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The Effects of Seg

regation and Desegregation

It is im

portant to put the question of the effects of

hievement in historical context.

desegregation on Black ac To do

this I would like to quote from social acient -

ysts and other expert

witnesses who testified in the Brown (1954) trial. It is clear from

their testimony that the social scientiats believed that segregation

had a negative impact

on Black achievement in at least .hree ways.

First, the fact that segregated Bl

ack .schools wereé {nferior to

white schools in te

rms of the quality of the facilities and per pupil

" expenditures was thought to legd to 1

ow levels of achievement. prior

to Brown it was not un

common for Southern states to allocate from 2

to

5 times as much money per pupil for white students as was

allocated for Blacks (Ashmore, 1954; Thompson, 1975). Also, Black

schools in the South had teachers

who were less well trained and who

were paid.about half as much as teachers in white schools (Ashmore,

1954). Conditions in Black sch

the findings of Matthew vhitehe

Clarendon County, Carolina, dur

nThe total value of ¢t
furnishings of the two whi
children was four times &S

ools were often appalling. Consider

ad'uho testified about the schools in

ing the Briggs vsS. Elliot (1951) case.

he bpildings, grounds, and
te schools that pccommodated
high o8 the total for the three

Negro schools that accommodated 8 total of 808 students.

The white schools were constructed of brick and stuccO;

there was one teacher for each . at the colored .
schools, there was one teacher § 47 children. At the
shite high school, there wasd only one class with an enroll-
mentas high as 24; at the Secott's Branch high school for
Negroes, classes ranged from 33 so0 u7. Besides the courses
offered at both schools, the curriculum at the white high
school included biology, typing, and bookkeepingi at the
black high school, only a8 and homne qconomics~uere
of fered. There wa3d no running water at one of the two
outlying colored grade schools and no electricity at the
other one. There sere indoor flush toilets at both white
schools but no £lush toilets, indoors or outdoors, at any




of the Negro schools--only outhouses, and not nearly
enough of them" (Kluger, 1976, p. 332).

Second, it was thought that the "padge of {nferiority" that
segregatioﬁ represented led Black students, and their teachers, to
.~ nave low expectations regarding their capacities to achieve. These
low expectations were believed to lead to 1low achievement. This
argument can be traced through the testimony of several social

scientists. David Krech said:

nLegal segregation, because it is legal, because it
4{s obvious to everyone, gives ... environmental support
for the belief that Negroes are in some way different from
and inferior to white people” (Kluger, 1976, p. 362).

In another trial Horace English testified that:

nIf we din it into a person that he is incapable
of learning, then he is less likely to be able to
jearn ... There is 8 tendency for us to l4ve up to--
or perhaps--I'should say down to social expectations and
to learn what people say we can learn, and legal segre-.
gation definitely depresses the Negro's expectancy and is
therefore prejudicial to his learning” (Kluger, 1976,
p. kHi15).

(BN
~.

Third, 4n additionnibw;éddéing'expectancies, segregation was
also thought to reduce the motivation to jearn among ‘Black
students. Brewster Smith testified that:

nSegregation 1is, in 4tself, under the social
circumstances in which it occurs, a social and official
fnsult and ... has widely ramifying consequences on the
jndividual's motivation to learn® (Kluger, 1976, p. 4g91).

And Louisa Holt argued that:

"The fact that segregation is enforced ...
gives legal and official sanction to a policy which is
inevitabdly interpreted both by white people and by
Negroes as denoting the inferiority of the Negro
group ... A sense of inferiority must always affect
one's motivation for jearning since it affects the -
feeling one has for one's self as a person®” (Kluger,
1976, p. k21). '




In the original Brown (1951) decision this line of reasoning was
sufficient to convince Judge Huxman that:
nSegregation of white and colored children in public
schools has a detrimental effect upon the colored chil-
dren. The impact is greater when it has the sanction of
the law; for the policy of separating the races is

usually interpreted as denoting the inferiority cf the

Negro group. A sense of inferiority affects the moti-
vation of @& child to learn. Segregation with the

sanction of law, therefore, has a tendency to retard '
the educational and mental development of Negro children -
and to deprive-them of some of the benefits they would
receive in a racially integrated school system™ (Kiuger,
1976, p. u424).
To sumnmarize, it was because segregation_ués associated with
i inferior schools and led to low levels of expectancy and motivation
in Black children that it was believed to cause low levels of
achievement. At the time little or no data existed on the relative
achievement levels of Blacks and whites in segregated schools. Thus,
the argument rested on reason, not fact.
| Because the Brown trials were concerned with the negative
effects of segregation, minimal consideration was given to the
anticipated effects of desegfegation. In fact, desegregation as a
remedy for seéregation was rarely mentioned‘éKluger, 1976). The
Social scientiats' argumenta concerning the effects of segregation
implied-that qemoving the "badge of inferiority" represented by
segregation would increase the academic expectanciés And motivation
of Blacks and that éhese increases, along Qith 1mpfoved facilities
and instruction, would lead to higher achievement. |
Subsequent theorizing about the effects of segréggiion and

desegregation on Black achievement has elaborated on these basic

notions. For instance, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights' study of

Racial Isolétion in the Public Schools suggested that:
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"Negro children suffer serioué harm whe« their

education takes place in public Schools whicn are racially

segregated, whatever the source of such segregation may

be. Negro children who attend predominantly Negro schools

do not achieve as well as other children, Negro and white.

Their aspirations are more restricted than those of other

children and they do not have as much confidence that they

can influence their own futures® (1967). :

Jencks and his coileagues (Jencks, Smith, dclard, Bane, Cohen,
Bintis, Heyns & Michelson, 15872, pp. 97-98) offered four reasons why
desegregation should improve Black achievement. First,‘they cited

"‘the anticipated positive effects of improvements in school and
teacher qyality; Second, they cited the knowledge that may be
\

acquireq from white peers who ha&e beén socialized into middle class

white norms--the lateral transmission of values hypothesis (for

Y

evidence that this does not occur see Miller, 1981). Third, Jencks
et al. Suggested that teachegg in desegregated schools. may expect
more from Blacks and this may lead Blacks to learn more. Fourth,
desegregation may lead Blacks to expect'that they have a better
chance of making it in society which may motivate them to work harder
and learn more (for a synthesis of many of these arguments see
Linsenmeier & Wortman, "1978).

Achievement Tests e

A1l of the studies to be considered in this analys;s of the
effects of desegregation on Black achievement employed standardized
achievement tests. Any undersbanding of the results of these studies
feéuires that some consideration be given to the nature of these.
tests; Achievement tests were developed to meaSure what students
have learned. They consist of items that sample the geqeral body of
knowledge that schools are expected to teach. The items that are

selected are those that discriminate best between students who have

o ' -~ 8 | e
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jearned a great deal and those who have not. Items which samplé‘
knowledge that everyone learns are not included. This restricts the
type of knowledge sampled to that which is not always learned or
taught. -

7he tests usually take one to three hours to complete. During
this period students at the junior high school level atteupt to
answer approximately 85 multiple choice questions per hour. The
content areas covered:- .most thoroughly (and the only ones reported in
most desegregation studies) are math and verbal skllls. Some tests
‘deal with science and social studies, but uée less éxtensive coverage
for these topics. Thus, these tests examine only a very restrictedA
domain of achievement. This domain,'Verbél and math skills, is
cleafly important, but so too are other domains of achievement that
are not measured. Among these other domains are knowledge of our
politicél, economic, and legal systems, and knowledge of the history
of our society and other countries.

Scorecs or. these tests correlate reasonably well from year to
year and they correlate reasonably well with tests designed to
measure.aptitude and intelligence (Jencks et al., 1972, p. 60;
Wallach, 1976). However, neither achievement tests nor those
designed specifically for the purpose are especially ‘good at
predicting college grades or later success in life (Jencks et al.,
1672, p. 57).

The test that has been most extensively scrutinized in this
regard is the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) developed by the
Educational Testing Service. More than 2,000 studies have examined

the ability of this test to predict future academic performance. The



results indicate that the SAT correlates about .30 to .HO with first
year college grades (Lord & Campos, cited in Linn, 1982). SAf scores
.do not correlate as well with ov\(all college grades (Kumphreys,
'1968) nor do they predict whether or not students will finish college
(Astin, 1970). Also, there is 1ittle relationship between SAT scores
(or similar measures such as the GRE) and later successS after college
{Marston, 1971; McClelland, 1971). In sum, the SAT and most
standardized achievement tests have high content and construct
validity, but only low to moderate predictive validity.

We must be extremely cautious in interpreting the meaning of
achievement scores. They reflect the amount of standard curriculum
materials in the domain of math and verbai skills that students have
learned. vThus,.achievement scores may serve as an jndicator of the
quality of the math and verbal skills programs at the schools the
students are attending, although the same material may be acquired in
the home, from peers, or from the mass media. To tne extent that
desegregation has an effect on achievement scores, {t may be caused
by changes in the quality and amount of instruction in math and
vérbal skills, éhanges in the quality of the student body, or
changes in the:students' potivation to learn. The changes that do
occur probably should not be ijnterpreted as an indicationnthat the
stuéents will subsequently be more or less suyccessful in institutions
of higher education or in economic terms.

I do not mean to imply that test scores are not {mportant, but I
believe they are often important for the wrong reasons. Scores on
achievement tests are used as criteria to determine what tracks

students will be assigned to and whether students will be admitted tO
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college. They are also important because students and teachers
perceive the scores as an indicaﬁion of ability and ijndividual

worth. In this way, theae tests may place inappropriate limits on
the aspirations and self evaluations of low scoring students and they
may lead teachers to have low expectations for low scoring students
(For evidencé that teachers have low expec>ations see Mercer,
Iadicola, & Moore, 1980).

Because these tests measure what students have learned, anything
that affects how much material they are taught or their.capaCity to
assimilate what is presehted will affect achievemeht‘test scores.
Curriculum chahges, differences in styles of presentation and
testing, and disruptions that influence the capacity of teachers to
teach or students' ability or desire to learn are 1ikely to have a
negative impact on what students learn. Because many of the studies
reported in the literature covef only the initiél phases of school
desegregation they are very likely to be affected by these factors.
In particular, the learning environment is apt to differ from the
‘students' previous experiences, especially for minority students.
Some of these differences may -be beﬁeficial in the long run such-as
more demanding teachers, more competitive classmates, and greater
diversity in the student body, but these factors may {nitially have
negative effects on achievement. Other factors such as tension and
conflict between Eroups, negative compérisons with better prebared
students who are often higher in social class, and dealing with
teachers who have little experience teach}ng minority group students
probably have a negative impact and continue to do so.

Although achievement tests are designed to measure what students




have learned, scores on these iests are aiso affected by other
factors. Most important among these other factors 1is the situation
in which the tests are dhﬁiaistered. In particular, high anxiety
ljevels have a negative effect on performaﬁce, except for the very
best students. It is possible that Black students taking these tests
in desegregated schools experience more anxiety than Blacks in
segregated schools. This is likely to be the case to the extent'that
achievement is emphasized in deségregated schools and the Black
students feel academically inferior to or threatened bty the white
students. | ‘ \ |

Achievement tests are "spée&éd" which means that students have a
time limit that is too short for many of them to finish all the
items. This too may create anxiety, it also means that a premium is
placed on motivation and attentiveness. students who are not
motivated to do well or who do not try hard will not score well on
these tests., Lapses of attention that amount to 5 minutes during the
testing hour will mean failing to answer about 7 questions (ét the
jﬁnior high level). This could affect the outcomes by more than 50
points (on tests that have a range of 200-800 with an average of
500). The tests are mosﬁ likely to yield accurate results when the
conditions of testing do not elicit high levels of anxiety and the
students are motivated to do well and are attentive. While these
factors would be expected to influence measures of achievement both
before and after desegregatioﬁ {t would not be surprising to find
that they hﬁa a'mb}e negative impact after desegregation.

The race.of the examiner can also affect test performance;

Blacks often perform better when the examiner is Black rather than

10
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vhite (é.g., Katz, Roberts, & Rodbinson, 1965). It is frequently the
case that &s students move from segregated to desegregated schools

the race of the examiners changes from Black to white. Regrettably,
we have no information on the degree to which such factors actually
have affected the results of the studies we are reviewing, but they

should lead us to be cautious about interpreting these studies.

The Studies in the N.I.E. Study Set

Anderson

This early study exémines an unusugl early desegregation plan in
which students in the numerical minority in a given school could
transfer to schools in which their group Qas in the majority. Thus,
students.could transfer from desegregated to segregated schools. The
study was done in Nashville in 1963. It followed students from the
2nd to the 4th grade, The Metropolitan Achievement Tests were used
to measure reading and math achievement. The sample size was
adequate (N = 34 in the desegregated group), but not large. Iﬁlis
possiblg that Qome of the students in the desegregated group were
éxposed to one fear of desegregation prior to being pretested in the
second grade. It appears from the report that this problem probably
affected less than one-sixth of the students in this group.

Beker

Likxe rost early stpdies, the desegregation that was examined in
this study (1964) consisted of voluntary transfers. The study was
done in a large Northern c;ty. Two gra@e_levels were iﬁcluded
(grades 2 and 3). The sample sizes were very small and may yield

unreliable results (N = 7 - 25). The study is a Fall-to-Spring




! cbmparison of reading and math abilities done during the first year

“of desegregation (measured with the Stanford Achievement Test).

‘Bowman

This is one of the longer studies in the set. It runs from 1967
to 1970. A group of students was followed from grades 1 to 3 and
another group from grades 3 to 5. The sample sizes were of moderate
size (arouna 50 total at each grade level),'but adequate. The
students participated in the program voluntarily and it took ﬁlace in\
a medium sized Northern city (Syracuse). Different tests, the Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills and New York State's Tests, were used to
measure achievement at the pretest and the post-test levels which
makes changes in test scores somewhat difficult to interpret.
Carrigan

I did not calculate effect sizes for this study because I
believe the control group cannot be used to assess the effects of
desegregation. In this study the control group was attending
desegrega;ed schools (50% Black). Since this control group had
already received the "treatment™ of desegregation they provide a
check primarily for maturationr effects. Any changes in this group
may be a consequence of ongoing exposure to desegregation which means
that the differences occurring in this group aré€ not a proper control
for the differences in the vndesegregated” group. Also, the
ndesegregated” group actually started out in a.someuhat desegregated
school (80% Black) so this is not an optimal group to measure the
effects of desegregation.

Clark

This is one of the small number of studies in the set that was

jmsd




done in the South. It is a study of a majority-to-minority transfer
program that took place in 1969-1970. The sample size is adequate
(N = 108. for desegregated group), but the duration of the study is
brief, extending from Fall to Spring. This {s the only study in the
set that includes rural students. It covers only the sixth grade and
.provides both a test of reading and math (SCAT).
Evans
This study was done in Fort Horth during the 1971-1972 school

year. The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were glven to 4th and Sth grade
students in the Fall and'Spring of that year. The court-ordcred
desegregation plan involved clustering elementary students and busing
Black students (in grades 3-5) to achieve a degree of racial balance.
The sample sizes were 1argen than in most of the other studies 1n
this set (N = 179-393).
Iwanicki and Gable

. I excluded this stﬁdy'because the "prgdesegregation" group had
already been attending desegregated schools for a full academic year
at the time of the "pretest. Thus, the predesegregation comparlson
is sctually a’ cross sectional comparison between a segregated control
gr;;p and a group of students that has been desegregated for one
year. This m;ans that the measure of‘the effects of desegregation is
a measure of the effects of the second year of deségregation. Since
>a11 of the'other studies that I have included measured the first year
’of desegregation, 1nc1ud1ng this study with the others may yield an
inaccurate picture 6f the effects of desegregation. This would be
particularly true if desegregation had a greater 1mpact?on

achievement during the first year than during aubsequent years.

[y
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Klein

This is a fall-to-Spring examination of the effects of
desegregation done 1n'a small ecity (35,000) in the South. The
‘students were in the tenth grade. The sémple size was adequate (N =
38 4n the desegregated group), but not large. The study was done in
1965. The desggregation plan was a voluntary one jnvolving Black -
students who transferred from segregated Biack sqhools to white

~schools. The tests used were the Math and English Cooperative

Exams.

Laird and Weeks \

This is an eafly study of the effects of desegregation (1964).
It was done 4in a large Northern city‘(Phiiadelphia) over a 1-1/2 year
time spén. Desegregation was brought abouﬁ‘by overcrowding in a
segregated Black school. farents 4in this school could request to
transfer their children to white schools so deSegregation was
voluntary. Students in grades 4-6 were tested on the district’s own
verbal and math tests. The sample size at each grade level is modest
(22-39), but acceptable.
Rentsch

This study was done on a voluntary desegregation plan in
Rochester, New Yofk, and covers a 2-year time period. There were
adequate sample sizes (N = 27 to 33) to calculate effects in grades
3-.5. The students were tested on reading and math skills
(appareﬁtly using a test developed by the District). The students...
aho'a;tended the desegregated schools had previously attended schools
that were 90% minority. Att“ition was fairly high in this group

(56%). Although this study provided analyses of both matched and
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unmatched samples of segregated and desegregated students, I decided
against using the analyses of the matched groups because the sample
sizes were small (N = 9 - 13).
Savage

This study covered a longer time period than many of the others,
2 years, and it is one of the minority of studies that were conducted
in the South (Richmand, Va.). Also, it is one of the relati;ély
Smali number of studie§ examining senior high"school students. The
sample size is adequate (N = 42 in the desegregated group) to
calculate reliable means for math and reading achievement on the
Sequential Educational Progress Test. 'The study was conducted
between 1969 and 1971 and examined a voluhtary desegregation plan
involving minority to majority transfers.
Sheehan and Marcus

This study was done in Dallas, Texas, and covers a 1-1/2 year
ﬁeriod. It involves court ordered busing and it was done recently
(1976-1978). 1In these regards it is more representative of urban
desegregation programs than most of the other studies>in the set.

|

The fourth grade students were measured with the Iowa Test of Basic
Skills. The sample size is véry large (nearly 2,000). One drauﬁﬁéﬁu
is that the degree of desegregatigﬁ varied considerably within the
desegregated sample (froﬁ 5% to 65% Black).

Slone

This is a study of the second year of school ‘desegregation.

Desegregation océuiréd during the 1963-196& school year. (The first

pmeasure of achievement was gathered in April 1965 and the second in

March 1966. The predesegregation school was multi-ethnic (90%
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minority, but only gbout 70% Black) And thus this study differs from
'the‘other'gtudies of desegregation. Also, the vsegregated" control
group was attending & school that was H0% white. Sinct the
predesegregation levels of achievement cannot be determined, thé
effects of desegregation cannot be evaluated. |

Smith

. This 4s a long-term study , covering 3 schdol years. It was

conducted in Tulsa, Oklahoma. The -students were pretested in seventh
 grade and post-tested 'in ninth grade; The sample size is larger than
in most studies (N = 274). The Stanford Achievément Tests were used
to measure math and verbal skills. The desegregated students were
attending naturally integrated junior high schools. Unfortunately,

no 1nformation was provided on the degree of segregation in Tulsa's
elementary schools, but it is probably reasonable to assume a high
level of segregation given that the study began in 1965.

.

Syracuse

This study of fourth grade students measured reading achievement
(stanford Achievement Test) in the FaII”and Spring of the 1965-1966
school year. The number of students 1n the deseg.egated group was
small} but adequate (N = 24). The type of desegregation Program the
students partidipated in is not speeified in the reporgjn\
Thompson and Smidchens

This study of natural desegregation in tﬁe elementary schools of -
Ann Arbor was eliminated from the aﬁalyses because the students had
been attending desegregated schools for 2 years before the
predesegregation measures were obtained. Thus, this study lacks a

true predesegregation measure. In addition, the "segregated” eontrol



group was 58% white.
Van Every

This study was done  in Flint, Michigan,}and involves
desegrggation produced by locating a low-cost housing project in a
previou;ly all white neighborhood. The study covers a 2-year period,

following students from the fourth to the sixth grade. The sample

. sdze is somewhat small (desegregated group = 22). The study was

completed in 1969. The Science Research Associates tests for reading
and math were used.

Walberg

This is a study of the Boston Metro Project in which urban Black
students at all grade levels were voluntaiily bused to suburban
white schools. The performance of these Bilack students on the
Metropolitén Aphievement Tests for reading and math were compared to
the performance of their siblings who remained in segregated Black
schools. The study was conducted during 1968-1969. The sample sizes
for thé desegregated groups are moderate (N = 61-1““).‘ihose for the
segregated groups are smaller (N = 14-53), but still reasoﬁably
adequate. |
Zdep |

This is a study of & voluntary transfer plan in whieh urban
Blacks c6uld attend suburban schools. The students were very young
(BraQe 2). The ﬁét;opolitanmgeadiness Test was"hééd to measure
reading and math ability in the Fall and during the Spring of the
first year of desegregatiéfi.’ The study was done in 1968. The sample
size was quite small and may not yield reliable results (N = 12 1n'

the desegregated group). The report does not indicate where the



study was done.

In summary, the desegrégation in these studies was typically
veluntary (66% of'£;; cgses), the cities it occurred in were
generally medium to large, the region was more often the North than
the South, the schools the students attended were more frequently
elementary schobls than secondary schools (i grade level = 5.5),

Blacks were very much in the minority in most of these schools, and

most of the studies were conducted prior to 1970 (X = 1968).
Effect Sizes B

The principal measuﬁe of interest to be extracted from these
studies is the size of the effects of desegregation on the verbal and
math achievement of'Black students. To calculate these effect
sizes the formulas proposed by Glass (1977) were employed. In
calculating these effect sizes I have taken into consideration the
duration of the study.

All of the studies fncluded 4in the study set employ quasi-
experimental designs in which one group of students is tested before
and after desegregation. The results for these students are compared
‘to those of a group of students who remain in segregatéd schools and
who are pretested and post-testel &t the same time as the o
desegregated gfoup. The generic formula to obiain effect sizes in
standafd deviation units for -this design is to calculate the
difference between the desegregated and segregated groups at the
pretest and divide this score by the standard deviation for the

segregated group.

1) Xy _=Xg = pretest difference
S.D.y



This score {1 44cates the degree of pretest equality between the two

groups. A similar score is then obtained for the post-test scores.

2) Y, -X2 = post-test difference
S.D.z

To derive an overall effect size the pretest difference (1) is

subtracted from the post-iest difference (2). This formula yields aﬁ
index of the magnitude of the effects of desegregation in units that

can be compared across studies.

The use of the standard deviation of the control group (the
seg.~egated group in this case) to ?alculate effect sizes was proposed
by Glass (1977); It would be poss}ble to use in place of this
standard deviation a pooled standardldeviat;on comprised of the
average of the standard deviations of the experimental and control
grobps on the assumption that this would yield a more stable estimate
of the standard deviation. This more complex approach would be
justified {f the standard deviations of the experlmental and control
groups differed °ubstantia11y.'.This appears not to have been the
case in the present set of studies. In no 1nstanqe (on the pretest
or the post -test) were there significant differences between the mean
sta;dard deviations of the segregated and the desegregated groups.
Thus, it seemed reasonable to employ the simpler formula advocated bY
Glass.

In this set of studies the duration of desegregation variés
considerably. In order to obtain an index of the effects of
desegéegation during the first year of desegregation I first divided
the effect size (E) by the duration (D) of the study to_yield an

effect size per month. In calculating the duration of the study 1

used the total number of months the study éovered and subtracted 3



months for each summer vacation period that was included. Thus, the
duration measure reflects‘only the number of months the students
actually spent in school. Next, I multiplied effect size per month
by B to obtain an index of the effect size per year.

'E x 8 = effect size per year
o

The primary value of this index of effect size is that it avoids
including together in subsequent analyses studies that vary . in:
duration from 4 to 36”months. These scores were calculated
separately for verbal and math achievement to determine if
desegregation nad differential affects on the two basic areas covered
.by achievement tests. Since some studies included more than one
grade level I calculated effect sizes for each grade and for each
study as a whole sSo that comparisons could be made using grade or
study as the unit of analysis. The effect sizes for grade are
presented in Table 1. R | -

Using tq1s procedure for calculating effect size per year
 assumes that desegregation hae linear effects over time, at least
over the first 3 years of desegregation. This is the easiest, and I
believe, the most defensibié aéehmbtieh to make in dealing with the
effects of desegregation over the first few years of desegregation.
There are other plausibdle relationships, however. For instance, it
might be predicted that if desegregation had positive effects, most
of the benefits would accrue to the students during the initial year
or two of desegregation after which 1ittle additional benefit would
vbe derived. Alternatively, desegregation might be expected to have
negative effects on achievement 1nitially because of the negative

conditions under which it so frequently occurs, Later, after



adjustments have been made, Hesegregation might be predicted to have
beneficial effects. The curvilinear nature of these predictions
makes them difficult to;apply ts the present studies. In this set of
studies the assumption of linearity appears to be reasonable in thé
case of math where the correlation between the duration of the study
and the effect size was marginally significart (r = .48, p<.10). In
the case of reading, the correlation was not significant (r=-.17,
ns.). Krol's (1978) study of effect sizes fér achievement is
consistent with the assumption that the effects over time are linear.

The manner in which the results of these studies are presented
is highly variable. In some'studies the means and standard

deviations necessary to calculate effect sizes using the generic

2

formula are reported, but in others the effect sizes must be

calculated using F tests, T tests, analyses of difference scores or
analyses of covariance. Strictly speaking ngne of the latter
calculations is precisely comparable to the generic formula, since
the derived standard deviations are calculated from the overall
variance. vIn cases where only covariance analyses are available, the
effect sizes are almost certainly overéstimated. This means that the
average effect sizes across tﬁis group of studies are only
apé;OXimate estimates. -

Using Studies as the unit of analysis; tne average effect s}ze
for the first year of desegregation (8 months) was .17 verbal
achievement, while the average effect siie for math achievement was
.00 (iéblé'Z). Using the eéffect size for each grade as the unit of

;
analysis, the effects are .15 for reading and .00 for math. Dropping

the four studies from the sample set that I excluded has little
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effect on the results. Using studies as the unit of analysis, thé
mean effect sSize for verbal achievement including all the studies in
the set is .14 and for math it is .04. These results appear to
indicate that verbal achievement improves somewhat, but math
achievement show$ little effect as a result of desegregation. The
difference between the X for reading achievement and the X for math
achievement is marginally significant (t = 1.96, p<.08, Table U).

One way to convey the magnitude of these effect sizes is to
consider what it would mean in terms of a test, such as the SAT or
the GRE, that has a X of 500 and a standard deviation of 100. The
effect for verbal achievement would translate i;to a 17 point
increase as a consequence of the first year of desegregation. The
math effect would translate into no improvement. Another more
approximate way of thinking about these figures would be to consider
what the effects of desegregation are on the average percentile
ranking of Black students on 2 standardized test. If desegregation
improved verbél achievement .17 standard deviation units, this would
raise the average percentile rank of Blacks about 5 percentage points
during the first year of desegﬁegation; For math there would be no
changes in percentile rank due to desegregation.

Why would desegregation affect the reading achievgment of Blacks
and not their achievements in math? One possibility is that reading
achievement may be improved by direct exposure to the language usage
and vocabulary of white students and teachers. Learning middle-class
'Voéabulary and syntax may aid test performanbe. Such an improvement .
swould not be due to any changes in the quality of teacﬁtng, or

changes in expectancies or achievement motivation, but simply to
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being able to understand thé tests and the content of the questions
better. Similar improvements would not be expected for math because
there is no parallel tohthis type of indirectly learned information
in the case of math. Here no improvement would be expected unless
there were changes in the quality of instruction or the students
expectancies or achievement? motivation 1ncreased.

Iﬁ this set of studies, the magnitude of the effect sizes is
ynrelated to the region in which the studies were done, the size of
the cities 4n which the studies were done, and the size of the
samples (Table 3). There is a marginally signigicanﬁ negative
correlation between the grade the students Qere in when they were
desegregated and the size of the effect for reading achievement (r =
- .33, p<.10). The relationship between grade and effect size is
not signif@cant for mwmath (r = .22, ns). For reading this suggests
that younger sthdénts benefited more than older students from
desegregation. One explanation for this gelationship is that
exposure to white students (and in some cases, white téﬁchers) may
benefit students who have had 1little previous direct or vicarious
contact with whites. ThiS‘benefitvprobabiy consists of exposure to
the type of vocabulary that achievement tests measure. Older
students who ﬁéve had more direct and vicarious contact with whites
may benefit less from expoﬁuré to whites in desegregzted schools.
because they have had more exposure to white middle-class language
usage and vocabulary.

The correlation between the year the study was done and .the -size
of the effect for reading is also maréinally significant (r = -.49,

p <.10, using studies as the unit of analysis). The correlation
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t ctween the yez <wre study was done and math achievement is not
significant (r = -.32}. It is not clear why this effect exists for
reading. One possibility i{s that the early studies tended to be of
voluntary desegregation where only select students participated.
These desegregétion programs may have made special efforts to help
the incominé students and these students were probably highly
motivated to succeed. In contrast, students in mandatory
desegregation programs and later voluntary programsAmay have received
less special treatment and may not have been as motivated to learn.
However, the effects of épecial treatment would Pe expected t» affect
both reading and math, and there was no relation;hip for math,
although the dirention of the correlation is the same.

It also app=ars that the effect size for reading Qas larger in
school districts where the desegregation was voluntary rather than
mandatory (X = .21 voluntary, ¥ = -.03 mandatory). While this
difference is statistically significant (t = 3.15, p<£.05, using
studies as the unit of analysiéland tQé-corrected effect sizes as the
dependent measure), the number of districts in which desegregation
was m;ndatory is so small {(n = 2) that.these results may not be
reliable. The effect for math was not significant (t = .25; nsﬁ.

The most likely explanation for these effécts i{s that the students

" who participated in desegregation voluntarily were more motivated to
get to know other students. This {nformal contact would have enabled
them to acquire verbal skills that could have affected their test
hé}formancés;'but {t would not have enabled them to acquire math
skills that affect test performgnce.

I would like to &rzue that none of the relationships regarding



effect size, grade, Yyear, city size, region, or type of desegregation
should be regarded as conclusive because the effect sizes themselves
are unreliable. Even th; overall effect sizes that were obtained may
not be meaningful. Given the variability in the effect sizes in
these studies, the confidence 1imits are rather broad. The 95%
confidence limits (the range within which the true population X 1is
likely to fall, with only a 5% probability of being mistaken) for
verbal achievement are .04 to .36, and the 95% confidence limits for
math'achievément are -.09 to +.09. Thus, in the case of reading
achievement we can be reasonably confident that desegregation has an
effect, although it may be very small indeea. In the‘césé of math,
desegregation appears to have no effects.' |

There are other reasons why the averdge effect sizes should be

egarded with more than a 1ittle caution. In those studies involving

multiple grades it is possible to examine fluctuations in the
"standard deviations of the students' achievement scores. For
instance, in Rentsch's study the range in standard deviations for the
verbal scores is 9.57 to 13.14, and the range for math scores is 6.52
to #3.37. Obviously, when these standard deviations are used to
calculate effect sizes (using the generice formula) the magnitude of
the effect size will depend on the standard deviation that 1s used.
If the.standard deviationé are unstable, then the effect sizes will
be correspondingly unstable. The jack of stability in standard
deviations tends to be a problem with the 3tudies where the sample
ajizes are small. -

One reason that the studies witﬁ small samples havé variable

atandard deviations consists ot sampling problems (e.B« non-random
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sampling). Fluctuations in standard deviations within studies may
also occur as a consequence of variable conditions.during test
administration.  Anyone who has given tests to elementary students is
awane of how difficult 4t is to maintain standardized procedures.
Large sample sizes compensate somewhat for this variability in
testing conditions, but most of the studies reviewed here did not use
large samples.

Even if the standard deviations were stable, the small sample
sizes of many of these studies would result in means that may not be
accurate. In order to be accurate to within .5 standard deviation
units of the true population i, a sample size of 15 is requined. To
be accurate to within .1 standard deviation units, requires a sample
of 384. Thus, the mean values reported in the studies with small
sample sizes are not likely to be measured accurately enough to
provide reliable effect sizes. If there were 2 sufficient number of
these’samnies,'the errors of measurement»wduld cancel each other out,
but the number of samples is not large enough in this set of studies
to lead to confidence in the summary figures concerning effect sizeS.
Also, the substantial variability in effect sizes suggests that the
mean effect size may be distorted by extreme scores and indeed the
effect size for verbal achievement is lowered to .13 if the median is
used as a measure of central tendency rather than the mean. If the
effect sizes were corrected for the unreliability of the achievement
tests this would also lower the estimate of the verbal achievement
effect size.

Another reason that the average effect sizes should be viewed

with caution coneerns methodological problems with the studies.
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While these studies were chosen because they are the best ones

avaflable, they'are not without their defects. The list of potential
defects is a long one. "Threats to internal validity include those
a1:¢§¢y mentioned, small sample sizes, non-random samples, and
fluctuations in standard deviationS“(suggestihg unreliabiiity of
‘measures). In addition, the quality of the measures of achievement
varies (some use méasures developed within the district, 6thers use
.tests standardized on white pophlations). attrition varies
considerably across studies and threatens the validity of studies‘
where it is high, and ﬁhé segregated control groubs are often of
uncertéin éomparability to the desegrégated groups.
Threats to external validity are comprised primafily of concerns

with the non-répresentatiQeness of these samples of Black stgdents
~and of this group of Studies. FOnly studeﬁts who are in desegregated
schools at the end of the study are included in the post-test and

_ often in the pre-test X's. Usually students who stay in the progran
are not compared to those who drop aut to determinelif they are
different. Thus, we cannot be confident that the samples of
desegregated students in these studies.are.rep;e;qntatiyg_qr'§}§gkl
g;udents generally. Also, the stﬁdies are mostly of voluhtary
'desegregation'ln medium to large ﬁorthern cities. The degree toO
which 41t is appropriaté to generalize these results to mandatory.
desegregation in other regions of thevpdﬁntry or to small cities and'
'rural areas is unclear. |

Glass (1977) in discussing meta-analyses as a research nethod

suggests that “Resﬁect for parsimony and good sense demands an

_acceptance of the notion that xmpenfect'atudieg -an converge on a




true cbnclusion" (p. 356). His aggument relies on an example in
which a set of studies ;re ngimilar in that‘'they shov a superiority
of the experimental over the control group" (p. 356). However, this
argument may not apply as forcefully to a set of studies, such as
those on the effects of desegregation on Black achievement, in which
the results are variable rather than similar. Under these
circumstances, the variability in results may be interpreted in terms

of methodological problems as parsimoniously as in terms of more

substantive causes.

Yy,

gy

A Basic~Prob1em'in Evaluéting Desegregation

Perhaps the most fundamental oversight of the social scientists
involved in the Brown trial was in not giQing due consideration to
the manner in which segregation would be eliminated. They were not
alone in this oversight, even the lawyers for the NAACP did not
consider this problem in detail until after the first Brown decision
in 1954, Tﬁe Justices of the Supreme Court were vague in their
recommendations saying in the second Brown decision in 1955 only that
segregation should be ended with "all deliberate speed" (Kluger,
1976,vpp.f71ﬂp7u7).,_Hhen desegregatioﬁ began to be implemented 10
years after Brown, the forms 4t toﬁk were as varied as the.m o
communities in“which 4t took place. i’believe it 1is tbis complexity
fi6re than ahy other factor that accounts for the diverse results ihét
have been observed in studies of the effects of desegregation on
achievement. The diversity of desegregation programs is so great as
to render the Wword without a precise meaning.

Let me be specific about this complexity, although.it is

.familiar to anyone who has studied the problem. ‘Each community



starts with its own unique history of relations between ihe races
including when Blacks and whites settled there, the origins of
members of these groups, the social class structure of the groups,

the degree of residential segregation and so on. The communities

" vary along such potentially important dimensions as size, region of

the country, ratio of ma jority to minority group members, presence of
suburbs and private scheols to which whites ma§ flee, and funding for
punlic schools. The desegregation pregrams implemented in these
communities have their own unique histor& of-litigation and decision
making by school boards and other public officials. The programs
themselves vary in the techniques”used to create desegreéation, some
programs are voluntary but most are not, the plans may involve

voluntary cross-dis;rict busing, pairing, the use of magnet schools,

the closing of some (usually Black) sehools, and the mandated busing

of students (usually Black students). The desegregation of teachers

may or may not accompany the desegregation of students and the amount
of preparation teachers are given for desegregation is variable.
Additional curricular changes may occur at the same time as
desegregation, the age of the students included in desegregation
plans varies, the speed with which a plan is implemented varies,
community opposition varies as dees the amount of white fiight, the
ratio of ‘majority to minority students differs from community inm

community as do the social class backgrounds of the students and the

- quality of their predesegregationqeducational experiences. As long

gs this 1list seems, it is surely incomplete. ¥hat these differences
mean is that comparing the effects of desegregation across

communities is extraordinarily difficult. It is possible to use
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quantitative measures to examine the effects of some of the factors

in this list, put the majority are more difficult to study and

compare.

The Effects of Desegregation on Self Esteem and Race Relations

The social scientists who part;;;patéd in the Brown trials
believed that segregation had negative effects on the self esteem of
Black students and on relations between the races, as well as havingf
negative effects on achievement. One of the clearest presentatibns

of their views comes from the statement that 35 social scientists

filed as ‘an Amicus Curiame brief in the Brown trial..

segregation, prejudices and discriminations, and their
social concomitants potentially damage the personality of
all children ... Minority group children learn the inferior
status to which they are assigned ... they often react with
feelings of inferiority and a sense of personal humiliation

 +es Under these conditions, the minority group child is :

thrown into a confliet with regard to his feelings about
nimself and his group. He wonders whether his group and he
himself .are vorthy of no more respect than they receive.
This confliet and -confusion leads to self-hatred. ...

some children, usually of the lower socio-economic
classes, may reaet by overt aggressions and hostility
directed toward their own group or members of the dominant
group. (Allport et 2l., PP 429-430)

" The social science brief and testimony in the individual trials

leading up to‘Brown indicate that it was anticipated that endihg

seérzéatién‘ﬁbﬁid'rémévé‘the'stigmaAof 1nfefior1ty that was fqrced on

Black children.

Self esteem. The effects of desegregation on self esteem appear

to be less favorable than the effects of desegregaﬁiqn on
“achievement. In my earlier review. (Stephan, 1978), I found that

desegregation led to deéreasea in the self esteemnm of Black students

1




in 5 of 20 studies and that there were no studies indicating that
desegregation increased Black self esteem. As was true for the
studies of the effects of desegregatiop on achievement, the majority
of these studies have been concerned with the effeets of
desegregation over a period of 1 year or less. One study that

examined the effects over a longer period of time found that while

Black self esteem initially dropped, it rebounded- to predeSegregation'
levels during the second year (Gerard & Miller, 1975). ‘Subsequent
studies of Black self esteem, including my own (Stephan & Rosenfield,
1978), have not changed this picture much. My conclusions regardlngd
the effects of desegregation on the self esteem of Black students are
consistent with‘those of other investigatdrs (e.g., Banks, 1976;
Epps, 1975; Gordon, 1977; Shuey, 1966).

It appears that the social scientists who participated in Brown
used an invalid assumption as a basis for their argument that
desegregation would increase the self esteem of Black students.
Undoubtedly segregation stigmatizes Black students, but this stigma
is not fe?&ected in the self esteem of Black stddents. Studies of
segregated Blacks and whites show that.Black atudents have self
esteem levels that are similar to or higher than white students in
more cases than they have lower se;f esteem (see Porter & Washirngton,
1979 and Stephan & Rosenfield, 1979, for reviews). These studies
'have employed questionnaire measures of self esteem‘rather than
indirect measures Such as the doll tests upon which the social
scientists' statements in Brown were based. The indirect measures
may have been tapping attitudes toward Blacks and whites as ethnic

sroups{ There is considerable evidence indicating that young
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Black children have leas favorable attitudes toward Blacks than
toward whites (Williams & Morland, 1976).

If segregated Black students do not have ljow self esteem, there
is iittle reasbn to expect that desegregation would increase self
esteem. In fact, there are several compelling reasons why decreases
in self esteem. might be expected. For instance, social comparison
with white students who are academica11y better prepared than Blacks
could lead Blacks to evaluate themselves negatively. Likewise, the
loss of status and (power that occurs when Blacks represent a minorit§
of the student body in desegregated schecols could also lower the
sel{;esteem of Black students. In addition, negative evaluations by
ethnocentric white students could adverseiy affect the self esteem of
Blacks.

Attitudes. The social scientists in their brief were also
hopeful that contap; within the schools would improve intergroup
relations.

Under certain circumstances desegregation ... has been
observed to lead to the emergence of more favorable atti-

tudes and friendlier relations between races. ...There 1s

jess likelinood of unfriendly relations when change is

simultaneously {ntroduced into all units of a social

{nstitution ... and when there is consistent and firm

enforcement of the new policy by those {n authority. ...These

conditions can generally be satisfied in ... public schools.

(pp. 437-438). g

The social scientists appreciated the fact that contact alone
would not bde sufficient to improve intergroup relations. Their
statement notes several preconditions for favorable change; equal

A i
status between the groups, and firm,,thorodgh {implementation of

desegregation. It is likely that they were aware of other relevant

factors such as tthe mentioned by Williams (1947) a half dozen years
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before the social science statement was drafted:
nLessened hostility will result from arranging inter-
group collaboration, on the basis of personal association

of individuals as Functional equals on a common task jointly

accepted as worthwhile." (Wwilliams, 1947)

The data on the initial effects of desegregation on race
relations suggest that the social scientists' caution was well
founded. 1In an earlier review of the data, I found that
desegregation increased Black prejudice toward whites in almost as
many cases as it decreased pfejudice.(Stephan, 1978). The results
for whites were somewhat more negative. Recent studies, incliuding my
own, which also indicated.that desegregation does not imprbve race
relations {Stephan & Rosenfield, 1978), have not led me to revise
these conclusions (e.g., Bullock, 1976; Campbell, 1977; Patchen,
1982; Sheehan, 1980). The quality of these studies is not as high as
the better achievement Studies and there is such a_small enough
number of them that these conclusions can only be regardéd as
tentative. My conclusions are, however, generally'consistent with
those»of other investigators (Armor, 1972; Epps, 1975; St. John,
1975, Schofield, 1978; He1n£erg. 1970) .

In the years,since‘ggggg»the.contact hyp&;hesfs has been
elaborated anq_refined. These elaborations are helpful in
undgrstanding why desegregafion often has not had a positive effect
on race relations. Here are my own most recent statements
concerning the conditions under which contact improves intergroup
;?;Elations. |

]

1. Cooperation within grougs_should be maximized and

: competition betweeﬁ groups should’be minimized;

2. Members of ingroup and outgroup shoqid be of equal

) P . ) - ¢
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status both within and outside of the contact
situation.
3. Similarity of group members on non-status dimensions

appears to be desirable (beliefs, values, etc.).

y. Differences in competence should be avoided.
5. The outcomes should be positive.
B 6. There should be strong normative and institutional

support for the contact.
7. The intergroup contact sl.ould have the potential to
extend beyond £he immediate situat;on.
8. Individuation of group members should be promoted. ‘
9.v Non-superficial contact (e.B., mutual disclosure of
information) should be encouraged.
10. The contact should be voluntary;
11. Positive effects are}likely to correlate with the .
duration of the contact.' .
12. The contact should occur in a variety of contexts with
a variety of ingroup and outgroup members.
13. There should be equal numbers'of ingroup and outgroup
members. k(Steﬁhan, 1983)
Desegregation rarely occurs under conditions that'uould lead to
improvemen;s in race relatiéns. Instead, dgseghegation ortéﬁhoécur§
. after there has'been considerable community opposition from parents,
administrators,:géhool poards, and teachers. Thus, {nstitutional and
normative support for the contact is frequently low; the atmosphere
tends to be competitive bather than ehppasizins cooperﬁﬁiqg in

pursuit of common soalb; thé statuses of Blacks and'ﬁn1tes often are
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uneqqgl both outsiﬁe the school (due to aoéial class) and wiﬁhin the
school (due to unbalanced ratios of Blacks and whites); the Black
students are often not as well prepared academically és the whites 80
astereotype confirming differences in academic compeﬁencies frequently
o~cur; busing often limits out-of-school contact and the within
school contact that does occur i{s more likely to be negative or
neutral than positive and in most cases it will be.suDerficial.
Also, the contact is {involuntary in the case of court—ordered.
desegregation. |

Repent research on éhe use of cooperative interethnic groups in
desegrzgated schools indicates that when the conditions Specified
above are met, intergroup relations and self esteem improve without
any costs in terms of lowered achievement (e.g., Aronson, Stephan,
Sikes, Blaney & Snapp, 1978; Cohen, 1985; Cooper, Johnson, Johnson &
wildeéson. 1980; De Vries, Edwards & Slavin, 1978; Weigel, Wiser &
Cook, 1975). Other intergroup relations techniques involving multi-
ethnic curricula, discussions of race {ssues, andIEXplfbitly
providing {information a§9ut the cultures of differént groups have
also been found to 1mp;ove intergroup leations in the majority of
cases (see Stephan, 1983; and Stephan & Stephan, 1983, for
reviews).. What these studies sdemonstrate is that while simply
mixing students of different groups in desegregated schools does not
{mprove race relations, intergroup relations can be improved in
desegregated schools by introducing special programs designed toO
achieve this goal.

Future Directionz for Research in Desegregation

I would like to see research ihto techniques to 4mprove



achievement, race relations, and self-esteem continue. In addition,
there are several other areas where I think research should also be
done. One of the major-problems wi;h ngarly all desegregation
research is that it only covers the effects of the first year of
desegregation, or at most the first two or three years of
desegregation. There are almost no studies of the long-term effects
of desegregation. We need to know not onl& what thghlons-term
educational effects of desegregation are, but we also need tb know
what the non-educational effects are. And we néed to know the
effects not only Yor whites and Blapks, but also for other ethniec
groups as well. Does school desegregation reduce segregation in
other realms, such as housing; do minokity students who have attended
desegregated schools get better jobs and do they get promoted at a
faster rate than students who attended segregaﬁed schools; and is
subsequent political ﬁarticipation increased as & éesult of attendiﬁg
desegregated schools.

" Also, we need to know more about ihe effecfs of desegregaﬁion on
the communities that have undergone it. For instance, how do people
in comminities with well established desegregation programs feel
about deasegregation now; are people who havé attended desegregated
schools more ;illing to send their children to desegregated schools
than people who attended segregated schools; and what differences are

there in the race relations of communities with well established

Besegregation programs compared to other communities.

A third set of questions concerns the factors associated with
successful desegregation programs. Hhen desegregation goes well,vwhy

does it work? One can 1magine a wide variety of factors that could
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be relevant, some having to do with the community in which it takes
place, others having to do with the way the administrators and
teachers respond to desegregation, and still others with the
compositicn of the student body. The fact is that we know precious
l1ittle about what differentiates successful from unsuccessful
desegregation programs.

Desegregation in Perspective

It would be impossible to present a comprehensive evaluation of
the effects of desegregation in this short article. Instead, I have
attempted to confine mysélf to some of the effects of Qesggregatién
on students. However, the larger context in which desegrégation‘

occurs is of immense importance to an undérstanding of the meaning of
desegregation.

In order to put desegregation in perspective, we must consider
the role that it has played in {influencing relations between the
races in our society. Since 1954, vast changes in face relations
have occurred; many overt forms of discrimination have been
eliminated, levels of prejudice have decreased, most minority group37
ﬁave made economic advances, political participation by minority
group mémbers has increased dramatically, and more minority group
members are attending college. School desegregation has played a
role in these economic, political, and social changes, but it is a
role that is not well understood and 1is little studied. Any analysis
that abstracts school desegregation from its social context is
necéssarily incomplete. Unfortunately, we are not now in position to
periorm such an analysis. Given the difficulty of answering éven a

Afmiimited question like the effects of desegregation on Black
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achievement, jt doesn't seén 1ikely to me that we will be in position
to do an adequate comprehgnsive evaluation of desegregation anytime
in the near future.

As we acquire more ijnformation on the outcomes of desegregation,
we will be in a better‘position to base policy decisions on data.
However, for the present, 1t seems to me that we will have to
continue to making major policy decisions about desegregation on the
pasis of competing values. Some of these values concefn the goals of
public education, in barticular the degree to which the schools
should concern themselves with intergroup relations and the
preparation of students to participate in 2 pluralistic society.
Other decisions that we will continue té have to make pit the
importance of creating equal educational opportunities against
freedom of choice and freedon of assbciation. perhaps most
1mportantly we will have to decide wheéher we value the elimination
of segrggation enough to continue the SO year battle against it.
Social science may ve of less value iﬁ making these crucial decisions

than in making choices about the best ways of 1mp1emen§ing these

decisions.
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Table 1

Effect Sizes

Study Grade Effect for Reading Effect for Math
Anderson y U2 .24
Beker 2 .19 ~.31
3 006 ".17
Bowman 3 .25 ‘ .21
_ 5 .00 -.10
Carrigan® 1 - 41 .
2 -.02
3 .30
y -.13
5 .33
! 6 -.31
Clark 6 .68 -.2H4
Evans 3 .02 ‘ .03
y ' .02 .03
5 .02 . .03
Iwanicki & "3 .00
Gable?® 5 .00 .
Klein 10 .23 .33
Laird & Weeks 4 .22 ' .18
5 .31 v .18
6 -. 14 - 17
Rentsch 5 .07 .02
- 6 .26 -.08
7 033 “010
Savage 12 .06 ~-.04
Sheehan & y -.07 -.08
Marcus ~
Sione?® 5 .19 . .22
Smith 9 -.01 .02
Syracuse 4 .55 ‘
Thompson & 5 -.15 .04
Smidchens®
Van Every ' 6 -.12 . .14
Walberg ] .15 . .07
‘ 6 .05 - =.53
8 <7 T .24
" -.15 .14
Zdep 2

.66 -.15

*Excluded from analyses




Table 2

Means for
Uncorrected Effect Size and

Effect Size Corrected for Duration of Study

Uéing flasses as the Unit of Analysis

Reading Math
Uncorrected
x .2“ .ou
S.D. 039 .3u
Corregted
X , .15 .00
S.D. ‘\ ) .22 .20
Using Studies as the Unit of Analysis
Reading Math
Uncorzected
X _ 24 .06
S.D. 035 025
Corrected :
X .17 .00

S.D. .22 .16
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Table 3

Correlations of Corrected Achievement Scores with
Grade, Year, City Size and Sample Size

‘Reading - Math

By Clésses, By Studies By Classes By Studies
‘ Grade ' L .22
Year ‘ -;uzl - hgee -.10 ~.32
lCity Size - =.18 -.21 ‘-.18 .19
Sample Size -.28 -.38 . -.05 ‘! Y

tp £.05
2%p £.10




“Table X

Reading vs. Math®

Reading Effect Math Effect  t ar p
Size Size

Uncorrected .21 | . .06 1.33 13M.“>ﬂéwbh”
(Studies) - ‘ .
Corrected: : <14 .00 1.96 13 .08
(Studies) ‘ :
Uncorrected 21 ' .03 2.27 24 .04
(Classes) '

' \
Corrected : .12 .00 2.52 24 .02

(Classes)

®The Syracuse study is excluded from this analysis because
it did not include math achievement.
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