison Roda. 2008. “Colorblindness and School Choice: The
Central Paradox of the Supreme Court’s Ruling in the Louisville and Seattle School
Integration Cases.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Edu-
cational Research Association, New York, April.

Willms, J. Douglas, and Frank Echols. 1993. “The Scottish Experience of Parental
School Choice.” In School Choice: Examining the Evidence, ed. Edith Rasell and Richard
Rothstein. Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute.

Winant, Howard. 1997. “Behind Blue Eyes: Contemporary White Racial Politics.”
New Left Review 225, September–October.

Winant, Howard. 2004. “Behind Blue Eyes: Whiteness and Contemporary U.S. Racial
Politics.” In Off White: Readings on Power, Privilege and Resistance, 2nd ed., ed. Michelle
Fine, Lois Weiss, Linda Powell Pruitt, and April Burns. New York: Routledge.



Copyright of American Journal of Education is the property of University of Chicago Press and its content may

not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's express written

permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.


	School Choice Policies and Racial Segregation: Where White Parents’ Good Intentions, Anxiety, and Privilege Collide
	Recommended Citation

	untitled

