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Segregation in the Twin Cities: Reforming the Integration Revenue Program 
 

Segregation in the Twin Cities Schools: Segregation is a serious and increasing problem 
 

• In 1992, only nine elementary schools were non-white segregated. 
• In 2008, the number was 108 
• 96% of the 108 non-white segregated schools had FRLE rates above 40% 
• 73% of the 108 schools were above 75% FRLE in 2008 

 

 
 
Segregated schools also tend to be low-performing schools (measured by test scores, graduation 
rates and other measures). A wide variety of research studies show a negative relationship 
between school segregation rates and achievement gaps. (See “The Integration Report” Issue 20, 
August 11, 2009, http://theintegrationreport.wordpress.com/2009/08/11/the-integration-report-
issue-20/.) 
 

Racial and Economic Segregation in the Twin Cities Especially Hurts Students of Color 
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The Current Integration Revenue Program 
 
Integration Revenue is extra funding meant to promote integration that is provided to Minnesota 
school districts with racially isolated schools.  
 
But the program currently provides little or no incentive for school districts to desegregate their 
minority and low-income students. 
 
The purpose of the funding should be changed from “increasing interracial contact” to the actual 
integration of school districts, schools, and classrooms. 
 

Weaknesses of the current funding formula 
 
The program’s primary goal—promoting “interracial contacts”—is ambiguous 

• It is interpreted very broadly by receiving districts 
• This means that many districts simply use the money as extra funding for poor and 

minority schools for ESL, support staff, training… 
• These are worthy purposes, but are not directly related to desegregating schools.  

 
Adverse incentives 

• Disincentive to fully eradicate segregation because this would lead to discontinued 
funding 

 
Possible Integration Revenue Reform:  

Reward school districts on a per student basis for documented pro-integrative student 
movements and for the number of students attending integrated schools. 

 
(1) Intra-district Moves 
 Reward districts for: 

– White student movement from predominantly white assigned schools to 
integrated or predominantly non-white schools 

– Student of color movement from predominantly non-white assigned schools to 
integrated or predominantly white schools  

 
(2) Inter-district Moves 
 Reward both sending and receiving districts for: 

– White student movement from predominantly white assigned schools to 
integrated or predominantly non-white schools 

– Student of color movement from predominantly non-white assigned schools to 
integrated or predominantly white schools 

Extra revenue would replace some of the revenue lost in sending districts and augment 
regular aid flows in receiving districts. 

 
(3) Integrated Schools 
 Reward districts for the number of students in schools meeting a region-wide definition  
 of “integrated”. 
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Integration Revenue Reform Simulation 
 
Compensation: $2,250 per move for pro-integrative moves (roughly equal to the average CIY 
financial incentive); $250 per student in integrated schools (schools with non-white shares 
between 25 percent and 75 percent). The simulation is for Twin Cities metro districts only. 
 
Spreadsheet:  
Columns (1) – (2): 2007 Actual Integration Aid 
Columns (3) – (7): Calculations for pro-integrative moves from Choice is Yours and 

Magnet data only. Other possible contributors not included (no data)—inter- and  
intra-district open enrollments, district-sponsored charter schools. 

Columns (8) – (9): Calculations for students in integrated schools. 
Column (10): Total integration revenue 
 

Highlights of results 
 

• Minneapolis and St. Paul still receive the most funding because they already have 
programs that result in substantial numbers of pro-integrative moves—magnet schools 
and CIY. 

• They receive 15-20% less than now but 
– inter- and intra-district open enrollments (not counted in this simulation) would 

make up for at least some of the gap, and 
– modest increases in integration rates in their magnets could also increase funding 

significantly 
• Largest increases in funding would be to suburban districts with significant numbers of 

students of color, such as Bloomington, Brooklyn Center, Burnsville, Fridley, Osseo, 
Robbinsdale, and Shakopee. 

• “New” pro-integrative moves needed in other receiving districts to break even are 
relatively modest. 

• In many cases, existing open enrollments or intra-district choices could be enough to 
ensure break-even. 

 
Other Issues 

 
• Whether to include requirements regarding how funds should be spent—e.g. teacher 

training, student counseling, transportation for after-school activities and parent-teacher 
conferences. 

• Whether to include requirements or incentives regarding in-school segregation from 
tracking or special programs. 

• Funding levels could be retrospective (based on last year) so that per pupil incentives 
could be adjusted to keep funding within a cap. 

• The simulation does not include non-metro districts where the funding formula would 
need to be different because distances and the small number of schools per district limit 
the potential for pro-integrative moves 
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