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ABSTRACT

Four years after the inception of a school

desegregation busing program, the average reading achievement test

scores of the bused pupils showed the sare trends as those among the
- recaiving pupils and pupils at unaffected schools. Tests scores among
all kinderqgarten pupils showed an upward trend, as wveli as scores in
the first, saecond, and third grades. The changes which have occurred
are held to he probably due more to other factors than to

desegregation. Desegregation is considered to be more beneficial for

the higher achieving ainority pupils than for the lover achiever.
There is also said to be a significaat correlation betveen the
average achieverent of bused and receiving pupils. (Author/DN)
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Abstract
of
A REPORT ON THE ACHIEVEMENT OF ELE?ENTARY
PUPILS N INTEGRATED SCHOOLS

Four years after the beginning of a program of school desegregation
through which pupils of minority ethnlc backgrounds are bused to schools
in predominantly majority nelghbcrhoods, the average reading achlevement
test scores of the bused puplls hava Increased at some grade levels, changed
little at others, and decreased at stiil others. The same trends are evi-
dent among the recelving puplls and among pupils attending schools which
were not affected by desegregation. Therefore, the changes which have
occurred are probably due to factors other than desegregation, such as a
districtewlde effort to Improve reading schievement. The grade levels at

~ which the average test scores have decreased, grades U4-6, were tested
prior to thls concent:ated effort.

The average readiness test scores of kindergarten puplls in all
three groups (bused, recelving, and non-recelving) In 1959 continued an
vpward trend which, except for a decrease asmong bustd puplls In 1968,
has been evident since 1967, First, second, and third gr.de puplls in
the three groups also scored higher in 1969 than In ‘968, reversing a
general downward trend. Bused puplls in the flrst grade had shown only
a slight Jecrease In thelr average reading achlevement test performance;
the Increase was sufficlent to bring the 1969 average nbove the 1966
average. The scores of the sacond end third grade bused puplls had
decreased more; the reversal brought them to slightly alove (grade 2)
and slightly below (grade 3) the 1966 averages.

Desegregation seems to be more beneficial for the nigher achieving
minority puplls than for the !uwer achlevers, & confirmation of the ''taking
the 11d of f''* effect mentioned \n the 1967 report. A comparison of 1968
and 1969 10th, 25th, SOth, 75th and 90th parcentiles veveals tha®, while
puplls at all levels scored higher in 1969, puplis at the 75th end 90th
percentiles gained more than did puplls at lower levels, Also, the highest
te:t scoras achleved by the bused puplls were higher In 1969 thar in any
pelor year.

As In 1968, thare was & signlificant corcelation Letween the average
achievement of bused and recelving pupils. That is, puplls bused to schools
with high athieving recelving pupils usually had higher average test scores

!rundc for this project were granted by the Office of Compensatory
Education, Californla State Department of Cducation, under provisions of
the McAtear Act.
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than did puplils bused to schools with low achieving receiving pupils,
Certain school factors seem to have similar effects on the achievemeidt
of both the bused and the receiving pupiis. 1t Is likely that these
factors are the socloeconomic backgrounds of the receiving puplls and
classroom effects such as the Instructional program, pupil motivation,
etc.

The average achievement of fourth and fifth grade pupils, the
only grades for which actuat pre-desegregation data are avallable, was
higher before desegregation then after one to two years of desegregation.
Again, this was also true of non-recelving puplis so It mey be due to
factors other than school desegregation. Puplls in the sixth grade also
scored lower In the fall of 1968 than the previous year. As mentioned
earlier, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade pupils were tested prior to the
district-wide effort to Iincrease reading achievement, Hopefully, the
downward trend has been reversed.




A REPORT ON THE ACHIEVEMENT OF ELEMEVTARY
PUPILS IN INTEGRATED SCHOOLS

dntrodyction

Four years after the Rlverside Unifled School District bagan busing
puplils of minority ethnic backgrounds to effect school desegregation, the
average reading achlevement test scores of the bused puplls have Increaseed
at come grade levels, changed little at others, and decreased at still
othsrs. The seme trends are evident among the recelving pupils and smong
pupils attending schools which were not affected by desegregation, There~
fore, the changes which have occurred are probably due to factors other
than desegregation, such as a district-wide effort to Improve reading
achievement. The grade levels at which the average scores have decreased,
grades 46, were tested prior vo this concentrated effort.

Oesagregation was accomplished by closing three schools which
were virtually one hundred per cent minority (Mexican-Americen and Negro)
and assigning the puplis to schools In predominantiy maJority nelghborhoods.
The program began in the fall of 1965; all pupils had been desegregated by
the fall of 1967, Schools with relatively low percentages of minority
pupils were selected as rece’ving schools., The distances Involved required
the busling of most puplis; however, approximately five par cent of the
primary grade puplls and flfteen per cent of the puptis In grades four
through six tive within walking distance of the recelving schools. They
are included with the bused puplils in this report., Also included ore o
few puplls (25-30 at each grade level) who were bused from two other
schools at which changing nelighborhood patterns have Increased the pro-
portion of minority puplls to more than fifty per cent.

In addition to the bused pupils, this report contains data for
recelving puplis and puplls at nonsraceiving schools. Recalving puplls
are children who attend the sixteen recelving schools because they live
In those nelghborhoods. Thus, the recelving pupil population is the
totel school population minus the bused purils, Puplis at non-recelving
schools ettend alght schools which were not selected as recelving schools
because the minority ethnlc populetions equallied or exceeded the district
parcentdge of 16.7. These elght tchools Include the two schools mentioned
above which are approximately flifty per cent minority.

Achievement, In this report, refers to performance on the following
tests:

Kindergarten: MNetropoliten Readiness Tests
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Grades 1, 2, 3, and 6: Stanford Reading Tests - Totea)
Reading Score (& composite of the Word
Reading/Meaning and Paragraph Meaning
Tests)

Grades L and 5: Sequential Tests of Educational Progress -
Reading Test

{n kindergarten through grade three, thase tests were first admin-
istered In the spring of 1666, after approximately one~third of the bused
puplls had sttended desegragated schools for almost one school year.
Fourth and flfth grode pupils have taken the tests since 1963, Sixth
grade puplls were flrst administered the Stanford tests In the fall of
1966. The fourth and fifth grades are therefore the only grades for
which actual pre-~desegregation data are available. The change in test
instruments at the other grades resuited from & State mandated testing
program,

Primery Puoils

The average readiness test scores of kindergarten pupils In all
three groups (bused, recefving, and non-receiving) In 1969 coatlnued an
upward trend which, except for a decrease among bused pupils In 1968,
has baen evident since 1967 (Appendix, Table 1). As the average score
of the bused puplls has Incressed, the proportion of puplls who should
expetience difficulty with first grade work has decreased. The publisher
of tho readiness tests estimates that puplls who score below a certalin
level are likely to experlence difflculty. In 1967, 66 per cent of the
bused puplls scored below this level, as compared to 31 per cent of the
puplls in the publisher's sample and 20 per cent of the recelving pupils,
In 19A9, the per cent of bused puplls scoring betow that tevetl had declined
to 56, a flgure that Is stlll too high but mey be indicative of an encour~
aging trend,

The average reading achlevement test scores of all three groups
of puplils In the first, second, and third grades were higher in 1949
than In 1968, reversing & general downward trend (Appendix, Table 1),
the decrease in the averege score of the flest grade bused puplts had
been slight: the increase was sufficient to bdeing the 1963 average sbove
the 1966 average. The scores of the second and third grade bused pupils
had decreased more; the reversal brought them to stightly above (grede 2)
and slightly below (grade 3) the 1966 averages.

tn both 1968 and 1969, there was & wide varlation In the average
performance of bused pupils attending different recelving schools (Appendix,
Tobles 245). Some of the variations seemed to be random, or limited to
one grade level at & particular school. For exsmple, the averasge score
of flest grade puplls bused to Palm School was §3,.38, in comparison to
28.98 for al) first grodo bused puplils; second graders bused to Psim hed
an dverage score of 25.17 In comparison to 31,79 for all second grade
bused puplis, Other variations were mote consistent; the two extreme
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examples are Alcott and Pachappa. Puplis bused to Alcott scored higher
than other bused puplls at every grade level., Except In grade five,
pupiis bused to Pacheppa scored lower than puplils bused elsewhere,

Fluctuations between the 1968 and 1969 average scores of the
bused puplls attending many schools were also great. For exsmple, the
avarage score of kindergarten puplls bused to Victorla lncreased from
22,18 In 1967 to 58.50 In 1968 and decreased to 40.42 In 1969, Differences
such as these are probably due to the fact that they represent diffarent
children {83 the number of children Invoived |s quite small, the mean
scores are easlly Influenced by Individual differences) and to varying
classroom effects.

It appears that, as mentioned In the 1967 report, desegregation
is more advantageous for high achleviang minority puplls than for the
lower achievers, A comparison of 1968 and 1969 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th,
and 90th percentiles reveals that, white puplls at all levels scored
higher In 1969, puplls at the 75th and SOth percentiles gained more
than did puptls at lower levels., Also, the upper ends of the ranges
of first, second, and third grads bused puplis were higher In 1969 than
in any prior year (Appendix, Table 6). .

Parcentlles for puplls attending segregeted schools in 1966 were
compared with nercentllas for puplls wivw were bused from the Same areas
to Integrated schools In 1969 (Appendix, Teble 7). The data indicate
that, with the exception of third grade puplls, the performance of high
ochieving minority puplls hes I(mpeoved more than has the performénce of
low achieving minority pupils., Third grade puplls performed lower at
al) levels In 1569 than in 1966,

Tests of statistical sigaificance were applled to proportions of
students scoring at or above the 1966 nlnetieth percentlile In 1966 and
In 1969. Significantly more kindergarten, firast, and second grade puplls
had high reading achlavement test scores in 1969 than In 1966, However,
:; nlficantly fewer third grade puplis had high scores In 1969 than In

Data for the bused puplils ware andlyaed by thelr ethnle back-
grounds and by the nleghborhoods from which they were bused (the schools
they would have attended prior to desegregation). Oifferesnces between
the two ethnlc groups ware s!ight and wers not consistent. At some grade
levals, the aversge score of the black students was higher; at other grade
levels, the average score of the Mexicen-Americon students was higher,
Differences between puplis from different nelghborhoods were not signi-
::::nt. but were somewhat consistent, probably due to socloeconomic

erences,

Ouring the analysis of the 1968 date, It was observed that the
average scores of puplis bused to different schools varled conslderadly.
This led to the finding, reported 1ast yrar, that a positive ond slgn!-
flcont corcelation exists between the aversge reading test scores ©
busad and recelving puplis sttending the various schools, That s, If
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the average score of the racelving puplils at a particular school is high
In comparison with all receiving puplls, the average score of the bused
pupils at that school is likety to be high In comparison with all bused
puplls, |If the average score of the recalving puplls Ie low, the everege
score of the bused puplls Is 1lkely to be tow also, Thls Indicates that
certaln factors, operating within the.schools, have simlilar effects on the
achlevament of bused pupils and recelving puplls, ceusing them to achleve
elther highar or lower than puplils attending other schools. However, It
was suspected that the correlations were at least partially due to a
correlation betwesn the socloeconomlic backgrounds of the two groups, That
is, It was suspected that the bused puplls with higher socloeconomic backe
grounds than most other bused puplis attended schools [n which the receiving
puplils were of high socloeconomic backgrounds and the lower socloeconomic
bused puplis attended recelving schools in lower socloeconomlic nelghbore
hoods. This would have explained the correlations, Data were not readlly
avcilable last year for testing this suspiclon,

This year, when signiflicant correlations were agaln found between the
average achlorement of bused and receiving puplis (Appandix, Table 8), soclo-
cconomic deta' were avallsble, The cocrelations ware then ree-calculated,
partialling out the effects of the socloaconomic status of the bused puptlls
(Appendix, Table 9). Slgniflcant correlations remséined at the kindergarten,
flrst, and third grades, The second grade correlation was lower, & phe-
womenon that was previously obsarved when simllar correlations were calculetad
for all schools in the district and which has not yet been explained,

Thus, beyond the Influence of the socioeconomlic status of bused
pupils on thelr average achlevement, certaln factors operating within
the schools have significant and similer effects vpon Lhe average achieve-
ment of both \he dused puplis and the recelving puplls, 1Yhese factors
seem to be the socloeconomic backgrounds of the receiving puplls and
classroom effects, such as tha instructiona?! progrem, pupil motlvation,
atc.

While these correlations are Intsresting, and might have some program
implications, they help explain only the variations in ayeragg test scores
of pupllis attending dltfarent schools. Test scores of individual pupils
attending any one $chootl vary much more thaa do tho aversge scores of the
several schools, These latter vartations are much more difficult to
explain, However, they ore also more easlly changed., As average scores
are composed of Indlividual) scores and seem to be affected by the socio-
economic backgrounds of the recelving puplils and by somewhat elusive
clossroom effects, It seens loglcal that the achieviment of dbused pupils
would improve If they wers bused only to schools at which the sverage
achievement of recelving puplls at most grade tevels Is ot least as high
as the districtewide avarage.

'Using the occupation of the hedd of the household, socloeconomie
Inder codes were assignsd to each child. The ccding scheme, developed
by Otls Dudiey Duncan, may be found in Qccupations and Social $telus by
Aldbert J. Relss, Jr.

Q




lntemediate Pyplls

Bused, recelving, and non-recelving puplis In the fourth, fifth, and
sixth grades performed less well on standardized reading achlevement tests
In the fall of 1968 than the previous year (Appendix, Tables 10-12). As
mentioned previously, the tests were glven prior to a districtewlde effort
to Improve reading achlevement.

The average achlevement of fourth and flfth grade pupllis, the only
grades for which pre-desegregation data are avaliable, was higher before
desegregation than after one to two years of desegregation. Again, as
this was true of pupils attending schools not sffectad by desegregation
a3 voll es buted and receiving puplls, It must not be due to school deseg-
regation,

Results of the anaiyses of the achicvement of bused puplls from
diffarcnt ethnic backgrounds and home nolghborhoods were similar to
primary grade results, Dlifforences werc not sligniflicant and were tess
consistent than In the primary grades.

Correlations between the average scores of fourth grade bused and
receiving puplils were signiflcant; correlations between fifth and sixth
grade bused and recelving puplls were very ‘ow and were not significant.

Soncjuslons

One to four years of experlente In desegregated schools seems to have
had tittle, If any, effect on the average performance on achlevement tests
of elther bused or recelving puplls., Although the average scores
of puplls In the lower grades have Improved, so have the average scores
of puplis attending schools not affected by the deseqregation program,
However, perhops detegregation has verved to helighten the svareness of
school teachars and administrators o* the Importence of academic athleve-
ment and has ted to innovative programs Lo meet widely dive, 3ing naeds
which have spread to other schools tn the district and which, in turn,
couted the genaral upward trend,

Two findings of this year's snalysis seem to have particutar import.
First, attending desegregated schools seens to be more beneficlial for high
achlaving bused puplis than for othars, a confirmation of the !'taking the
1id off effect mentioned In the 1987 report. Second, attending schools
with high achieving cecelving puplis seems to lead to higher performance
of bused puplls,

Eunds for this project ware granted by the Offlce of Compensatory Edveaticn,
Caltfornia State Depacrtment of Education undar provisions of the McAtesr Act,
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TABLE |

AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES, KINDERGARTEN - GRADE S IX
19651966 THROUGH 1968-1969

1965 - 1966 ' 1966~1967 1967-1968 1968-1968
Mean |%ile or | Mean [%ile or| Mean |[%lle or | Mean [%ile or
Raw Grade Raw Grade Raw Grade Raw Grade
Score | Equlv, |Score | Equiv.| Score | Equlv. ) Score | Equlv,
Kindergarten
Bused Puplls 39 22 Ly 29 Lo 23 Ly 29
Receiving Pupils} 58 57 59 59 59 59 63 67
Non-Recelving
Puplls 50 4o 53 46 55 51 58 57
District 54 L8 56 53 57 55 59 59
Grade One ,
Bused Pupils 25 1.5 25 1.5 25 1.5 - 29 1.6
Recelving Puplls| 37 1.7 38 1.7 38 1.7 b2 1.8
Non-=Recelving
Puplls 32 1.6 33 1.6 3 1.6 37 1.7
District 34 1.7 36 1.7 35 1.7 39 1.7
firade Two .
Bused Pupils 31 2,1 28 2.0 25 1.9 32 2,2
Recelving Puplis| 44 2.7 45 2.7 43 2,6 48 2.8
Non-Receiving
Pupils 39 2.5 37 2.4 37 2.4 4 2,6
District 42 2.C | 2,6 Lo 2.5 by 2.7
Grade Three
Bused Pupils 47 2,8 L6 2.7 L2 2.6 45 2,7
Recelving Puplls|{ 64 3.5 64 3.5 65 3.5 66 3.6
Non-Receiving
Pupils 59 3.2 59 3.2 56 3.1 61 3.3
District . N 61 3.3 60 3.3 62 3.4
Grade Four _
Bused Pupils 238 21 240 30 237 15 236 13
Recefving Puplls| 250 89 249 87 248 83 | 248 83
Non=-Recelving '
Pupils 244 57 245 62 245 62 242 47
District 247 76 247 76 246 68 24 62
Grade Flve '
Bused Puplls 2h7 21 24y 2] 244 17 243 15
Recelving Pupllsi 261 89 260 87 258 77 257 72
Non=-Recelving
Pupils 256 71 255 70 254 57 254 57
District 257 72 257 72 256 71 255 70
. Grade Six
Bused Pupils . .o « . b4y . uns . 4.4
Recelving Puplls| , ., .o .. 6.1 .. 6.1 . 5.9
Non=-Receiving
Puplts .o . .o 5.5 .. 5.5 - 5.3
D'st"lct ') L Y (I ) 507 L ] 5'8 a o 5'6

)
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TABLE 2

AVERAGE RAW SCORES ON METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS
KINDERGARTEN, MAY 1968 AND MAY 1969

= e —————

Bused Pupils Recelving Pupils
School Nay 1968 May 1969 May 1968 May 1969
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Number Raw Number Raw Number Raw Number Raw
Score Score Score Score
Adams 12 36,50 | 10 46,70 80 52,41 82 56.50
Alcott 10 52,10 | 11 58.27 67 70.72 56 70.11
Bryant 3 e 6 h7.33 k9 61,82 34 60.85
v Cestle View 4 . 8 44,62 39 65.79 36 62,08
"2 Hightand 6 |uwsar | s 52,00 | 120 | 67.31 | 119 | 67.15
Y Hyate 6 |37 | 7 w343 | 58 | svabu | 5 66. 18
Jackson 16 42.19 | 14 w214 { 137 56,85 | 112 61.00
Jefferson 23 38,74 | 24 42,96 | 102 57.21 92 | 62,93
| Liberty 9 28.78 { 10 48.80 77 55,06 57 61.77
% Madison 9 45.22 | N i, 09 61 61.49 66 61.76
" Hagnolla 15 | 3747 [ 20 |42 | 91 | 5838 78 |59.7
L Monroe 6 {23.33 | 23 h6.48 | 112 54,07 | 101 63.12
. Pachappa 7 26.14 | 1 21,64 26 55.85 36 54,61
Cooealm | 7 |unes | 6 44,33 | 51 [ s6.02 )] 37 | 53.86
0 Victorla 10 58,50 | 19 40.42 51 69,0k 39 70.79
. uashington 12 | 3817 | 1 by64 | 80 | 5550 | 71 | 63.46
. Total 155 | bo.41 | 199 43,70 | 1201 59.36 | 1067 | 62.52
o Note:

Throughout this report, average scores of groups of less than flve puplls
have been omltted.




TABLE 3

AVERAGE STANFORD TOTAL READING RAW SCORES
GRADE ONE, MAY 1968 AND MAY 1969

Bused Pupils Receiving Pupils
School tlay 1968 May 1969 Hay 1968 May 1969

Mean Mean Mean Mean
Number Raw Number Raw Number Raw Number Raw
Score Score Score Score
Adams 14 27.14 15 31.20 92 36,63 86 41,69
Alcott 8 42,38 22 38.14 78 48,40 85 51,28
Bryant 4 . 7 24,43 36 36.33 ks 40.89
Castle View 6 19.00 8 21.25 39 4o,82 he 33.43
Highland 3 . . 8 24,88 99 k1,70 124 41,59
Hyatt 6 26.83 8 23,00 52 Ly, 08 63 04,87
Jackson 26 25.27 25 23.52 137 35.26 i32 Lo, 16
Jefferson 16 19.75 19 34.53 112 33.39 96 43,93
Liberty 10 31.50 1 33.27 65 39.94 74 38.19
Madison 17 25.00 10 30.90 78 35.12 59 L5.83
Magnolia 4 22,21 23 27.35 95 36.5! 93 38.86
Monroe 21 23.33 23 23,22 91 36.36 98 37.83
Pachappa 9 18.89 12 21,58 38 28.58 30 37.70
Palm t . e 8 43,38 43 43,91 54 41,87
Victoria 16 28.25 20 31.55 59 k.30 Ly 50.78
Washlngton 9 25.33 5 28.73 70 34.89 80 42,66
Total 180 25,41 234 28,93 1184 38.01 {1206 42,15
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TABLE &4

AVERAGE STANFORD TOTAL READING RAW SCORES
GRADE TWO, MAY 1968 AND MAY 1963

Bused Puptls Recelving Puplls
May 1968 May 1969 May 1968 May 1969
School

Mean Mean Mean Mean
Number Raw Number Raw Number Rew Number Raw
Score Score Score Score
 Adams 12 26,58 | 21 36,52 | 105 39.44 | 80 | 50.54
oo Alcott 13 | 37.69 8 3600 | 89 | 49.35 | 62 | 53.26
" Bryant 3 . 4 .. b5 w.s2 | w | s3.45
Castle View 10 31,00 8 24,62 39 | 48.08 53 50.19
Highland 5 35.40 5 26,40 98 { 50.21 | 101 46,23
Hyatt 5 23,00 8 | 29,38 49 46,98 54 | 54.50
Jackson 21 24,95 23 31,26 96 41,03 t18 Lk, 90
<7 Jefferson 23 21.26 i3 24,62 | 106 38,43 | 113 43.24
~ tlberty 9 28. ik 9 28,22 64 | 40.50 72 45,57
 Madison 10 | 26,10 { 18 | 37,33 { 71 1 39.84 } 67 | 56.21
. Magnolla 13 | 22,69 9 |u3.67 | 69 | uhe2 | e | 48.00
. Monroe 19 15.74 | 26 | 28,27 | 107 38.96 | 101 42.30
" Pachappa 8 | 18,25 | 11 2627 | 48 | 4025 | 37 | 41.86
. paim 6 | 26.50 6 |25.7 | 38 |us.76 | su | 47.63
. Victorls 20 | 23.60 | 18 |37.00 | 76 | 49.91 | €3 | s57.89
" washington ¢ | 2700 | 1 29,18 | 82 |uu2| 6 | w.2
Tota) 186 24,90 | 198 31,79 11182 | 43.h2 | 1188 | 47.96




-13-

TABLE 5

AVERAGE STANFORD TOTAL READING RAW SCORES
GRADE THREE, MAY 1968 AND MAY 1969

Bused Pupils

Receiving Puplils

Schaol May 1968 May 1969 May 1968 May 1969
Mean Mean Mean Mean
Number Raw Number Raw Number Raw Number Raw

Score Score Score Score
Adams 12 42,33 16 bs5,12 85 60.25 107 62.87
Alcott 4 43,57 17 57.7 82 74.84 88 74.51
Bryant 5 h2,20 6 38.83 49 59.84 by 58,75
Castle View 4 .. 12 50.75 52 65.65 54 69.35
Highland 5 47.00 A 48,55 106 69,32 95 70.94
Hyatt 5 46,60 7 53.14 61 71.25 50 72.38
Jackson 22 37.27 19 46, 32 131 63.95 gl 61.88
Jefferson 23 40.83 22 46.00 102 60.09 109 65.89
Liberty b .« e 11 40,55 60 54,07 70 56,46
Madison 11 L6.18 9 54,00 74 64,46 67 65.45
Magnolia 14 47.43 20 43,05 86 67.73 64 64. 45
Monroe 16 33.81 19 36.53 93 60,57 97 61,38
Pachappa 8 33.00 15 36.80 47 62.19 L6 64.35
Palm 5 42,60 6 41.67 57 62.35 L6 65.65
Victoria 16 48,25 19 40,37 80 74.45 73 67.52
Washington 4 h3.29 12 53.33 79 61.85 79 68.58
Total 178 42,00 221 LS. 43 | 1244 64,79 | 1180 65.70
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TABLE 6

RANGES OF ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES, BUSED
PUPILS, KINDERGARTEN - GRADE THREE
MAY 1967 - MAY 1969

Grade and Percentlles or
Year Raw Scores Grade Equivalents
Kindergarten
1967 8-97 <1->99
1968 8-83 <1-97
1969 5-83 <1-97
Grade One
1967 [ <|o0'2.5
1968 0-70 <1.0=-3.1
1969 6-72 1,0-3.6
Grade Two
1967 . a 1.2-3.5
|968 0‘62 <| .0'3"’
1969 3-75 1.2=b.1
Grade Three
1967 . . 1.4=5.5
1968 0-88 <1,0-5.9
1969 7-90 1.4-6.4




TABLE 7

RAW SCORE CENTILE POINTS, ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES,
PRIMARY GRADE SEGREGATED PUPILS IN 1966 AND
SELECTED® DESEGREGATED PUPILS IN 1969

Kindergarten Grade One Grade Two Grade Three
Centlle
Rank? .
1966 1969 1966 1969 1966 11969 | 1966 |1969
10 23-24 27 13-14 | 13 |19-20 { 15 28 | 23
25 32 31 17«18 {18 (23-24 | 19 37 30
50 42 4 21-22 | 25 |31-32 | 28 L8 L2
75 50 55 29-30 |36 |37-38 | 41 59 54
90 53-54 62 37-38 | 46 [47-48 | 54 69 64

2)acludes only puplls from areas of schools which were
segregated In Spring 1966,

puplls from Casa Blanca and trving,

b

percentage of pupils scored,

Thus, all kindergarten pupils from Casa
Blanca were Included, as were all flrst, second, and third grade

scored at or below the tenth centlile rank,

A centile rank Is a position at or below which a certain
For example, ten per cent of the pupils
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TABLE 8

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE ACHIEVEMENT
OF BUSED PUPILS AND RECEIVING PUPILS

Klndergarten 5549

Grade One .5396

Grade Two 5463

Grade Three .7793
TABLE 9

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE ACHIEVEMENT

OF BUSED PUPILS AND RECEIVING PUPILS

PARTIALLING OUT THE SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS OF THE BUSED PUPILS

Kindergarten .6852
Grade One .5178
Grade Two L4263

Grade Three L7023

et 1 A B e P AR 4 & e A e e
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TABLE 10

AVERAGE CONVERTED SCORES, SEQUENTIAL TEYTS OF
EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS, READ ING TEST
GRADE FOUR, FALL 1968

Bused Pupils Receiving Puplls
School
Number Nean Number Mean
Adams 22 |.. 236.50 82 243,28
Alcott - Ty 235.06 84 255,40
Bryant 8 232,12 38 241,42
Castle View 9 235,33 55 242,31
Highland 6 240,67 96 250,34
Hyatt 2 . e 61 250, 18
Jackson 25 237.40 121 247,00
Jefferson 19 238,132 97 247,22
Liberty 9 233.89 56 244,25
Madison N 237.64 76 247.49
Hagnolla 1 235.6h 88 249,07
Monroe 18 235.72 91 241,74
Pachappa 7 232,57 Lo 242,25
Palm 9 233.89 59 244,73
Victoria 21 238,67 75 257.15
Washington 13 231,92 79 245,24
Total 207 236,11 1198 247.52




AVERAGE CONVERTED SCORES, SEQUENTIAL TESTS OF

-18=

TABLE 11

EODUCATIONAL PROGRESS, READING TEST

GRADE FIVE, FALL 1968

Bused Puplls Recelving Pupils
School
Number Vean Number Mean
Adams 13 244,08 86 256.29
Alcott 14 248.29 90 263,02
Bryant 5 232.40 L8 253.15
Castle View g 243,60 62 263,34
Highland 6 243,83 89 269,80
Hyatt 7 236. 14 57 257.72
Jackson 24 244,96 119 254,46
~Jefferson 15 240,27 126 252.67
Liberty ] .. 73 259,14
Madison 7 242,43 66 254,89
Magnolla " 238.09 76 255.95
Monroe 21 245,43 106 254,69
Parhappa 8 255.25 45 255.44
Palm 6 247,00 Ls 257,78
Victoria 12 241.33 67 265.00
washington 12 240,33 67 252,01
Total 167 243,42 1222 257.07
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TABLE 12

AVERAGE STANFORD TOTAL READING RAW SCORES
GRADE SIX, FALL 1968

Bused Pupils Recelving Puplls
School T

Number Hean Number Hean

Adsms 17 40.53 86 .| 55.35
Alcott H h2.82 93 68.3!
Bryant 6 36.00 25 50.24
Costle View 6 37.67 53 69.32
Hightand b N 92 61,00
Hyatt b . 56 62,70
Jackson [ 36.71 119 52.69
Jefferson s 35.93 112 55.08
Liberty 9 36.78 . 56 §5.62
Madison ] 3h.73 83 54,65
Hagnolia 13 34,92 84 s4.75
Monroe r 1 32,33 117 54,62
Pachappe 10 34,00 81 57.84
Palm 5 Sh. 40 52 54.60
Vietorla 19 36.68 93 66.33
Vashington 8 36.38 86 56.66
Totatl 176 36.84 1258 $8.09




