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INTRODUCTION

The Natrional 1lnstitute of Educatien has undertaken the most comprehensive
and rigorous analysis to date of the effect of desegregation on Black
student academic achlevement. NIE commissioned papers from Seven eminent
scholars to clarify the state of research knowledge about the effects of
school desegregation on the academic achievement of Black students, and the
seven scholars are Thomas Cook of Northwestern University, David Armor of
David Armor Assoclates, Robert Crain of the Rand Corporatien, Nerman Miller
of the Unlversity of Southern California, Walter Stephan of New Mexico
State University, Herbert Walberg cof the University of Illinois—Chicago
Cirecle, and Paul Wortman of the University of Michigan.

They were selected for their past extensive work on desegregation research,
prorcinence in the field, knowledge of research methodology, and divergent
viewpoints about the effects of desegregation on Black student academic
achievement. NIE's intention was to find if under similar conditlons, with
the same set of data, and common ground rules, similarities and differences
in analyses could be identified and clarified.

The seven scholars met first to discuss the state of research literature
and to agree on a comprehensive list of criteria to be used in selecting
the studies to be analyzed. A total of 157 empirical studies were
identified that looked at Black students' academic achievement in
desegregated schools. A comprehensive and rigorous list of criteria
(listed below) wera adopted and applied to the total set. This process
resulted io a "core"™ of 19 highest quality studies (listed below) on this
research topie, which the scholars then statistically analyzed to reach
their individual conclusions. This analytical effort is a significant
improvement over previous attempts at reconcilirg the controversial
literature on this topic, and it is hoped that this effort by NIE will
prove helpful to all parties concerned with the nationally important
subject of school desegregation.




1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

CRITERIA FOR REJECTION OF A STUDY

Type of Study

a)
b)

Locarion

a)
b)

non empirical
summary report

outside USA
geographically non specific

Comparisons

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

)

g)
h)

1)

3

k)

not a study of achievement of desegregated Blacks
(except in cases yhere we use a White comparison)
nulti-ethnic combined

comparisons across ethnics only

heterogeneous proportions minority in desegregated
condition

no control data

no pre-desegregation data

control measures not contemporaneous

excessive attrition (review must provide specific
justification for the inclusion of stndies with
excessive attrition, but amount was not specified)
majority Black in a segregated condition (unless
the reviewer provides specific justification)
varied exposure to desegregation (unless the reviewer
provides a specific Justification demonstrating

that the variation in exposure time is not meaningful)
groups are initially non-comparable {(unless the reviewer
provides a specific justification that the amount of
divergence is not meaningful)

Study Desegregation

a)
b)
<)

Measures

a)
b)
c)
d)
e}

cross—sectional survey
sampling procedure unknown
separate non-cotparable samples at each observation

unreliable and/or unstandardized instruments
test content and/or instrument unknown

dates of administration nnkrown

different tests used in pretests and posttests
test of IQ or verbal ability

Analysis

a)
b)

c)
d)

nO pretest means

no posttest weans, nnless the anthor reported pretest
scores and gains

no data presented

N's not discernible
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“hat Have Black Children Gained Academically
From School Integrationt:
Examination of the Meta-Analytic FEvidence

Thomas D. Coouk
Northwestern University

INTRODUCTION

My assignment is to comment vn the following essays by Armor, Crair,
Miller, Stephan, Walberg and Wortrman in order to help readers decide
vhat should he concluded from their evaluations of how school
desegregation has affected the academic achievement of black children.
All but two of the essays contain a meta-analysis by the author.

Crain's paper is one oI the exceptions. lInstead of conducting a
meta-anaivels, he critically discusses some of the assumptions behind
the others'® efforts and concludes that he will stand by the results or
his own prior meta-analytic work {(Crain & Mahard, 1982). 1 shall refer
to his prior meta-analvsis based on 93 studies more than to his essay in
this volume. Walberg is the cther exception. He devotes most of his
¢ssay to a review of factors other than desegregation that raise
academic achievement. He does this to make the point that, 1if the
purpose of desegregation is to raise the achievement of black children,
then wore effective means exist to do this tharn desegregation. Walberg
doues, however, reanalyze three prisr meta-analyses--by Krol (1975),
Crain & Maghard {1982), and Wortman, King, and Bryant (1982)—-in order to
make the further point that, in hils estimation, the average effect sizes
they present do not veliably differ from zero. 1 intend to deal with
his sratistical analysis to a small! extent, but w?ll not deal directly
with his larger point about rerative efficacy. '

The first part of the present paper deals with the meta-analyric work of
Atmors, Miller. Stephlian aud Wortman, ard is largely restricted to the 19
studies selected by the panel, The purpose is fo arrive at an estimate
for this sample of how desegregation hac 2ffected the achievement of
black childrem. 7T try to restrict my commentary to the most important
points anc assumptiorns made by the authors, and make nc attempt at a
comprehensive analysis of any single person's work in order to be
comprehensive about its strengths and weaknesses. This is to keep the
focus on the desegregation issve. 1In the second part of the paper,1
take mwy Own results, which are both similar to and different IZror thoza
of the panel, and discuss several ways they can be interpreted. 1In
particular, 1 ask how generalizable are results from the panel’s 19
studies when they are compared to the results from larger data bases; 1
prohe the extunt to which nmy findings speak to the irnformation needs of
groups with different stakes in schocl desegregation; and I speculate
about whose interests the barel's regsults might advance or prejudice.




RESCLTS

1. The Studies Examined. Individual panel members considered different
subsets of the 1% studies that most ¢f them deemed methodologically
adequate. Armor dropped the study by Rentsch on grounds, first, that
the desegregated group and the segregated contrels differed hy so much
initially; second, that the pretests and posttasts involved differcrt
measures; and third, that the desegregated control group contained some
white children. He also dropped the study by Thompson & Smidchens on
grounds that the segregated controls were in classes made up of only 42%
minority students. lHowvever, he included the study by Carrigan, even
though its segregated control group members were in classes that were
hardly more "segregated"-~50% minority. Indeed, Miller and Stephan
dropped the Carrigan study because of its questionable control

group. In:a few other cases, Armor Selected control groups within

2 study that differed from the choice of all other panelists. The

net result of Armor's preferences vas lower e¢ffect sizes since (1)
Rentsch obtained some of the largest effect sizes; (2) Carrigan
resulted in both positive and negative effect sizes; and (3) both
Rentsch and Carrigan involved multiple comparisons, so their results
were disproportionately weighted whenever comparisons were the unit of
analysis rather than individual studies.

Miller dropped both Carrigan and Thompser and Smidchens from his
analyses because the segregated controls were not segregated. He also
differed from the other analysts in preferring tc compute an effect size
per study instead of per comparison. Much has been written in the
meta-analysis literature on this topic, and our preference is to compute
or repert effect sizes each way. However, if onlVv one choice is
available, we favor a sample of studies because this does not weight the
results In favor of school districts where desegregation was tested
using several grades.

Stephan also omitted the studies by Carrigan and by Thompson &
Smidchens. However, he also objected to the studies by Iwanicki & Gable
and Slone on grounds that they dealt with the second yvear of
desegregation while other studies dealt with the first year. He further
objected to Slone because the segregated controls were attending a
school that was 40Z white. This left Stephan with only 15 studies te
znalyze. Since the studies he omitted all tended, with the exception of
Slone, to have zero or negative effect size estimates, it is clear that
Stephan’s sampling decision disposed his analysis towards z larger
average effect size than other panelists.

Wortman differed from the other pamelists in two important ways. First,
Le preferred his own selection of 31 “superior" studies to the panel’s
19. However, his analyses of the 31 showed tbhat designs without control
groups produced higher effects size estimates than degigns with control
groups. Hence, I treat his analyses based on studies with controls
differently frow the analyses without centrols for, ameng other possible
artifacts, maturation and testing effects can inflate estimates of the
desegregation effect. Second, in his analyses of the panel’s 19

')
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studies, Wortman was more strict than the others about what he would
accept as valid information about wvariances. Since svch information is
crucial for computing effect sizes he was able to produce estimates that
also controlled for pretest differences between the desegregared and
segregated control groups for only 11 of the 19 studies favored by the
panel. One of these was the study by Carrigar. Omitted yere Clark,
Fvans, Iwanicki & Gable, Klein, Laird & Weeks, Slone, Syracuse, and
Thompson & Smidchens. 8Since Wortman preferred somewhatr different
standards of methodological adequacy than the panel, I gometimes include
estimates computed from his analyses of the 11 panel studies, and at
other times estimates based on the larger subser of his preferred
studies that involved designs with control groups. These studies should
overlap heavily with the panel's selection criteria.

The panelists provided estimates for reading and math combined, for
reading alone, and for math aleone. . It is interesting to note that there
is no ohvious relationship between gains in mathematics and reading when
the desegregated are compared to the segregated. To compute a
correlation of reading and math gains yould not be yseful because of the
small number of studies and comparisons for which there yere measures of
both reading and mathematice gains. However, of Armer's 18 relevant
comparisons, math and reading gains had the came sign in seven
instances, different signs in eight, and three instances were
indeterminate because of zeros. Of Miller's 13 comparisons, seven had
the same sign and six the opposite; while of Stephan's comparisons there
were 13 with the same sign, 11 with the opposite, znd one was
indeterminate. Math and reading gains were not clearly related, and
lirrle is gained by adding them together. Consequently, I prefer to
present resulrc separately from each knowledge domain. However, for
purposes of continuity with the panelists some of my rezralyses will
invelve reading and math scores combined. W¥hen thar happens, my
analyses—-like those of the panelists--weight reading slightly more than
math because more reports included reading than math measures.

2. Panelists' Results. Using his own preferred set of studies based en
a sample of comparisons. Armor obtained an effect size of .06 for
reading and .01 for math; Miller obtained an efiect size of .16 for
reading and .08 for math; Stephan's wvalues were .15 and .00; while in my
analysis of Wortman's resutls for the eleven studies with pretest
adjustments, the mean effects were .26 and .08. (Wortman's own resulrs
from the panel's 19 studies were .28 and .23, but this includes studies
where no pretest adjustments were made. His estimates from his toral
sample of 31 studies were .57 and.33, but these ave based on some
studies without control gorups. Thus, I consider both of these last
sets of estimates to be problematric).

1f we rurn now to estimates of reading and math combined, Armor's
overall estimate was .04, Stephan's was .14 (bur .07 when computed as
gain per 8-month school year), Miller's was .12, while Wortman's was .17
derived from the srudies of his own choosing that had coatrol groups.




J{ vne took the panel’'s estimates at fate value they would appear to
support the following conclusions:

a. Desegregation did rot cause¢ 2 decrease in the achievement of black
children.

k. 1t probabiv did not cause an increase in math skills, for the mean
gains vary {rom 0 to .GE& standaréd deviation units.

It may have cavsed an Increase in reading skills, for the mean
gains vary from .06 to .26.

The range estimate for reading deserves comment, since the upper
buund comes from our analysis of Wortman's elever studies where
pretest adjustments could be macde. This is a considerably smaller
sample than the other authors analyzed, and so should bLe treated as
particularly tentative. OCmitting it gives a revised range that
petrits a fourth conclusion, which I believe to be better justified
than the third conclusion immediately above.

The gain in reading was somewhere between .06 and .16 standard
deviation units, This is bLetween two and siX weeks of gain 1i we
follow the rule of thurb of Glass et al (198i) and associate a gain
of cone-tenthk of a standard deviation with one month's gain in
kuowledge.

The small discrepancies between the panelists in mean estimates
principally reflect differences in (1) the studies included for review;
{2) the way effect sizes were computed; and {(3) a preference for some
tvpes of control groups over others within a few studies. I shall
resist the temptation to discuss each cof these issues in order to make
3udgments for each of them about the methodolegicai option to be
rreferred, after which point estimutes of gains could be computed.
While such an exercise would result in easily remembered single number
estipates of reading and math gains, the resulting precision would be
misplaced. In meta-analysis, varving the assumptions underlying an
analveis is desirable because it makes heterogeneocus those facets of
research where no "right"” answer ig @vailable and fallible human
judgment is vequired. Teo attempt to legislate a single "right" way
either to rompute effect sizes or to sample studies would be
counterproductive so long as nene of the analysts is clearly wrong.
Indeed, the idez of selecting a panel of methodologically sophisticated
experts with different views on echool desegregation is predicated on
the particular utility that would result if the panel's estimates of
desegiegation's effects converged despite the differences in values and
wethodological predilections of individual panelists. It is more
reasonable to expect "convergence” as a range than 'a point. To search
for the elusive "true" point estimate of effect could involve laborious
debates about fine points of methodology and substance that might occur
within a range of estimates that many would think has few practical
implications.




Speaking personally, I am imprcssed by the degree of correspondence
between the panelists when only the 19 core studles are considered.
Kone achieves negative estimates; all achieve larger estimates for
reading than math: ard the largest single difference--between Armor and
Miller for reading gains—-is of a magnirude many would consider
small--viz., a diffcrence of about one moath of gailn.

The convergence Is all the more dramatric since, across all dependent
variables. Krol obtained an estimate of .10 from his own meta-analysis
of "better" desegregation studies, while a similar estimate resulred
from Crain & Mahard (1983) when one aggregates across all their
dependent varlables for the randomized experiments and studies with both
pretest-posttest peasurement and centrol groups of segregared black
children. Cowbining math and reading and analyzing only the studies
preferred by the present panelists, Armor's estimate was .04, Miller's
was .12, and Wortman's was .17 for all the studies he found with
rretests and black control groups, while Stephan's estrimate was .l4
without his correction for the length of time degegregation had been
taking placte--a correction that nene of the other panelists made. The
average of rhe panelists' values is ,11, only slightly higher _Lhan trhe
estimate cbtalned by Krol and Crain & Mahard. (However, as we later
see, Craln rejects this estimate, preferring to base his judgment on
studies where desegregation occurs at kindergarten or firsr grade.)

3. The Distribution Problem. As a measure of central tendency i{he
mean depends on a normal distriburion of scores. In Figures 1 through
4, we present frequency distributions of reading effect sizes for Armor,
Miller, Stephan, and Wortman based on the strudies they chose ro analyze.
{For Wortman we add the math data since he presents reading effect sizes
for only eleven studies where pretest adjustments were made, and this
resulrs in a particularly poor estimate of the distribution). 1In all
cases except Miller, the sample sizes are based on comparisouns rather
rhan studies. But ilrrespective of the unit of analysis, the
distributions are visibly skewed, with a disproportionate number of

ef fect sizes falling in the upper range.

Table 1 presents the medians and modes corresponding to the reading
mean. The median 1s computed for a sample of both comparisons and
studies and is defined as the value of the (N¥+l)/2th case. To compute a
mode with so few cases, Wwe constructed a scale composed of categories
with intervals of .10 standard deviation units whose midpoints are
presented in Figures 1-4. Each effect size was assigned ro its
respective category, with scores of zero being assigned in equal
proportions to the category 0 ro .10 apd 0 to -.10. For Miller, no
value is reported for the median of comparisons since he only provided
data on studies. Sometimes, no wmode is presented for Worrman because
his smaller sample of srudies from the panel's ser that had pretest
adjustments often makes jt difficulr to determine any modal category
with more than three cases falling into irt.

Table 1 shows that mean effect sites for reading are larger than median
effect sizes irrespective of whether rhe latter are compurted as a mediar

13




Fipure 1; Distribution of Readinp Effect Sizes in Armor
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Flgure 2: Distribution of Reading Effect Sizes Lo Miller
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12 7T Flpute 3: Diacribution of Readink Effect Sizes In Stephan
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Figure 4: Discertbotton of Reading and Math Effect Sizes Comhined
for the Pretest-Adjusted Studtes of Wortman
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Table 1

Central lendencies for Reading - Author's own Preferred Studies

Median of Median of Midpoint of Medal
Comparisons Studies Category of Comparisons

Armor .06 .00 .00 -.05 & +.05

Miller .16 .06 -.05 & +.05

Stephan .14 .08 .08 +.05

Wortmand .26 .15 .04

2 In Wortman's case "preferred” studies refers to those of his selection from the

panel's cecre 1% for which pretest adjustments could be made. It does not refer
te his analysis of 31 studies.




of comparisons or of studies. It also shows that the mode is smaller
than the other measures of central tendency and hovers around zero.
Tndeed: the mean of rhe mean effect sizes across 21l four panelists is
.15, the mean median of comparisons is .08, the mean median of studies
is .05, while the modal categories are of effects between +.05 and -.05.

Table 1 was recomputed based on the 17 core studies most panelists
agreed upcn. That is, Thompson & Smidchens was omitted since three of
the four panelists who did meta-analyses questioned it; and Carrigan was
omitted since at least two of the panelists cbjected to the questicnable
nature of their "segregated" controls. In computing the data for Armor,
the missing values for Rentch were taken from Wortman. Stephan provided
his own estimates for the studies by Twanicki & Gamble and Slone that

he preferred to leave out of most of his own analyses. As Table 2
shows, having a common set of studies reduced the dispersion of mean
effect size for reading. The range for the panelists--Wortman excepted
because his analysis is not based on the 17 studies, and 1 did not want
to take his six missing estimates from other panelists since that would
involve estimating about 307 of the scores—-the range shifted from
.06==.16 to .13--.16. However, even with the same 17 studies per
analyst, the table still shows that medians are lower than means, and
that modes are lower than medians.

A correspondirg table for math from the author's own preferred set of
studies is in Table 3. Modes could not reasonably be computed due to
the smaller number ¢f math than reading comparisons. However, the means
are consisteutly higher than fhe medians.

Combining math and reading allows modes to be computed again and results
in the same basic relationship between measures of central tendency.
This 1s true whether one uses the author's own set of preferred studies
(Table 4) or the common set of 17 (Table 5). The individually preferred
studies produced a range of mean estimates from .06 to .16, or median
estimates from .00 to .08, and of mode estimates from -.15 to +.05.

These differences in central tendency result because the distribution of
effect sizes is skewed. The skewness means that, if one were willing to
assume that the present resulte are applicable to the nation at large
today--a dangerous assumption—-then (1) for any schoeol district that
desegregates the most reasonable expectation is that there will be ro
effects on black achievement, for the mode suggests that this outcome is
obtained more often than any other; (2) 50% of the school districts ill
probably raise achievement by about three one-hundredths of a standard
deviation (the average mediam of studies across the panelists), while
50% of them will probably raise it by less than this; but (3) the
national impact will be to raise the achievement of black children in
rveading by between two and six weeks and to raise achievement in math,
if at all, by something less than three weeks—-the upper range of mean
estimates. However, (4) a minoxity of school districts could expect to
make larger positive gains. Using Miller's reading estimates for the
moment, larger gains appear to have been obtained by Anderson (.733),
Beker {(.400), Syracuse (.691), and Zdep (.671). In mathematics, the
outliers were less common but still visible {(Anderson ,669, Klein .333,
and Van Every .543).




Table 2

Central Tendencies for Reading - 17 Common Core Studies

Median of Median of Midpoint of Modal
Mean Comparison Studies® Categorv of Comparisons

Armor2 .13 .03 0 -.05 & +.05

Miller?P .16 .06 -.05 & +.05
Stephan® .13 .07 .08 +.05

Wortman® .26 15 .04

Based on X of comparisons; Carrigan and Thompson & Smidchens omitted;
Rentsch azdded and given Wertman values.

Based on ¥ of studies; Carrigan and Thompson & Smidchens omitted.

Based on N of comparisons; Carrigan and Thompson & Smidchens onitted.
Thus, Iwanicki & Gable and Slone added.

Based on N of comparisens. The sample size is considerably smaller thzn

with other analysts, since Wortman omitted all instances where the control group
standard deviation was not specifically given. This resulted in the omission

of Clark, Evans, Iwanicki & Gable, Klein, Lard & Weeks, Slone, Syracuse, and
Walberg, as well as Carrigan and Thompson & Smidchens. Ko mede was ascer-
tainable.

The medians are from Miller's Table 2 for each author based on N of studies rather
than comparisons.
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Table 3

Central Tendencies for ES Values in Math - Author's own Preferred Studies

Median of Median of Midpoint of Mpdal
Mean Ceonparison Studies Category of Comparisons
N Armer 01 ~.05 -.06 -
| Miller .08 -- .07 -
Stephan .04 .02 .02 -
' Wortman .08 -.02 -.05 -

2 In Wortman's case "preferred” studies refers to those of his selection from the
panel’s core 19 for which pretest adjustments could be made. It does not refer
to his analwsis of 31 studies.




Table 4

Central Tendencies for Reading and Math

19

Combined - Authors' own Preferred Studies

y Median of Median of Midpoint of Modal
o Mean Comparisons Studies Category of Comparisons
Armor .06 .00 .00 -.05
Miller .12 - .06 ~.153 & +.05
b - n n
Sterhan ey .03 .05 -.03
Wortman® ".16 .08 01 -.05
8 In Wortman's case "preferred” studies refers to those of his selection from the
panel's core 19 for which pretest adjustments could be made. It does not refer
* to his analysis of 31 srtudies,

L)

These are estimates per schonl wess




Table 3

Central Tendenciles for Reading and Math - 17 Common Core Studies

Median of Median of Midpeint of Modal
Comparisons Studies® Categery of Comparisons

a
Armor

Millerb

Stephan®

Wortmand .16 .08 .ol

Based on X of comparisons; Carrigzn and Thompson & Smidchens omitted;
Rentsch added and given Wortman values.

Based on N of studies; Carrigan and Thompson & Smidchens omitted.

Based on N of compariscns; Carrigan and Thompeon & Smidchens omitted.
Thus, Iwanicki & Gable and Slone added. Estimates of elfect per school year.

Tased on K of comparisons. The sample size is considerably smaller than with
otner analvsts, since Worzman omitted all instances where the control group
standard deviation was not specifically given. This resulted in the omission
Clark, Evans, Iwanicki & Gable, Klein, Laird & Weeks, Slone, Svracuse, and
Walberg, as well as Carrigan and Thompson & Snidchens.

The medians are from Miller's Table 2 for each author based on N of studies
rather than comparisons.
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But Stephan's estimates make the studies with outlying results seem less
extreme, and some different outliers emerge. He computes effect sizes
in a way that controls for the length of time children have been under
study in a desegregated school. When rezding effect sizes are computed
per eight-month «cheel year, the ocutliers are pulled in because they
tended to come from studies lasting two or three years. The new values
are: Anderson (.42), Baker (.13), and Zdep (.66). (Stephan leaves
Syracuse out of his sample). For mathematics, the positive outliers now
become: Anderson (.24), Klein (.33), and Van Every (.14). Stephan’s
computation of effect sizes leads to less variable and less skewed
estimates than the other panelists, which is why medilans and modes make
less of a difference to his computations of central tendency than to
others. But the choice of a measure of central tendency still makes a
difference in Stephan’s estimates, for both reading and reading and math
combined.

However, Stephan's work does present a puzzle. He is the scle panelist
to compute a medlan, and about midway in his report he mentions that the
median gain in verbal achievement {(reading) is .13. (His corresponding
means were .17 for the sample of comparisons and .15 for the sample of
studies.) 7T have examined Stephan's effect sizes from his Table 1 and
have been unable to arrive at the same value. My own estimate based on
a sample of comparisons and omitting the studies he leaves out is .08.
Readers should scrutinize Stephan's Table 1 and estimate for themselves
the effect size for reading scores above which 50Z ¢f the effect sizes
fall and below which 50% f£all.

4, The Confidence Problem. Our reanalysis of the panelists' studies
using multiple measures of centrzl tendency should not be interpreted to
mean that, in our opinion, desegregation has had no effect ou most
schools. There are two reasons for a low level of confidence in the
results presented in Tables 1 through 5. First, we do not know the
underlying distribution of mean effect sizes (however computed) for the
population of scheool districts that have already desegregated. It is
not clear how representative the panel's core set of studies are.
Second, with so¢ few comparisons znd studies, we cannot have much
confidence in the sample distributions presented in Figures 1-4, A
dozen new cases could radically alter each cf the estimates of central
tendency. With such a2 poorly estimated and unstable distribution, it is
not clear that the mean would rema2in unchanged even if more cases were
added from the very same peopulation that the present sample is supposed
to represent.

Statistical significance tests are typically used to make inferences
abecut the level of confidence one should ascribe to findings. (Recause
of lay misunderstandings of the word "significance," we prefer to talk
of tests of statistical reliability rather than statistical
significance.) Walberg has maintained that for measures of math and
reading combined, none of the estimates obtained by Krol, Crain & Mahard
and Wortman, King & Bryant reliably differ from zero. Im the current
case, our calculations of reliability indicate that: (1) for Armor, the
mean estimates for math alone and fior reading and math combined do not
differ from zerc, but the estimate for reading does so marginally

(p is less than .10); (2) for Miller, the estimate for math does not
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reliably differ from zerc, but the estimates for reading alone and for
reading and math combined do so; (3) for Stephan, the effect for math is
not reliable, while for reading and for math and reading combined,
conventional levels of statistical reliability are reached irrespective
of whether the mean is computed with or without correction for the
length of desegregarion; and (4) for Wortman, the effects for reading
and for reading and math combined both differ from zero even when we
censider only the small sample of srudies with pretest adjustments.

These statistical tests are themselves partly problematic. In all cases
except Miller, the analyses are based on a sample of comparisons. But
since some studies produce more than one estimate of effect size, the
assumption of independent errors may not be met. This particular
problem does not occur in Miller's analysis. There, the small sample of
studies increases the dependence on the assumption of a normal
distribution of effect sizes. But as the difference between the various
measures of central tendency indicates, the distribution of effect sizes
may not be normal. Hence, all the statistical test results reported v
above (and in Walberg) should be treated with some caution. As they \
stand, they suggest that neither the mean reading effect nor the mean :
effect for reading and math combined is due to chance.

However, to complicate matters, it is not likely that the medians and
modes differ from zero. The standard error of a median is normally set
2t 125% of the value of the standard error of the means from the same
distribution, reflecting the greater instability of medians. By this
criterion, no medians reliably differ from zero for reading or for
reading and math combined. No estimate of the reliability of modes is
necessary since they hover so closely around zero. However, the medians
and modes are based on so few cases that estimates covld shift radically
once a dozen new values are added to the distribution.

If the population of effect sizes is indeed skewed, it is not clear
which measure of central tendency is to be preferred. The mean
represents national impact at some abstract, aggregate level, and is of
use to those persons and greups most interested in gaining a national
perspective on education apd society. The mode represents what should
happer to the typical school, and so may be of most interest to any -
school district or judge considering desegregation, especially if the
district in question deffers from those where desegregation has produced
large impacts in the past--characteristics we ghall explore below. For
any commentator willing to assume that the distribution of effect sizes
in the population approximates the (unclear) sample distributions we
have obtained, it is important to decide at 2 high level of
conscilousness on the different utilities implicit in different measures
of central tendency.

5. Why Do Some School Districts Show Larger Gains in Reading? The
skewness in the distributions indicates not only that the mean may be 2
misleading measure of central tendency, but also that it might be
productive to probe the reasons why some school districts are outliers,
Discovering what they did to achieve larger, gains cduld, for instance,
be used to develop specific guidelines for desegregation plans, which
schoel districts could then select if they believed they were suitable
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for their schools. But since desegregatien is an amorphous set of
activities that differs from site to site, and since we have so few
studies, no one should expect a definitive answer to the gwestion of
what characterizes school districts with large reading gains. At most,
one should expect grounded hypotheses to emerge. Our discussion is in
two parts: which were the districts with large gains; and what
differentiates them from other districts?

®. Which Were the School Districts with Larger Reading Gains?
Before probing substantive reasons for high reading gains, it
is important to raise three methodological issues that reduce
confidence in judgments about the identification of valid
outliers. The sample sizes in the studies under review vary
considerably, from 12 desegregated children in Zdep to over
1,000 in Sheehan and Marcus. Several panelists analyzed the
relationship between sample size and effect size, concludirg
that smaller samples tended to produce larger estimates but
that the relationship was not reliably different from zero.
Considering classical sampling theory in isolation, we would
not expect sample sizes to be linearly related to effect sizes
witheut transformation of the original metrics. In a normal
distribution with mean equal to zero, we would expect smaller
samples to produce larger estimates, but in equal proportiouns
each side of zero. This is equivalent to a negatively
accelerated decay function when plotting effect size against
sample size, irrespective oI the sign of the effect. Figure
5 presents the mean reading effect size, free of sign, for
studies with desegregated samples of 20 or less, between 21
and 30, between 31 and 40, 41 and 50, between 51 and 100, and
over 100. An overall relationship 1s apparent that might well
be of the expected quadratic form, though with such a small
sample of studies it is hard to be sure. More importent,
though, is that with such a sample of studies, it is possible
for more of the studies with smaller samples to fall on one
side of the mean than the other. If we take the studies
identified from Miller's estimates as outliers we ncte the
following individual sample sizes in the desegregated groups
for analyses of reading: Anderson (34), Baker (36), Syracuse
(24), and Zdep (12). This is a total of 106 desegregated
children, Since a total of 2812 were studied for reading, the
outliers responsible for the higher mean estimates constitute
about 4% of the total sample of desegregated children, but are
about 257 of the studies Miller analyzed (4 of 17). If we add
Rentsch to the list of ocutliers because analysts other than
Miller and Stephan place him there, then the curliers
represent 30% of the schools studied (5 of 17) but only 7% of
the children.

A second methodological reason for cautiom in substantively
sursuing why some school districts have large gainz is also
related to sampling ianstability. If we were to define
positive outliers in terms of their gains in both reading and
matrh, few of the ocutliers would be the same as when reading
was considered alone. Thus, the unweighted gain in Anderson,
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Figure 5: Relationship hetween Sample 5ize and Magnitude of Effect g{ze
Irrespective to chelr Sign
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using Miller's estimates, was .70, in Beker was .19, and was
.26 in Zdep. (it was .035 for Rentsch in Miller's analysis.)
When a Joint criterion 1s used to define outliers, only
Anderson clearly emerged. Indeed, the three other studies
had negative estimates for math. Pursuing the instability
theme further leads uys to note that the second largest
negative outlier for reading (Van Every, ~-.17) 1s based on a
desegre- gated sample of only 20, and the math estimate is
+.54. We are not arguing that desegregation chould have
affected both reading and math. We are only suggesting that
we would be more confident of having identified valid outliers
if reading and math gains were correlated among the potential
outliers.

The third methodological issue concerns how effect sizes were
computed. All the pzanelistz are commendably sensitive to the
need to control for differentlal growth rates between the
nonequivalent desegregated and segregated control groups, and
all go about the task in similar—-but not quite
identicgl--ways. The adequacy of statistical adjustment for
selection-maturation depends on many factors, including the
(unknown) true selection difference, the reliability of
measures, the copparability of within-group regression lines,
etc. In meta-analysis, the hope is that , across all the
studies examined, the inevitable imperfections in the analysis
of any one study will even out so that the average blas due to
selection-maturation will be zero. However, there is no
presumption that the blas will be zero in any single study.
Yet in analyzing outlier effect sizes, one has to assume that
the average selection and selection-maturation bias

among the outliers is zero. However, one might easily have
capitalized on chance and have isolated the subset where
acjustment has been the least adequate. Indeed, in four of
the five outlier cases the desegregated children outperformed
the segregated initially, and in the other cases the means
were essentially identical.

Thus, the possibility cannot be ruled out that the outliers
reflect: (1) sampling instability due to small sample sizes;
(2) sawmpling instability that makes high reading geins not
synonymous with general achievement gains; and (3) an
underadjustment for initial group differences in reading
achievement. It is within the limitations afforded by these
three points that I now examine sybstantive characteristics of
the outliers for reading. .

The Characteristics of Outlier School Districts. As
previously discussed, one characteristic of the outlier school
districts on Miller's 1list is that they evaluated longer
periods of desegregation--up to three yvears in some cases.

The relationship between effect sizes and length of
desegregation is not clear due to sampling instability, with
all the panelists who tackled the issue concluding that effect
sizes seem larger in the five studies with two years of
desegregation than in the nine studies with one year of




desegregation. However, estimates seem to be lowest of all in
the three studies with three years of desegregation. Since
two-year studies predominate among the studies with larger
effects in Miller's Table 2, it suggests that effect sizes may
be related to the amount of desegregation that has taken
place.

The predominance of two-year studies among the districts with
larger effects also leads me to prefer Stephan's estimates for
defining outlier school districts. But to use his data, I
averaged his estimates across grades to give a single reading
mean per study. The outliers fall into two groups: Anderson
(.49), Syracuse (.58) and Zdep (.66) are in the one, and Klein
(.23) and Rentsch (.22), in the other. Even listing these
outliers raises once again the specter of instability, since
Klein would not be an outlier for Miller, while Beker would be
for Miller but not for Stephan!

Two substantive factors are associated with Stephan's larger
effect sizes. One factor concerns when desegregation takes
place. Figure 6 shows effect sizes per eight months of
desegregation plotted against when desegregation began. The
latter values are taken from Wortman rather than Stephan,
since the information about grades in Stephan's Table 1 appears
to be based on the grade at which desegregation began in some
cases and on the grade when it ended in others. Figure 6
shows a clear negatively accelerated decay curve, with -larger
aeffects the earlier the desegregation. WNone of the panelists
obtained effects of grade on achievement that were as clear
cut as this, probably because they computed linear
relationships, truncated at inappropriate grade levels, did
not adjust effect sizes for the length of desegregation, or
they assessed the grade of children when the study ended.
Figure 6 suggests that at second grade, a gain is obtained of
about .30 standard deviation units per eight-month
year-—-though this estimate is based on only four studies
——that at the third grade the gain is .12 (five studies),
while it is .14 at the fourth grade (based on the nine
studies).

In trying to explain why a small set of school districts
produced large reading gains that skewed the distribution of
effect sizes, it is important to probe whether the
desegregation was voluntary or mandatory. According to
Crain's report in this volume, all of the school districts I
have jidentified as positive outliers had wvoluntary programs.
This is perhaps not surprising, since the programs were
voluntary in 15 of our 19 studies. For reading, only three
school districts showed overall negative effects in Stephan's
analysis-~Sheehan & Marcus (-.07), Smith (-.01) and Van Every
(~.12). The first anéd last of these were mandatory programs.
0f the two other mandatory programs in the panel's sample, the
study by Carrigan was omitted from some analyses but, when
aggregated across grades, it produced 2 small negative effect.
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The other mandatory study produced a trivial gain of .02

across grades (Evams). It is clear, then, that mandatory
programs were not associated with reading gains but that

voluntary programs were.

However, the relationship between effect size and the
voluntary/mandatory nature of desegregation could only be
considered causal for these four cases of mandatory
desegregation if all other interpretations of the relationship
could be ruled out. However, two of the studies--Fvans and
Sheehan & Marcus—-were done in Texas, were the only ones to
ase the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and were two of the only
three studies of desegregation activities that began in the
1970's. (The other study with apparent negative outcomes~-~Van
Every--took place in Flint, Michigan, began in 1969, used the
SRA test, and had very small samples.)

Just as it would be wrong to conclude with confidence that
mandatory programs produce no gains in reading, so it would be
wrong to conclude from the panel’s core gtudies thar
desegregation beginning in the earlier grades results in
larger positive gains. There are signs of each relationship,
but with only four mandatory programs and four second grade
samples it is inevitable that we have not made heterogeneous
all the gources of irrelevancy that might have produced
spurious results. The reality is that if the sample sizes of
studies 1is too small to permit a meaningful analysis of
central tendency across 19 studies, it is even less
appropriate for conducting responsible intermal analyses to
try to explain why some school districts seem to have achieved
larger effect sizes than others.

This is true, not only of the potential explanatory factors
analyzed above, but also of other factors about which
individual panalists have specvlated. Stephan points out that
studies conducted at an earlier date tend to show larger
effects, while Miller suggests that school districts with
larger effects may have introduced enrichment programs at the
time desegregation occurred and may have had smzller
percentages of blacks in the desegregated classrooms. With
the small samples on hand, it is inevitable, first, that no
strong probes of the impact of such moderator variables is
possible; and, second, that many interpretations remain to
explain why some districts achieved particularly large
positive or negative gains.

The points we want to stressg are that: (1) the form of the
distribution of effect sizes is not clear either for the
population of school districts that have desegregated or even
for the small sample of districts we have analyzed; (2) there
nay be districts that benefitted more from desegregation than
other districts—-but 1if so, it is not clear whether they are
outliers for irrelevant methodological reasons (small sample
sizes, unstakie measures, or initial group achievement
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differences not completely adjusted away) or for relevant
substantive reasons; and (3) of the relevant substantive
reasons, several arc contenders as explanatory constructs, but
their unique contribution cannot be unconfounded from the
contribution of the factors. Thc factors at issue include:
the child's grade ut desegregation, the number of years of
desegregation, whether the desegregaton is voluntary or
mandatory, the percentage of whites in the class, the
copresence of desegregation ard new enrichment programs, and
the vear in which desegregarion took place.

6. Summary of the Reanalyses. A casual reading of the panelists’
papers leads to the four conclusions mentioned earlier that are based
upon the panel's 19 studies and seem quite consonant with the findings
of prior meta-analyses by Krol and by Crain & Mahard that involved
larger samples. These conclusions are: (1) desegregation does not
decrease the achievement of black children; (2) it probably does not
increase math achievements; (3) it probably raises reading scores; and
(4) the increase in reading scores is somewhere between .06 and .16
standard deviation units or aboui two and six weeks. These last
estimates were computed from 17 studies, about half of which dealt with
z single year of schooling, and then usually the first one after formal
desegregation began. )

Qur own analyses cerroborate the first two of these findings. We
continue to find no evidence that desegregation decreases achievement or
that it increases achievement in math. Our differences involve the
conclusicn about reading. The present analysis suggests that whether
there is an efiect or not depends on the measure of central tendency
used, with statistically reliable results emerging from mean gains but
net from median or modal gains. The implication of the lower median or
modes is that the mean differences are found, not so much because the
"average"” effect of desegregatior on reading is positive but because~-in
the panel's sample at least--some school districts made atypically large
reacing gains that skewed the distribution of effect sizes.

It is therefore difficult to make an estimate of the size of the reading
effect. There is one range estimate for the mean (between .13 to .16
when the same 17 studies frow the panel's 19 are used with each
analyst's own effect size computations--see Table 2), another range
estimate for the median (.00 to .08 irrespective of the samples
used-=-see Table 1 or 2}, and yet another for the modal effect (between
-.05 and +.05--see Tables 1 and 2). Combining the reading and math
effect sizes makes no difference to the conclusion that central tendency
values differ. The estimated means vary between .07 and .16 for - 2 17
common studies; the studvy medians vary between .00 and .06; and ‘e mode
falls between +.05 and -.05.

Why do seme schoels uachieve unexpectedly large reading gains? With sc
few studies, this question cannot be answered in any definitive way.
There are at most indirect suggestions that such schools may have
desegregated in the 1960's, had voluntary plans, included the ezriier
grades in their evaiuation design, been studied for longer time periods,
have had a higher percentage of white children in desegregated




classrooms, and may have introduced enrichment programs ac the same time
as desegregation. Such variables could have had independent eor jeint
impacts, and it is inevitable that other variables could be thought of
that should be added to any list of possible explanations of why some
districts gained so much more than others in reading. Among the
pessibilities is chance, for it is neotewerthy cthat the cutlier studies
had smaller sample sizes and that, wicth the exception of Anderson, the
districts with the largest gains in reading were not the districts with
the largest gains in marth. While it is not necessary for desegregation
teo impact or both--~and Stephan gives an ex post facto raticnale for why
desegregation should affect readirg but not math--we would be more
confident of having identified valid outliers had there been more of a
consistency in gains between reading and mach.

1f the present analysis had not taken place, there would have beern what
I interpret to be an impressive consistency of results for reading and
math combined. When they defined better studies their own way and
combined all measures and grades, hoth Krol and Crain & Mahard reached
comparable mean estimates of .10. (For Crain & Mahard, the valus is
derived from the combined resulcs of their randomized experiements and
their two longitudinal designs with black segregated controls.) Using
their own preferrecd set of studies and ceonsidering math and reading
enly, the present panelists arrived at estimates varying arcund this.
Armor obtained .04, Miller .12 ard Stephan .14, and Wortman .17 when his
two strongest designs were weighted and averaged based on part of his

sample of 31 studies. These estimates are generally higher than the
values of Kreol and Crain & Mahard, buc not by much. Indeed, I suspect
that few commentarors would find much of a difference between a gain of
one month snd of one and one-half months (.10 versus .15).

The present znalyses have muddled these waters by suggesting that the
means above are noticesbly higher than their corresponding medians or
modes and by fyrcher suggesting that the cheice of a measure of central
tendency depends in part on knowledge of the distribution of effect
sizes in the peopulation. But with such 2 small sanmple, the true
distribution cannot be confidently ascertaired. For those who accept ny
aralyses, I have substitured a low degree of certainty about the efrfects
of desegregation for the higher degree that used to pertain buc that
depended on distributional assumptions which may be wrong. Secial
science @nalyses often increase uncertainty, and this is to be preferred
to a premature certainty about something wrong or misleading. However,
it is even more preferable te reduce quickly new sources of identified
uncertainty. Inu the present case, this nmeans examining the
distributicons obtained by Crain & Mahard (1983) for their better studies
tc see if they are skewed.

7. A Comparisor of the Present Results with Crain & Mahard. Crain &
Mshard (1983) insist that the effects of desegregation are besr assessed
from randomized experiments and from studies where desegregated
schooling begirns at kindergarten or grade one so that the child bas
never krnown segregated schooling. When the randomized experiments and
the studies with kindergarten and first grade samples were studied
separately, Crain & Mahard obtained estimates of .30 in each case. They
therefore interpreted this as the best estimate of the effects of
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desegregatior cn the achievement of Llack children. Such an effect is
moderately large by many of the (arbicrary) standards used {or assessing
the effects of educational interventions, as Walberg's essay in this
volume attests. 1t is certainly a more optimistic value than obtained
in the meta-analyses reviewed here. Hence, we will consider the
estimates of Crain & Mahard in scwe detail.

it is clear that their estimates decrease to some extent when we
consider medians and modes rather than means. Crain kindly supplicd me .
with the distribution of effect sizes fcr the seven comparisons
invelving randomized experiments, with Zdep omitted. The mean was .27,
the median .24, and the mode could not be computed. TFor the
kindergarten and first grade samples evaluated using before-after
designs and black segregated control groups, the meanm based on 17
comparisons was .31, and the median and mode were each .26. I do not
know what the mean, median and mode were for all the studies and all the
grades with before-after measures and black controls. Nonetheless, the
data above suggest that the medians and modes do not reduce to zero in
the studies that Crain and Mahard prefer for estimating the effects of
desegregation.

Unfortunately, the results of Crain & Mahard are not easy to Interpret
as estimates of genmeralized causal impact. First, nearly all the
randomized experiments were part of Project Concern and so offer little
comfort as to the generalizabilicty of effects. Also, with so few
degrees of freedom in the analysis of randomized experiments, it is not
likely that the mean effect reliably differs from zero. Second, only
one of the kindergarter and first grade samples of Crain & Mahard was
included in the present panel's sample--Carrigan--despite the
specification of both Craia & Mahard and the present panel that
before—after designs and black contrels characterized better studies.
This discrepancy in the number ¢f comparisons presumably cccurs because
of differences in strategies used to estimate standards deviatioms
and--principally-~-because Crain & Mashard were willing to accept pretest
measures that the present panel would pot accept because it required
that pretest ard posttest measures tap into the same conceptual domain.
For understandable reasons, the pretest measures of very young children
tend to reflect "academic readiness” rather tham the academic

B achievement that is assessed at the posttest. 1If the usual selection
bias operated and the children attending desegregated schools were more
able or more motivated thern their segregated couvterparts, then the

- reduced pretest-posttest correlation caused by differences between the

readiness and achievement measures would probably result in
overestimating the effects of desegregation in each study (Campbell &
Boruch, 1975). Consequently, it is unlikely that valid estimates of the
effects of desegregatior were obtained with the kindergartem amd first
grade samples of Crain & Mahard, though the authors have indeeé
identified a significant issue. After the first gemeration of
desegregation in a district, no students enter desegregated schools from
segregated ones--nearly all begin and end their schooling in
desegregated classes, Consequently, it is of special importance to
learn how desegregation is related to the achievement of very young
children.
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The estimate of Crain & Mahard that most closely approximates the work
of the present panel is based on ul1 grade levels, all outcome measvres,
before-after designs, and black control groups. As mentioned earlier,
the estimate they obtained was .10, and this is much closer to the
panel’'s ¢stimate than the probably inflated value of .30 provided by
studies of kindergarten and first grade children for which initial
differences were not well-controlled. However, nothing in the present
panel's work specifically refutes an implicit ¢laim-—in Crain &
Mahard--that desegregation may have larger impacts at younger grades.

To say that .30 may be inflated is not to say the true value for the
youngest children is .10. The issue of grade differcrces in effect
sizes has not been solved by either the present paunel or Crain & Mahard,
and must remain an issue for further research.

INTFRFKETATION

‘T want now to interpret the meaning of both the absence of gains in
mathematics and the presence of reading gains of between two and six
weeks. To do this, I broach twe issues., First, I ask what implications
the findings have for various stakeholder groups, and in so doing ] also
explore how generalizable the findings are beyond the 19 studies
examined. Second, I ask what implications this meta-analysis project
has for theories of research synthesis.

1. Stakecholder Aralysis

a, Protagonists of School Desegregation. The analyses I have
presented might give some comfort to protagonists of school
desegregation, particulary those who support it for reasons of
equal access, the improvement of race relations, or the
enhancement of self-esteem rather than fer reasons of academic
achievement. For such protagonists the crucial finding from
all the analyses of all the scholars is that school
desegregation does not decrease the achievement of black
children. 1If it did, this would represent an undesirable side
effect of desegregation with which protagonists would probably
have to deal ethically, ideologically, and politically. My
guess is that it is more difficult to argue that a decrease in
schievement is of no consequence than it 1s to argue that the
absence of an increase is of no counsequence. Unintentionally
decreasing achievement would be a worrisome side effect of
desegregation that no pretagonist could ignore.

Protagonists of school desegregation can also take some succor
from ar 2s yet imperfectly corrcborated trend in the data.
This 1s that achilevement gains wmay be larger in younger
children who have not had to go through as lerg a prior
experience in segregated classes. Indeed, one of the major
points in Crain & Mahard-—that we could not independently
test——1s that achievement gains are greatest of all if black
children have never been segregafted. This is 2 very important
point, for many of the advccates of desegregatior view it as a
means of providing desegregated-—or preferably, fully
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integrated——education to all children for all of their school
career. From this perspective, the group of children wheo
start out in segregated schools are not the group of greatest
interest. Of more concern are those who have never been
segregated and will never experiemce the historically
circumscribed difficulties associated with being among the
very first children to transfer within a desegregated school
district. Such pioneers move into environments that are
novel, not only for them but also for teachers,
administrators, parents and local leaders. Because of the
novelty, more mistakes are likely to occur than is the case at
a later date when. new cohorts of children come through the
system, and teachers, administrators and parents should have
benefitted from earlier mistakes. Later cochorts might be
expected to benefit more from desegregation, both because they
have never known segregated schooling and because the school
personnel are more experienced with education in mixed racial
settings.

Protagonists of desegregation might also note that over half
of the studies examined by the present panel invelved only one
year of desegregation. Moreover, the typical fall-spring
testing sessions involve less than a2 complete school year.
Thus, most of the studies involved only a small fraction of
the total time that children experience desegregation,
especially if they enter desegregated schools in the early
grades, Protagonists of school desegregation might wonder if
its full impact has yet been evaluated and they may point to
the larger effects in two-year studies to suggest that the
cumulative impact of desegregation may be much larger than its
first year effect. The major problem with this argument is
that the studies testing three years of desegregation produced
no effects, Consequently, protagonists of desegregation would
have to disecredit the three-year studies in order to make the
case that desegregation has not yet been tested at its
presunptively most efficacious. However, it is not difficult
to discredit these studies since they are only three in number
and they undoubtedly differ from the majority of studies in
many ways that are correlated with lower achievement gainms.

The Perspectives of Antagonists of School Desegregation. The
present analyses should bring most succor to antagonists of
school desegregation. Where before they would have had to
acknovledge the gains in reading caused by desegregation and
would have had teo argue that their practical implications are
trivial--as Armor has dene in his present essay--antagonists
can now peoint to analyses which suggest that there have been
ne real gains in reading because oif desegregation in most
school districts. This involves a shift ip the argument-—from
how meaningful the obtained reading gains are considered to
be, to whether there are any gains at all with value worth
debating. But although the medians and modes in Tables 1
through 5 could be used by antagonists of school
desegregation, I have tried to stress how unstable these
estinates are and how much they might be changed by adding
just a dozen more casees to the dietribution of effect sizes.
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Antagenists of schoel desegregation can alse point to the
opaque trend in the data for mandatory pregrams to result in
zero effect sizes and for larger effects te he found with
veluntary programs. Few antagonists of desegregation oppose
plans in which loecal authorities agree to desegregate and
receiving schools voluntarily accept pupils who velunteer to
g0 to the receiving schools (or whose parents "volunteer' for
them). The objection is to mandatory desegregatien which, in
both my analvsis and Stephan's, produced no reading or math
gains. (This comparability was achieved despite the fact that
Stephan classified only two of the panel's studies as
mandatory, whereas using the essays in this volume by Crain
and Arwmor, I classified four as mandatory, although one was
by Carrigan.) However, little confidence can be placed in the
idea that mandatory desegregation plans cause ne reading
gains. Given the small number of studies overall, ard of
mandatory studies in particular, the mandatory/voluntarv
distinction was correlated with the vear desegregation took
place, the test used tc measure achievement, the region of the
country (two studies were in the Dallas/Ft. Worth area), and
was probably alsc correlated with many other factors that
would emerge as soon as one exapined in detail the specifics
of the mandatoery desegregation studies by Sheehan & Marcus,
Evans and Van Every.

Antagonists of school. desegregation can also point to the

paucity of clearcut evidence about desegregation plans that
will raise school achievement. Protagonists of school
desegregation, and persons whose job it is te plan the
desegregation effort in a particular community, want to know
what types of desegregation will be effective. They pretfer
this specific question to the more global: "How effective is
desegregation in gereral in raising achievement?” All the
parties concerned with desegregation research realize that
there is no standard desegregation treatment, but many of the
protagonists of desegregation hope to disceover a set of
activities that, whenr implemented in newly desegregated
schools, will raise achievement, ameng other things. The
present analysis has pointed with little counfidence to some
possible elements of effective desegregation plans. But
nothing in the list of elements is new, and after the panel's
reviews, nothing is better "proven" as a causally efficacious
element of desegregation plans than was the case before.
Antagonists can point,therefore, to the saliency the present
review gilves to the continuirg uncertainty about the elements
of descgregation that enhance zachievement. This ig net to say
that the present meta-znalysis proved all-or even most—-—of the
prospective causal elements, or even that it probed the better
corroborated among them. All we maintain is that it probed
some of them, but failed to make us any more confident that ve
know how to put tegether desegregation plauns that will raise
achieverent in reading and math.




Persons Planning Desegregation Activities. Irrespective of
their personal beliefs about the cdesirability of
desegregation, mandated or otherwise, there are some groups of
persons who bhave to plan desegregation activiries. One such
group consists of judges, civil servants, consultants, and
school district officials who develop desegregation plans for
school districts or metropclitan areas. Such persons want to
know about the types of desegregation plan, or the majer
elements within an overall plan, that will produce the kinds
of outcomes theyv most value from desegregation. The present
panel's work provides nothing of substance to help such
planners. It might, however, make a minor contribution to
underwining their wmorale, for the difference in outcomes
between the means, medians and modes suggests that the effects
of their labors on achievement are likely to be minimezl, at
least in the short term and to the extent the backward-looking
analyses on which this review is based are pertinent to the
immediate future.

This last point is crucial. For many theorists of evaluation,
its function is less to surmarize what has happened in the
past and more to discover what might be effective in the
future. In this context, it is worth noting thar the major
difficulries with meta-analysis concern the possihilicy thac
the bias in one direction may be greater than in the other
across all the studies under review. The panelists dealt
exhaustively with biases that might lead to false conclusion:s
about whether the relationship between desegregation and
learning gains is causal, but few of them comsidered biases
that limit the generalizabkility of findings and hence their
presumed utilicy for planners. In fact, 16 of the 19 studies
were begun in the 1960's, and only one is later than 1975.

The dearth of later studies is striking, and Armor's essay
contains an important paragraph expressing indignation that so
few evaluarions of school desegregation were undertaken in the
1970's, a decade characterized by so many large-scale
evaluations in other areas within education. Most of the 19
studies under examination were dissertations or local efforts
by the staff of a school district. This may explain why the
sample sizes are so small, the documentatioq’pf desegregation
acrtivities so meager, and the measurement plan so sparse.

Another constant bias is obvious. The panel was constrained
to examine how desegregation impacted on the achievement of
black clildren. Yet for most planners, achievement does not
exist in a vacuum. The utility of the achievement gains
caused by desegregation can vary in meaning depending.om
whether the desegregation activities in question also reduce
or widen achievement gaps between blacks and whites, are or
are not accompanied by an increase or reduction in interracial
prejudice, are or are not accompanied by white flight, are or
are not assoclated with self-esteem gains, are or are not
associated with community support, are or are not related to
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changes in real estate values. are ur are not associated with
the rounding of magnet or lab schools, etc. By examining just
school desegregaticn and black achievement, much of the
interpretative context vital to planners is leost.

A second group of plamners is composed ¢f teachers, both those
contemplating desegregation and those alrecady teaching in
desegrepgated classrooms. In theory, research could be of help
Lo those in identifying practices they car implement that will
improve the functioning and results in classrooms. However,
the present meta-analytic effiorts do not speak to such
learning needs. The teacher's needs are wore micro than
macro, pmore concerned with process than outcome, and with
explaration than descriptive csusation. The question on which
tlie panel worked ig a questior that meets the interests of
central government officials with responsibility for oversighe
more than it meets the interests of those who must plan for
desegregation in specific school contexts,

Persons Honestly Seeking To Learn What Desegregation Has

Accomplished. The panel's papers help those who would

honestly understand what desegregation has accomplished by
questioning the utility of so global a label as
"desegregation," Miller's anzlysis shows that, after the mean
etffect size is accounted for, more variance remains than is
due to chance. This suggests that systematic forces have to
be taken into account over and above vhether desegregation
took place if there is to be any reasonable predicticn of
effect sizes. Elementary consideration of the decentralized
structure of ecducational decision-making suggests cthat
desegregation plans will differ from locatien to location and
that, even vhere they appear similar on paper, there will be
local adaptations to suit local conditions. From the
perspective of someone seeking to learn what desegregation has
achieved, clementarv questions need to be asked: '"What dous
cdesegregation mean?"; "What are the criteria tkat should be
rsed to create clustere of desegregalicen activities?'; and
"How well do the differert clusters or types of desegregation
predict differences ir uchievement outcomes across districts?”
it present, pe¢rsons interested in learning about school
desegregation are more likely to bave learned to identify the
were pertinert questions than they are to have learned answers
tv these questions.

Fut there arc some persons interested in the effects of
desegregation, very globally concelved, most of whom are
government officials with oversight respopsibilicy,
journalists, or scholars. The present essay may help
sensitize ther to the possibility of coneiderable differences
in effects from district ro district and to the poesibility
that, acreoss all districts, effects may be highiy variable and
evern skewed. The pessibilicvy of skewness might present them
with a problem. Although the nesp represents the global
impact of desepregation paiited on a brosd national canvas, it
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is of vo comfort to judges and school districts contemplating
desegregation or to teachers werrying about how to handle a
racially mixed class. For some of these people, the mode is
motre immediately meaningful than the mean. It may be less
meaningful in the future, of course, if (1) there really are
outliers, (2) the causes of large gains can be explained, and
(3) school districts can adopt the causal elements present in
the schools with large effects. But we do nut yer know what
these elements are. In the absence of such knowledge, the
differences between the means, medians, and modes highlight
anew the conflictipg infeormation needs of the many groups in
the national educaticnal system who have a stake in
desegregation. The differences are most apparent (1) with
resnect to what should be evaluated--desegregation in general,
a specitic type of desegregation plan, the particular plan in
a particular discrict, or elements within plans?; and (2) with
respect to whet should be assessed--achievement, school
discipline, race relations, self-estecem, enroliment figures,
local tax support for education, local political support for
desegregation, home values, etc.? But the differences in
information needs are alsc apparent with respect to (3) which
measures of central tendency is most approptizte. Different
measures speak more tce the Interests of scme stakeholders than
others.

2. Theories of hesearch Svnthesis. The present panel represents a
unigue attempt to probe to what extent experts with three different
presumed commitmernts would converge on a common answer about how
desegregation has affected the achievement of black children. Crain and
Vertman had already concluded in review articles or papers that
desegregation increased achievement; the opposite conclusion has been
drawn by Armort and Miller; while Stephan and Walberg had published on
the issue but had taken more neutral stances, although Walberg has given
court testimony largely opposed te desegregation. The hope was to
achkieve a common estimate ef effect size despite the gifferent
comnitments, based on a theory that the results would be more credible,
and perhaps even more valid, if they could be replicated across the
heterogeneity associated with the analysts' prior professiocnal
commirtments.

In general, the effect sizes for math and reading combined did reflect
the pricr commitment. Highest were those of Wortman (.17), and Crain,
who stressed the results from his kindergarten and first grade samples
ard from the ratdomized experiments he studies (,30 for all cutcome
measures combined)., The next highest estimate was from Stephan (.14
without corrections for length of desegregation), and lowest of all was
Armor (.04). The person least fitting expectarions was Miller, whose
.12 value was intermediate.

Actually, the thecretical rationale for pluralism of analysts was only
partially reaiized, given the decision made before the panel met to
restrict the meta—-analyses to "good" studies and teo use Wortman's prior
work rto generate that list. One of the major points in meta-analysis
where ideclogy and orher commitments enter in is when relevant studies
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are gelected for analysis. Panel members were free to suggest studies
for the core list, and Armor succeeded in having two studies added that
had negative effect sizes (Sheehan & Marcus, and Walberg). He also made
a strong and persistent case for excluding Rentsch and including
Carrigan. But few considered calls were heard to add other studies,
even though Crain had a list of 93 that he and Mahard considered
relevant, more than half of which may have been randomized experiments
or longitudinal designs with segregated black control groups. In
retrospect, the decision to restrict the selection criteria to a common
set rather than let the panelists select thelr own, and the failure to
assess each of Crain's 93 studies according to the panel's criteria of
adequate methodology, may have unnecessarily restricted both the sample
of studies and the heterogeneity in assumptions on which the theory
behind the use of multiple panelists depends.

It is not difficult to see why the decision was made to restrict the
meta-analyses to "better" studies. After all, Krol has found smaller
estimates with his "better"” studies, as also had Wortman, King and
Bryant. But Crain obtained larger estimates with his "better" studies.
Obviously, chance differences in the studies available, or differences
of opinion about what makes better studiles, may have contributed to the
apparent puzzle about whether superior methods were assoclated with
larger or smaller effect sizes. Another point is also worth keeping in
wind. Although one of the rationales for pluralistic panel members was
the credibility and validity afforded by convergence, a second rationale
is that divergence in their results wmight serve to force out the
differences in assumptions between advocates and opponents of
desegregation, thereby sharpening the focus for future research. Yet
the likelihood of such differences being forced out is presumably
greater the more freedow panelists have to gelect studies for review.

Apother decision that was made before the panel convened was to use
meta-analysis. This technique depends most heavily on the assumption
that the average bias is zero with respect to threats to internal,
external, construct, statistical conclusion, or any other type of
validity {(Cook & Leviton, 1980). This assumption is usually dealt with
in either or both of two ways. First, a subsample of studies is
isolated for which the assumption i1s made that the bias 1s zero, and the
estimate from this sample is then cowmpared to the estimate for the
remaining subsample where bias might be a problem. If there are no
differences in the estimates, the conclusion is drawn that the biasing
force in question has not operated. The second strategy is to assume
the source of bias away by postulating that the total sample studied is
heterogeneous with respect to the threat in question. This last
assumption 1s more credible the more the sample differs on irrelevancies
correlated with the major outcomes.

Desegregation research 1s problematic for the meta-analyst since Wortman
has shown that studies without control groups might be blased, and few
analysts are willing to use norms or white children as "control groups.”
The need for control groups entails that few studies will meet minimal
methodological characteristics. The sample of studies will also tend to
be highly variable, given the wide range of desegregation activities in
the decentralized education sector and the wide range of children,
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grades and times studied. Consequently, small samples of possibly
abnormally variable estimates will be meta—analyzed. It is difficult to
imagine arriving at confident estimates of distribution and central
tendencies in this situation; and it is alsc foolhardy to expect to
break the data down in multiple ways so as to examine the correspondence
in estimates across different types of desegregation activities,
different years when desegregation began, different regions of the
country, ete. Consequently, to rule out threats one has to rely on
there being "enough'" variability in region, year of study, type of
activities implemented, ete. But given the small samples, it is aot
easy to be confident of '“enough” heterogeneity in conceptual
irrelevancies, hence the low level of confidence I have placed in most
of my own conclusions and those of the panelists.

These meta-~analytic endeavors point to another problem with the method
that overlaps with the problems in using small samples to estimate
populations that may be cowplex and highly wariable. Once one has
postulated that a skewed distribution may be present, the guiding
question becomes the explanatory one: "Why are there outliers?®
Explanation is not a strong point of meta-analysis. To explain,
presumes that we have measures of the potential explanatory constructs
for a large sample of studies. Rarely is this the case with
meta-analyses, for their availability depeads (1) on the extensive
measurement of what is implemented as part of 2 treatment——in the
desegregation studies examined, little was available from reports to
help with this; and (2) on the extensive measurement of causal
micro-mediating processes. For desegregation and reading, such
measurement might include, but not be limited to, the assessment of
dominant language patterns inside and outside of classrooms. But the
sample size of studies with such measures might be expected to be low
since the relevant hypothesis about language patterns had not been
developed when the earlier evaluators did their work. Indeed, the
theory developed because of their work and the anomalies in the data
which the work revealed. $Since the number of studies with adequate
neasures of potential explanatory variables will often be low in
meta-analysis for reasons of cost and because of the dynamic, evolving
nature of theoretical explanatory constructs, metz—analysis will rarely
result in confident explanation. This was certainly the case in trying
to explain the outliers in Figures 1 through 4. Many potential
explanatory forces were isolated, but none of them could be unconfounded
from each other with the sample sizes and measures on hand.

Conclusions

Mv own reading of the panelists' papers and my own analyses lead me to

the following conclusions about how school desegregation has influenced
the academic achievement of black students. The conslusions are based

on only about 17 studies, and their generalizability is unknown.

J. Desegregation did not cause any decrease in black achievement.

2. On the average, desegregation did not cause an increase in
achievement in mathematics.




Desegregation jincreased mean reading levels. The gain reliably
differed from zero and was estimated to be between two and six
weeks across the studies examined. Only one panelist (Stephan)
computed the readlng effect per 8 month school year. His estimate
is between filve and six weeks of gain per year. But since none of
the studies involved more than three years of post-desegregation
recearch, it is not possible to compute the mean gain over a
child's total school career in desegregated classrooms.

The median galns were almost always greater than zero but were
lower than the means and did not reliably differ from zero. The
modal galns were even less than the median gains and varied around
zero.

The differences between the means, medians, and modes result
because the distribution of reading effects appears to be skewed,
with a disproportionate number of school districts seeming to
obtain atypically high gains.

Studles with the largest reading gains can be tentatively
characterized along a number of methodological and sustantive
dimensions, including: small sample sizes, the study of two or
more years of desegregation, desegregated children who outperformed
their segregated counterparts even before desegregation began, and
desegregation that occurred earlier in time, involved younger
students, was voluntary, had larger percentages of whites per
school, and was associated with enrichment programs.

None of the above factors can be isolated, singly or in
combination, as causes of any of the atyplcally large achievement
gains in reading that were obtained in some school districts.

The panel examined only 19 studies of desegregation, with most
panelists rejecting at least two of them on methodological grounds.
When the results for each study (or each comparison) are plotted
for reading or mathematics, the distributions are based on so few
observations that I could not accept the assumption that the
obtained distributions closely approximate what the underlying
population distributions are. Because of the small samples and
apparently non-normal distributions, little confidence should be
placed in any of the mean results presented earlier. I have little
confidence that we know much about how desegregation affects
reading "on the average" and, across the few studies examined, I
find the varizbility in effect sizes more striking and less well
understood than any measure of central tendency.
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The Tvidence on Desegregation and Black Achievement

David J. Armor
David Armor and Assoclates

The debate over the costs and benefits of school desegregation,
particularly in its mandatory forms, continues unabated today, nearly 30
years after the fateful Brown decision by the U,S. Supreme Court. No
issue has been more central to this debate than the question we zddress
here: the impact of desegregation on Black student achievement.

Indeed, it is remarkable that this question remains in controversy
today, considering the extent of school desegregation over the past
twenty years and especially given the mandatory methods ilmposed by the
courts over the past fifteen years. One wonders how many courts have
ordered busing, how many agencies have allocated time and money, and how
many Black parents have willingly sent their children to distant schools
out of their neighborhoods, on the assumption that desegregation would
yield academic benefits for Black children.

Obviously, more is at stake in desegregation policy than the academic
progress of students. Desegregation is a highly desirable social
policy regardless of its educational benefits, and many educators and
parents will and should seek it despite research findings. On the other
hand, it is one matter to agree that school desegregation is a
desirable policy and quite another to make it compulsory regardless of
cther considerations. The moral imperatives permitting coercion in
social policy make it unlikely, in my opinion, that our courts would
have zbandoned the traditional neighborhood school peolicy in faver of
mandatory busing without the belief that they were actually benefiting
the education of Black students. Why else would so many courts hear
evidence, and so many legal journals publish treaties on this issue?

Aside fronm the legal importance of the achilevemeant question, it does
have immediate relevance to educational policy-makers, especially in
this day of tight budgets. It is beyond dispute that we need programs
to enhance minority achievement. The key question is, what kinds of
programs? In recent years significant amounts of time and money have
been devoted to improving racial balance in schools, justified in part
by its supposed educational payoffs. 1s this resource investment in
fact ylelding a fair return, in terms of improving minority achievement,
or would other programs have greater impact? 1In other words, are racial
balance activitles cost-effective when compared to other available
alternatives? If not, we should re-order our priorities and invest in
programs that promise to work.

Finally, the issue of desegregation and Black achievement should have
more than a passing interest to parents of Black children, who for years
have borne the heaviest personal cost of desegregation by enduring long
bus rides, separation from familiar surroundings, and curtaillment of
extracurricular activities. It is quite likely that, over the long run,
Black parents’ support of busing for the purpose of desegregation would
lessen if desegregation was found to have minimal impact on their
children's rate of learning.




For all vhese reasons, the National Institute of Education must he
commended for bringing together, for the first time, a representative
panel of experts to review the evidence and pass judgmenrt on this
diftficult but vital iesue. At the same time, wmore than one observer
will be surprised at the small number of studies (19 in 21l) meeting the
pinimal scientific standards established by the panel, and perhaps
shocked that only three of these studies have been conducted within the
past ten years, when school desegregation has been at its peak.* It is
almost as though educational researchers and their funding
agencies--including NIE--believe that the issue is settled, or no longer
important. It is clearly an important question, and even a cursory
review of the available literature shows that it is clearly unsettled.
Hopefully, this panel will offer a consensus judgment that will finzlly
settle the controversy.

Before turning to the studies selected for review by the NIE panel, I
will comment briefly on several other comprehensive review efforts. To
a large extent the approach taken by the panel culminates an
evolutionary sequence that can be observed in the previous attempts t¢
grasp the essential truths in this varied and complex literature.

PREVIOUS REVIEWS

Much of the early disagreement over the desegregation and achievement
issue stemmed from reliance on a single study, or on a small number of
studies where variation ir results and conclusions might be expected
(e.g., Armor, 1972 and 1973; Pettigrew, 1973). Yet disagreement
persists even among the comprehensive reviews, all of which investigate
wmany of the same studies.

The first review to encowpass a large number of studies was carried out
by Weinberg (1970). TI.iKe his most recent review, Weinberg covers a lot
of studies but makes little or mo attenpt to select studies according to
their methodological adequacy for causal inference (Weinberg, 1977). &s
we shall see, his conclusion that desegregation significantly benefits
winority achievement was undoubtedly affected by his failure to consider
a study's scientific rigor.

The second comprehensive review by St. John (1975) made considerable
progress over Weinberg. Not only was her study coverage broad, but she
additionally classified studies according to the research design
employed, allowing her to observe the relationship between methodology
and the impact of desegregation. When St. John took design rigor into
account, she reported that the evidence was mixed, preventing a firm
conclusion about the benefit of desegregation for Black achievement. A
later review by Bradley and Bradley (1978) did not expand on the state
of the art over St. John. They did conclude that methodeological flaws
impaired the entire group of studies, and that nothing could be decided.
A distinct advance was made in Krol's (1978) review, where he applied
formal '"meta-analysis" to 55 studies, as that phrase has been used by
Glass (1978) and others. The technique Krol used involved two critical

*Different panelists, including myself, will take methodological
exception to some of these studies.
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steps that are lacking in previous reviews. First, studies were
screened for minimal methodological adequacy (e.g., appropriate
treatment condition and quantitative results) and coded as to a variety
of conditions related to the type of research design and other study
attributes. OSecond, achievement test results were converted to
quantified standardized estimates by taking the ratio of test score
rmeans to their standard deviations. This allows estimates of the
magnitude of segregation effects, as well as the impact of specific
study characteristics on those effects.

Using this approach Krol concluded that the average effect of
desegregation on Black achievement is .16 standard deviations, which
(depending on the type of achievement test) amounts to anywhere between
I’ to 3 months of progress during an academic year. However, this
effect was not statistically significant, and the effect for that subset
of studies with a valid control group was only .10, which again was not
significant. The major limitation for the Krol study is that the number
of studies was small, and no adjustment was made for contrel group
selection bias; that is, for treatment—control differences prior teo
treatment. Moreover, the way he estimated effects for studies without
control groups assumed that a control group would experience no gain.
This is not a tenable assumption for achievement test data, where some
acadeniv gr-wth is the norm for most students at least through the l0th
grade.

The most recent large-scale review was carried out by Crain and Mahard
in several stages (1982). The latest version of this review also uses
the meta-analysis approach, with quantified effect estimates and study

characteristics coded for some 93 studies. Although the number of
studies is larger than in Krol's review, Crain and Mahard intentionally
included studies with weaker design characteristics in order to test the
impact of design flaws on desegregation effects. Their overall effect
size mean 1is .0€5 standard deviations, which is beth negligible and
non-significant.

Crain and Mahard do find differential major effects for grade level,
with an average effert size nearing .3 for students desegregated at the
kindergarten or lst grade level, but dropping off markedly to near 0 in
the 2nd and higher grades. On the basis of this finding, they argue
that desegregation can have a significant effect on Black achievement,
providing it starts in or before the lst grade; it will have little or
no effect on students starting desegregation in later grades, It is not
clear from the study whether this effect occurs only at these early
grade levels, or whether it is cumulative. 1In any event, there are some
further methodological problems with this conclusion. It appears, for
example, that none of the studies which have tested kindergarten and lst
graders have been adjusted for possible selection bias, which centinues
to be a major problem in this field. We will take this issue up once
again in our concluding section, after reviewing the NIE studies,

NIE STUDY PROCEDURES

It is clear from the foregoing review that there is still disagreement
among the experts about the effect of desegregation on Black
achievement. The purpose of the NIE panel is to establish
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methodological guidelines for selection of studles, to review the
studies so selected, and to decide what these studies say about the
effect of desegregation on Black achievement. I will comment briefly on
these guidelines, leaving their major exposition in the capable hands of
Dr. Wortman.

Study Selection Guldelines

The major reason for variations in conclusion of major reviewers is that
they are looking at different sets of studies, which vary greatly as to
their adequacy for making a causal inference. By establishing "minimum"
standards for selecting studies, the NIE panel does not mean that the
resulting set is “"pure." Indeed, there may be no such studies in
existence. The very nature of the process being studied prevents the
ideal experiment, where one can eliminate 21l confounding factors but
the factor being tested. It is believed, however, that studies selected
according to these guidelines have the best chance for arriving at a
decision about whether desegregation itself--and not other factors—--was
responsible for changes, if any, in Black achievement.

For example, the guidelines exclude cross-sectional studies, because
they do not allow determination of whether desegregated students have
actually gained on -the achievement test in question compared to
segregated students, or whether differences simply reflect prior
differences between segregated and desegregated students that persist
over time. Likewise, longitudinal (over-time) studies without a control
group of some kind are also excluded since some academic 8rowth can be
expected of nearly all students during their school career, regardless
of desegregation experiences. A segregated control group is necessary
if one wishes to conclude that desegregated Black students have gained
or lost in comparison to Black students who remained in segregated
schools.

Thus, in addition to the usual requirements of quantifiability,

relevance, and so forth, all selected studies fulfill a basic

quasi-experimental design, with pre- and post-tests as well as a

segregated control group {(where segregation is defined as 50 percent or

more Black). We do not imply, however, that there are no further

methodological problems. Only one of the studies selected is a

randomized experiment and therefore the control group is not generally -
equivalent to the treatment group prior to the start of desegregation. |
Wortman's preliminary analysis shows that the correlation of pre-test

and post-test effect sizes is .74. This condition raises a serious -
threat to causal inference, because--just as in a cross—sectional

study-~any observed differences between desegregated and segregated

students after desegregation could simply reflect pre-existing

differences betweer the treatment and control groups.

Fortunately, the selection criteria also require pre-test means to
ensure that adjustments can be made to remove the pre-treatment effects.
As we shall see, adjusting the control groups for initial differences
has a significant impact on one's conclusions from these 19 studies.
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I disagree somewhat with two of the guideline provisions. First, the
adjustment method to be described in the next section is not infallible
and is itself based on a number of assumptions. While it probably works
well for modest pre-test differences, there is no guarantee that it
corrects properly for gross differences between treatment and control
groups, say those approaching or exceeding one standard deviation.

Since researchers are reluctant to compare the growth patterns of white
and Black students precisely because their differences approach this
magnitude, T question whether it makes sense to compare two groups of
Black students who exhibit similar differences.

Second, the guidelines do not require equivalent pre- and post-tests,
but only that the content is similar and that the same test is used for
both treatment and control groups. For example, SRA reading might be
used as the pre-test and Towa reading as the post-test. Although one
can convert each test score to a standardized score, using that test's
standard deviation, this converted mean still reflects test content,
thereby preventing us from establishing that the treated group actually
changed on the criterion in question. Moreover, if this issue is
combined with substantial pre-test differences, it is quite possible
that spurious effects can arise (e.g., high-achieving Black students can
show greater relative gain from the CIBS at time 1 to the Stanford at
time 2 than low-achieving Black students, and more than high-achievers
would show from CTBS at time 1 to CTBS at time 2).

Fortunately, only one study (Rentsch, 1967) embodies both features and,
accordingly, I have excluded it from the review in the npext section. 1
have alse excluded the Thompson and Smidchens (1979) study on two
grounds: its segregated control group averages only 42 percent Black,
which means it is not segregated by the 50 percent criterion, and no
pre- or post-standard deviations are available for the purpose of
computing a standardized effect estimate. A sensitivity analysis is
shown in the discussion section to test the impact of these exclusions
on my results.

Analysis Procedures

The fact that pre~test differences have a high positive correlation with
post-test differences in the studies being reviewed makes it imperative
to adjust post-test scores for pre-test differemces. If this is not
done, then desegregation effect estimates will be biased by pre-—existing
differences between segregated and desegregated students.

In general, I have followed the procedures outlined by Wortman (1982},
with several refinements which are described here. Ideally, what one
would like te have is a population standard deviation for each grade and
test, so that truly standardized means could be calculated independent
of sample variations. Unfortunately, this information is not readily
available, and it is not available at all if one wishes t¢ use estimates
for Black populations alone. Therefore, sample estimates of standard
deviations wust be used for calculating adjusted effect estimates.
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My procedure differs from Wortman's only in the fact I pooled standard
deviations wherever possible to improve the reliability of the standard
deviation estimate. 1f the data shows an apparent fan-spread effect,
indicated by higher post-test standard deviations than pre-test standard
deviations, then standardized effects were computed separately for time 1
and time 2 means using pooled standard deviations for each time. 1f no
fan spread was apparent, then all standard deviations were pooled for
the estimate.

Moreover, 1 made estimates even where some or all sample standard
deviations were missing. 1If only pre- or post-test standard deviations
were available, then they were pooled for the population estimate. In 2
couple of instances I used standard deviation estimates from other
studies in ocur NIE set, providing they were based on the same test. The
advantage of this approach is that a greater number of adjusted effect
est‘mates are available than in Wortwman's approach. This analysis
feature is fairly critical, since many cotherwise excellent studies in
our set have all of the design requirements znd the pre- and post-test
means, but lack only standard deviaticn estimates (sometimes from only
one time period). It geems ilmproper to exclude such studies from effect
size means when other standard deviation information canm be sued to
provide reasonable approximations.

Cther less important analytic issues will be raised in the
study-by-study discussion, to which we now turm.

REVIEW OF THE STUDIES

A sutmary of desegregation effects on Black achievement from each of i¥
studies reviewed is tabulated in Table 1. More getailed information,
including pre-test means, galn sceres, and pooled standsrd deviations
are shown in an appendix table, along with Wortman's effect estimates
(which are very close to mine in most instances where he computes them).
Table 1 also shows the results of significance testing carried out by
each study's author, denoted by an asterisk next to the effect estimate
if it exceeds the .05 level.

Anderson

The first study in the group, & veoluntary transfer plan in Nashville,
shows the largest effect sizes of the studies reviewed, for both math
and reading. It is not only statistically significant (by the auther's
test), but educationally large as well, with reading gains nearing 1
standard deviation. Nete that the study has converted test scores intoe
T-scores relative to ezch grade level, so that decreases in the means
are not inconsistent with increases in raw score meaps. Also, gilven
this type of standardization, fan spread cannot be detected and seo all
sample standard deviations were pooled for the estimate. Since the two
groups were equal on pre-test means, fan spread should not be a prcblem
in any event.

Beker

This study evaluates a veluntary transfer plan in the North. Our
analysis differs somewhat from Wortman (other than using pooled standard




TABLE 1
SUMMARRY OF THE EFFECTS OF DESEGREGATION ON ELACK ARCHIEVIMENT

Study Grade levele Tested Desecrezation Effect
Author Pre - Post® Feading Math

Angerson 25 45 + . B&* *. 54

Baker 2F 25 +.34 -.2E
ar is +.17 ~.0¢4

Bowran ar :»sg +.03 -.0%
ar 58 -.5%

Carrigan KS 15 -.55
15 25 +.13
25 35 ) -.19
35 45 +.21
s 55 +.10
55 65 -.11

Cilark 6F €5 -.01

Evans 4F 4s -.03
5F +.06"*

Iuwznicki 25 .00
L1 .0D
3] .0D

Rlein lor .00

Laird & Weeks 15 +.54"
ar *_ 24"
4T +.19

Savage 9 +.15
Sheekran 4T -.16*
Slorne 45 +.27
Smith €5 9s ~.06
Syracuse 4F - 45 +.75"

3F - 45 .00
Van Every &F ~ &5 -.46

¥alberg 3,4F - 3,45 -.02
5,6F = 5,65 -.21
7.,9F - 7,95 +.08
10,12F-10,125 -.25

2F = 28 +.53

Significant at .05 level or better by author's test

¢ denotes spring. F denotes fall

In standard deviation units

First entry uses regular segregated control group: gecond entry uses
segrecated control group with an enriched program.

ERI!
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deviations). Wertman used a control group of Black students who were
accepted for the voluntary transfer plan but whe ultimately turned it
down. There was another peotential contrel group of students who were
accepted, but could not be accommodated in the transfer program due to
lack of space. Since this Rroup did not differ to any significant
degree from the "refuser" group, 1 pooled the two groups to improve N's
and standard deviation reliabilities. Compared te Wortman, this
precedure yielded higher effects for reading but lower effects for math.
The author did not compute a formal test so far as I can discern, but
his discussion implied significant positive effects for 3rd grade
reading, significant negative effects for 2nd grade math, and no other
significant effects.

Bowman

The Bowman study is the only one I have included which uses differant
pre—and post—-tests (N.Y. State and Iowa, respectively). One reason I
included it was the fact that the pre-test showed conly mcdest
differences between the desegregated and the control groups (about %
standard deviation), and also because it has a second and novel control
group: Blzack students remaining in & segregated schpol and classroom but
with an enriched edncational program. Interestingly, while there are ro
large effects of desegregatior. compared te the regular contrels
(although the author repeorts a significant t-test for reading), there is
a very large effect (non-significant according to the author) showing
that segregated enriched students gained more than desegregated
students. {In the Appendix all means are divided by their respective
standard deviations, and therefore appear in standardized feorm.)
Sensitivity analysis shown later evaluates the effect of including or
exc.uding the segregated-enriched contrel group.

Carrigan

The Carrigan study evaluates a mandatory "one-way" busing program,
arising from the closure of a predominately Black school. One might
object to the control group here, because it was just at 50 percent
Black. Nonetheless, it was in an area undergeing transitien and does
just barely meet the definition being used here.

Pre-test means are not shown in the Appendix, since Carrigan did not
tabulate them for subjects in the study for both the pre- and peost-test
(there vere some dropouts and missing data). Given the small N’s such .
inconsistencies might bias the standard deviation estimates, so I simply
pocleé all standard deviations for a single estimate, which can then be
- divided inteo the gazin gcore for the effect size. Wortman apparently .
used the existing pre- and post-standard deviations (with inconsistent
N's), thereby accounting for the variations with my estimates. However,
the estimates averaged across all grades are very close.

Clark

Clark evaluated a veluntaryv transfer pregram in North Careclina. This is
the first study in the NIE set where all design criteria are met except
pre- and pest-standard deviations. Presumably because of missing

standard deviations, Wortman analysed the SCAT verbal test; alchough
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even here only a single standard deviation is available. T have chusen
the STEP reading test, although the results are similar to thoese for the
SCAT. For a pooled standard deviation 1 have used the estimate from
Savage (see below) whose standard deviation averaged l4 at the 9rh grade
level. According to STEP norm tables, the 6th grade standard deviation
should be about 1 point lower than the 9th, but I have used 14 from
Savage as a conservative estimate. Given the small change, a standard
deviation in the 13 to 15 range will not alter the effect estimate. I
also used 14.0 as the standard deviation for the SCAT quantitative test,
although this is probably conservatively high (thereby producing a
smaller negative effect). Fan spread should not be a problem here,
since pre-test mecans are virtually identical for the two groups.

Evans

This study evaluates a comprehensive, two-way mandatory program in Ft.
Worth, one of only twe such programs in the NIE set. Again, all design
requirements yere met except for pre- and post-standard deviations, so
we used those from Sheehan, who assessed Biack outcomes at the same
grades in the sister city of Dallas (using the same test). I
interpolated for an estimate of 4th grade Spring and Sth grade Fall. It
should be noted that all standard deviation values here are lower than
those shown for national norms.

Iwanicki and Gable

This study is the only one of several evaluating Project Concern, 2
voluntary program in New Haven, Connecticut that qualified under the
parel's guidelines. Unfortunately, this study focuses on the second
year of desegregation, so this factor should be taken inte account when
interpreting the results. Considering the similarity of the
pre-treatment means at each grade level, however, (which reflect the end
of the first year of desegregation), and the fact that the contrel group
was drawn randomly from a group meeting Project_Concern's requirements,
ircluding agreeing to participate when an opening ocecurs, it appears
there were no first-year effects either.

The study does not include standard deviations, but assuming that Black
students gain anywhere from % to 1 standard deviation in one year (more
in earlier years), which is the pattern in cur data, then the standard
deviations are probably in the 10 ~ 15 range. This assumption is
consistent with white student means reported by Iwanicki which are
anywhere from ]1 to 18 peints higher than the Black wmeans. " In any
event, since the similarity of pre-test means diminishes the concern for
fan spread, and since the gains are identical for grades 2 and 4, the
effect size for those grades will be 0 regardless of the standard
deviation estimate. TFor grade 6 we used a couservative effect estimate
of 0, even though the effect would be negative if we had a'spédif}c
standard deviation estimate. -




rlein

This study of voluntary transfers in the South is one of ouly two
studies in cur set at the high school level. Two control groups were
available, one randomly sclected from all-Black high schools and one
matched on 1.Q.. The latter group was selected, due to clear selection
cifects wher transferees were compared to the randomly selected
contrels. We still have a pre-test difference of 7 peints, but it would
be 11 points if the random group was used. Only a single standard
deviation is available from an analysis of variance table, so the
possibility of fan spread cannot be taken into account. However, since
the control group has a lower pre—-test mean and since each group gained
the same amount, any fan spread affect should change our 0 effect into a
regative efifect, chereby making 0 a conservative estimate.

laird and Weeks

This Philacelphia study evaluates a voluntary program brought on by
overcrowding in a Black school. Students were bused to one of two white
schools, Day and McCloskey. The Black students bused to Day were highly
biased compared to control s+udents, with both IQ and pre-test means
averaging at or near 1l stancard deviatrion above the centrels in grades 4
and 5 (in fact, their 1Q's equalled white means in the receiving
schools). Therefore the McCloskey students were selected for amalysis.
Since post-test standard deviations differed considerably from pre-test
standard deviations, time-specific efifect estimates were derived.

The effects in this study are gquite large and significantly positive for
readi.g at grades 4 and 5, but negligible and non-significant for math
at all grade levels. The authors used matched samples for their
significance tests.

Rentsch

The results from this two-year evaluation of the volunteer busing
program in Rochescter (grades 3,4, and S) are excluded from Table 1 on
nethodological grounds. First, the pre-test znd post-test were
different tests, ard the author did not meke it clear which tests were
used and when they were administered. Second, pre-test differences
betweenr the desegregated and segregated control groups neared or
exceeded 1 standard deviation. Most devastating of all, information
received after the panel had selected this study revealed that white
students were included in the study, and the selection method used for
the bused students makes it highly likelw that the desegregated group
had two to three times zs many white students as the coantrel group.
This possibility could explain why the desegregated group had such
higher pre-test means.

The average reading eifect for the three grades in the Rentsch study is
+.50, while the average math effect is -.1l. Sensitivity analysis will
show the effect of including or excluding this study on nmv overall
conclusious.
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Savage

This evaluvatien of a Richmond, Virginia voluntary evaluation plan is the
enly study in our set to investigate the high school level. Three of
the four standard deviations for reading were about equal ané similar teo
published norms, but a fourth was 2% times larger {post-test for
coutrels) and reflected a pessible computational or typing error. These
three standard deviations were pooled for reading; poeling was done
separately for pre- and post-standard deviations for math due to
fan-spread indications.

Sheehan

This study of the Dallas plan may be especially significant because of
its large N (nearly 2,000 students), a time span of twe years, ard being
the only other evalvarion of comprehensive two-way mandatory busing in
this set. While the negative effect of desegregarion is not large here,
the size of the N renders it statisrically significant--the only such
negative effect in the set.

Slone

An exawmple of pairing is illustrated in this New York City evaluatien,
although it was implemented in only a few schoeols. The desegregatien
started in Fall, 1964, but the pre-test was given in Spring, 1965, so
this study alsc represents a test of second year affects. On the other
hand, Slone presents reading tests from Spring, Grade 3 (1964) showing
that the desegregated and segregated groups started out with the same
relative difference in rcading achievement (25.5 months vs. 21.5 months)
rrior to desegregation. These pre-test differences of about ! standard
deviation would make pre- and post-standard deviations desirable, but
thev are not available. Only a single pooled standard deviation is used
for the effect estimate.

Smith

This Tulsa, Oklahoma study is the only one in the NIE set to study
school desegregation due to residential patterns; it is alsec one of the
longest-term studies. The desegregated schools have a higher proportion
Black than the other studies, averaging about 42 percent.

Syracuse

This study evaluated an ''open enrcllment" busing program in Syracuse,
New York. Matched and unmatched contrels were available; only the

. matched groups were used here. The contrel group for the 4th grade
group was drawn from a different schoel than attended by the bused
students originally. An overall standard deviation estimate was computed
from a t-statistic; since the groups were virtually equal at pre-test,
no fan spread correction is required.

A third grade group bused for two years to another receiving school is
alsc reported in Table 1, but net analysed by other members of the
panel. This group is of comnsiderable interest because it is leonger-ierm
and, especially, its contrel group is drawn from the same school as the
bused group. Only gain scores are reported, but the author reports that
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the matching was successful and that there were no significant
differences between bused and matched contrel students. The standard
deviation estimate 1s borrowed from Beker's 3rd grade, Spring and
Smith's 6th grade Spring estimates, but its size is immaterial given the
equality of the gailn scores.

Thompson and Smidchens

This study was excluded because the "segregated” control group averaged
only 42 percent Black. Sensitivity analysis will assess the impact of
this exclusion on our final effect estimates.

Van Every

This is a unique study of school desegregation brought on by a new
housing project located in a predominantly white school attendance zone;
the contrel group is drawn from a Black segregated school with
socio-economic characteristics comparable to the desegregated group. No
difference between pre- and post standard deviations was found, so one
pooled estimate was used. Although Van Every reports a non-significant
post-nean difference, there appears to be a calculation error. Both the
reading and wath differences appear to be statistically different.

ra

¥alberg

This study evaluates the Boston METCO program, a voluntary
city-to-suburb busing plan like Project Concern. Grades 3 and 4 are
combined, as are 4 anéd 5, and so on, due to small N's in the control
subjects. No differences between pre- and post-standard deviations were
observed, so over-all pooled estimates are used at each grade level.
tath results are unreported here because of unreadable figures on
xeroxed copy.

Zdep

The f{inal study evaluates another voluntary nmetropolitan plan. The pre-
and post-tests are from the same publisher, but the two different forms
are not directly comparable and hence the raw score "gains” presented in
Table 1 are presented only so the reader can derive post-treatment
means. When converted to standardized "scale” scores from published
noerns, the bused group gained 4 more points on reading and lost 2 on
math when compared to the control group (the national standard deviation
of the scale scores is 10). Zdep found one of the largest effects on
reading in the set, but the small N renders it statistically
non=-significant.

The Wortman Effects

The Wortman foyrmula always computes effect estimates separately for time
1l and time 2, and uses only the control group standard deviations. One
can see from the Appendix that whenever ildentical groups and tests are
being assessed, in most cases my estimate agrees closely with Wortmam’s.
The main discrepancies .rise in the Carrigan and Walberg studies, where
absence of pre— and post-means on the same group of persons led me to
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use only the gain scores and a pooled standard deviation. Even for
these studies the effect estimate averaged across all grade levels is
very similar. The discrepancy in the Beker study arises because I
combined two groups of segregated students for the control group: those
who "refused” to join the busing program, the group used by Wortman, and
those who accepted but could not be accommodated.

. The important difference between the Wortman formula and the approach
used here 1s the number of effect estimates obtained. By pooling
standard deviations and by estimating standard deviations from other
information, effect estimates are obtained for every study. Even though
a precise standard deviation 1s not avallable, in many cases the
treatment-control initial scores and galn scores are so similar that the
effect will be near zero no matter what standard deviation 1s used.
These near-zero effects can have a significant impact on overall effect
estimate averages.

DISCUSSION

Although the number of studies in the set reviewed here 1is not large,
the advantage of the panel's approach 1s that most studies exhibit
above~average methodology, and most appear to be carefully conducted.
Most important, each study meets reasonable standards for possible
causal inference: a pre-post design with a control group. What 1is lost
ir numbers, then, 1s gained in design quality, which 1s essential in
arriving at a sound Judgment about the impact of desegregation on Black
achievement.

The studies also exhibit a variety of desegregation settings and types,
although they are welghted more towards veoluntary pregrams than
nandatory, a definite limitation for generalization. On the other hand,
for this reason this set may provide a good test of the hypethesls,
since it is probsbly the case that veluntary programs offer better
opportunities for positive effects more suppert from the community,
self-selection of families most desirous of the experlence, and so
forth.

The other major restriction on generalization 1s that the longest-term
study here is only three years in duration, thereby complicating
inference for desegregation experience spanning the whole school cycle.
Given this panel's search, apparently there are no longer-term studies of
adequate quality.

Taken as a whole, what do these studies tell us about desegregation and
Black achievement? There are several ways to appreach an answer to this
question.

First, we can consider the significant tests carried ocut by the author
of each study. Of the 47 different grades and tests in these studies
that were subjected to statistical analysis, only 11 were found
significant at an acceptable level, and two of these were negative
effects. We would add chree more significant results out of 53 possible
if the Rentsch study were to be added to the set. Thus the overwhelming
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majority of these studies, taken individually, found no significant
effects of desegregation on Blaclk achilevement.

The metz-analysis technique employed by the panel provides a second and
more reliable method that goes beyond this simple counting exercise. We
can arrive at an overall assessment of desegregation's impact by

. averaging the size of effects acrcss all studies and grade levels. 1
adopted two alternative strategies in computing these overall averages.
First, I computed cthe average of the effect estimates shown in Table 1,
which reflects a group of studies that differs somewhat from the total
group adopted by the panel. Second, for semsitivity purposes, I
averaged effects for the original set of studies as selected by the
panel. This second set of averages therefore includes results from the
Rentsch study and the Thompson and Smidchens study and excludes the
extra grades 1 analysed from the Bowman and Syracuse studies.

The average effect sizes are shown in Table 2. For the set of studies I
selected, the average effect is .06 of a standard deviation for reading
and .0l for math. Neither of these two average effect sizes are
significantly different from 0 by statistical test. When we consider
those studies as originally adopted by the panel, the effect for reading
rises to .11 and the math effect falls to 0. The reading effect is
still not significantly different from 0. The average reading effect
size of .11 for the panel's original studies is somewhat gmaller cthan
Wortham's average effect, primarily because of his decision ncot to
calculate effect estimates for a number of studiles with effects near 0
(due to incomplete standard deviation information).

For the sake of discussion, let us assume that the more liberal effect
estimate of .11 for reading held up across a larger number of studies,
so that it would be statistically significant. We must still decide
whether a reading effect of this size would be educationally
significant.

First, we must keep in mind that the unit of measurement here is
variation in Black scores, which 1s known to be smaller than that for
Black and white studencs combined, or for national norm data, perhaps on
the order of two-thirds or three-fourths. Therefore, even if one found
an effect of .11 in a larger group of studies, the effect in terms of
national norms is still less than .10 or less than one month of a school
vear. Since the achievement differential between Black and white
students averages between 1 and 1.5 standard deviations, an average
effect of .11 for Black reading achievement means that desegregation
alone could close the gap by less than 10 percent.

Second, such an effect might be 2ducationally significant if it was
cumulative over time; that is, if a Black child gained .11 or one month
of a school year for each year the child was in a desegregated school.

Is there any evidence for such a possibility in this group of studies?
This possibility can be tested to some extent by dividing up studies
according to duration and computing average effects for one-vear studies,
two-year studies, and three-year studies. 1 have carried out this
analysis for reading scores using the panel's original 35 grade levels.
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TABLE 2

THE AVERAGE EFFECT OF DESEGREGATIOR ON BLACK ACHIEVEMENT

Averaage Effect Size®

Study Grouping Reading Math

Table 1 Studies .06 .01
(N)b (33) (18)

Original Panel Studies .11 .00
(N} (35) (22)

In fractions of standard deviation. One-tenth of the
black student stendard deviation (.10) is eguivalent
to about one month of educational growth as measured by
most standardized tests.

 Nurber of grade levels for which the average is computed.




1f desegregation effects are cumulative, one should see increasing
effects sizes as the duration of desegregation increases.

The results for reading are summarized in Table 3. The average effect
is +.04 for one-year studies, +.37 for two-year studies, and -.16 for
three-year studies. While the two-year studies do have larger effects
on the average than one-year studies, the three-year studies show an
average negative effect (due largely to the Van Every study).
Therefore, there is no evidence from these studies--the best
available--that there is any cumulative effect of desegregation. This
conclusion must be qualified, of course, by the fact of the relatively
small number of cases for any given duration period.

What about the grade at which children are desegregated? When_ we
compute average effects by grade level, the studies here reveal average
effects of —.55 for desegregation begun at grade one (one study), .35
for grade 2, and inconsistent effects near zero for other grades. This
set of high-quality studies does not support Crain and Mahard's finding
of large effects for grade 1 {(and kindergarten) but no effects for grade
2 and higher grades.

Finally, 1t is noted that there are several studies with very sizable
reading effects: Anderson, Syracuse, Zdep, one grade from Laird and
Weeks, and two grades from Rentsch. Without these six grades (out of 35
in the set), the reading effect would be near 0. Therefore, even the
overall average reading effect of .1l is noc a consistent effect of
desegregation. It would be more accurate to summarize our studies by
saying there are six grades with substantial reading effects ranging
from .5 to .8 and 29 grades with much smaller reading effects that
average out to about 0,

No matter how one summarizes these desegregation effects, the conclusion
is inescapable: the very best studiles available demonstrate no
significant and consistent effects of desegregation on Black
achievement. There i1s virtually no effect whatsoever for math
achievenment, and for reading achievement the very best that can be said
is that only a handful of grade levels from the 19 best available
studies show substantial positive effects, while the large majority of
grade levels show small and inconsistent effects that average out to
about 0.

The fact that only a small fraction of these studies show substantial
effects, even though all grade levels were desegregated, suggests
strongly that factors other than desegregation are the real causes of
the large achievement gains documented in cthese studies. We have no way
to lnvestigate what these factors might be, but one hypothesis 1is that
they are due to unique educational programs available in those few
schools. Indeed, given the much larger effects demonstrated in many
purely academic interventions (see Walberg's paper in this volume for a
discussion of some of these interventions), this hypothesis may be the
only reasonable explanation for the considerable variation observed in
the panel’s selected studies.




THE EFFECT OF DESEGREGATION ON BLACK READING ACHIEVEMENT,

BY YEARS OF SEGREGATION®

Average Reading Effect Size

One year

Two yearsb

Three yearsc

Using only the original panel studies, including
Rentsch and Thompson & Smidchens.

Anderson, Laird & Weeks, Rentsch, Savage and Sheehan.

Bowman, Smith and Van Every.




IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

Although the findings of each paper in this volume differ to some
extent, the range of difference is small in comparison with previous
debates on this issue. Wwith the exception of Crain, all panelists find
no effects for math achievement, and find that reading effects are
positive but quite small and not educationally significant in all but a
few studies. Perhaps a majority of the panel also agrees that the
average reading effects are considerably smaller than what might be
expected from special educational interventionms.

What, them, should the policy directions be from this consensus of
experts? It seems to ne there are four audiences whose future actions
might be influenced by these results.

The community of educational researchers might justifiably decide that
enough research has been done on the issye of desegregation and
achievement, and that their energies and resources should be devoted to
more fertile pastures. There will be some, of course, who will find
sufficient flaws in all 19 of these "best" studies to recommend one more
large-scale, well-funded study to provide a definitive answer. I would
not quarrel wich such a study, but at this point the probability of a
negative or indeterminate answer {given current knowledge) is high,
thereby making its cost hard to justify.

For educational policy makers, I think these results offer zn excellent
opportunity to reconsider priorities for programs designed to enhance
minority student achievement. Desegregation is simply not a
cost-effective technique to accomplish this goal. However desirable
racizl balance may be for other purpeses. it 1s net goirg to reduce the
achievement differential hetween white and Black students. It is time
to solve educational problems with educational sclutions, and many
promising directions are documented iu the Walberg paper.

The courts arnd civil rights activists should alse take note of these
findings. The studies reviewed here tell us nothing about whether
segregation caused the Black-white achievement gap, but they do tell us
that desegregation by itself will not close 1t to any important degree,
There is controversy about the role played by achievement issues in the
original Brown decision, but there is no question that many lower courts
have been irfluenced by achievement results when fashioning
desegregation remedies. One hopes that the results here will relieve
judges of the misconception that they are benefiting the acadenic
progress of minority students by ordering desegregation plans.

Finally, these findings may offer relief to many Black parents who have
willingly endured the hardships of cross-town school transfers because
of the mistaken belief that their ¢hildren will benefit academically.
Many will continue to endorse such transfer for other reasons, but many
others may well be happy to discover that their child can get just as
good an education in a neighborheood school cleose to home.

This does not mean we should abandon desegregation: 1t remains a goal
all panel members share. 1 think it does raise serious questions about
compulsory desegregation methods such as mandatery busing. There is
little justification for forcing parents and children into expensive,
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time-consuming cross-town bus rides when there is no educational
advantage. For those ¢f us who want to pursue the gcal of integrated
educatious we should support comprehensive voluntary transfer programs,
on a metropolitan basis where necessary. It should be made clear to all
participants, however, that simply changing te scheools that are more
racially balanced than one's neighborhood scheel is ne guarantee of a
superior education. Indeed, they may be gilving up possible advantages
of special programs 1n their own school--programs designed specifically
to enhance education and proven to work.




THE EFFECT OF DESEGREGATION ON BLACK READING AND MATH ACHIEVEMENT

Study and Test and fpesegregated  Segregated Gaino- Pooled sd

Wortman Auathor

Grade/Year IND/NSl Pre X Galno Pre X Saing Galns {T1/T2} Effect Effect Test

Anderson Metra (T-scores)
2/60 - 45/63 (34/34) 44.3 2.3 46.4  -4.8 +7.1 8.0
MATH: (34734} 44.6 3.6 43.8 -1.3 +4.9 9.0

Beker stantord (GE months for paragraoh meaning)

2F/64 - 25/65 (25732} 15.9 16.3 5.2 +1.5 2.3/6.7 +.34
IF/64 = 33/65 (11/28) 24.2 20.0 5. +3.0 6.6/8.9 +.17
7.
7.

5
MATI . (25/32) 15.6 16.7 1 -2.4 4.3/6.6 -.28
{(Concepts) €11/28) 20.6 20.3 9 -0.3 6.9/9.3 -.04

BOwman Iowa {Pre-test is NY State: scores here are standardized by test

r/e7 - 58/70 (127361 2.80 -.06 2.33 -.09 +.03 4.7/12.0G +.03
(" 721} {Sed. Enriched} 2.24 +.61 -.55 -.55

MATI: {12/38) 2.16 +.14 2.05 +.19 -.05 2.7/7.0 -.05
(" 721 1.95 +.51 -.37 -.37

XIaN3ddy

Carrigan Califocnia (Age-equivalent)

KS/65 - 15/66 (17/23) 7.1
15765 - 23/66 t1e/211 -
25/65 - 318/66 (25721 -
35/65 - 48/66 (11723 11.
48/65 —- 55/66 (13724) -
55/65 - B8/66 (13721} -

Clark sTer (Coverted scores}
6F /o0 63/70 (108/88) 250 4.9
MAT : {th8/88) 25% 5.5
(SCAT)
Jowa [(GE months)

- 48/72 (1937180} 32.0 10.0/11.6:* ~.83
- 55/72 {(381/181) 39.0 11.6/13.2*% +.06

MATIHr  {V927179) 3.0 8.1/9.8%% «_12
£336/181) 40.0 5.8/11.3% +.26

. AruliText rovided by ERIC




Desegregated Segregated
Pre X Gainy Pre X Gain

Test and
INDINSI

Study and
GradelYear

Pooled Bd Wortman Author

s (TIITz) Effect Effect Test

Iwanicki

25/76 - 357711
48/76 = 58/717

6s/76 - 718/717

f Kiein
10F/65=10S/66

:z-aaﬂ#Eﬁ)
laird & Weeks

woodcock

(64/50) 102 13
(66/48) 125 5

{70/65] 136 2

Cooperative
{38/38) 104 13

{38/3%) .23

Philadelphia Achievement

15/63 = 4F/65
3F/63 = 5F/65
4F/63 -~ 6F/65

MATH:

Savage
9/68 - 11770

BATH ¢

Sheehan
4F/76 - s8/18

MATH

Sloné
45/65 = 55/66
MATH:

SXracuse
aF/65 =~ 45/66

3r/64 ~ 4S/66

(20/140} .
(1371400 .
{(10/147}) .

(197138 .
(16/139) .
{14/167) .
STEP (Converted Becores)
t42742) 269 10.6
(42/742) 256 3.6

Towa (GE months}
{819/1115) 27.6 9.2

(81071115} 28.3 B.2

Metro (GE months)
{(86) 40.2 11.0
{98) 38.1 5.1
Stanford (GE months)
(24724) 34.5 9.2

{12/12) 11.4

i00
124

134

97

003 -, 16

29.0
29.2

3‘.9
36.7

35.3

13
5
5

14.2
11.5/16.0

10.0/13.2
8.3/11.3




Study and Test and Desegregated Segregated GainD- Pooled sd wortman Author

Grade/Year 'HND/NS) Pre X GainD Pre X Gains Gains {T11T2) Effect Effect Test

Smith Stanford {(Raw score for paragraph meaning}
65/65 = 9s/68 (124/150) 16.8 18.5 18.1 19.7 =1.2 g.8/12.0
(Comput."QIﬂf {124/150: 10.5% 12.3 9.3 10.5  +1.8 4.1/7.2

van Every $’A (GE months)
4F/66 = 65/69 (20/21) 31.6 i 29.4 16.2 10.3
MATH - {20/21) 29.6 30.8 15.2 7.4

j| ¥alberg Metro (Raw)

ll 34P/68-34/69 (70/17)
S6F/68=56/69 (61729}
TIF/62-79/69 (124725}
HSF/68-1S/69 {72714}

MATH:

ll Zdep Coop. Primary {Raw Bcores--pre 18 12A, post is 23A)
2r/63 = 65/69 (12/15%) 14.5 8.4 16.0 4.5 +3.9 6.97/7.8
MATH: {12/71%) 26.3 -1.9 26.3 =-1.0 -0.9 6.8/5.4

*Estimated from Savage  **Estimated from Sheehan
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Is Nineteen Really Better Than Ninety-Three?

Robert L, Crain

The Rand Corporation and
The Center for Social Organization of Schools
Johns Hopkins University

In this volume, a group of scholars have come together to assess the
state of our knowledge about the effects of school desegreéatian on
black achievement test scores. The scholars were selected to represent
a range of personal ideclogles. Thus this project should provide a
near-perfect opportunity to array a group of social scientists along a
continuum from left to right and demonstrate that the scientific
conclusions they draw are consonant with their personal pelitics., Deing
so would present strong evidence that our worst fear i1s true—that
social science is not really science, and government, in employing
social sc’ 'nce, has merely been financing propaganda. Perhaps one can
draw this conclusion from the panel's work, but I don't think so.

First, it is not &0 easy to attach political positions to working social
scientists, It makes good sense to classify we as a "liberal;" I have
testified in 2 number of court cases, and while this has sometimes been
as 2 court-appointed expert or on behalf of a school board resisting
desegregation, it has usually been as an expert called by the plaintiffs
in a suit trying to bring about desegregation. Other members of this
panel have testified for school boards resisting desegregation or have
been called to present the anti-busing position in congressional
hearings. But in at least two cases putting labels on members of the
panel is not so easy to do. Paul Wortman was selected as a liberal
wainly because he had completed 2 literature review showing positive
effects of desegregation on black achievement; and Walter Stephan was
selected as a "neutral” because he is the author of an earlier review
concluding that there were few positive effects of desegregation. But
every scientist whose data support a black pesition is not necessarily a
liberal, just as every scientist who agreed with Copernicus was not
anti~Christian.

It is also not so easy to show 2 correlation between personal ideology
and scientific position. It is true that I, the obvious liberal on the
panel, am the co-author of a literature review (Crain and Mshard, 1982)
arguing that desegregation seems to raise Black achievement by .3
standard deviations, a larger estimate than any other member of the
panel has made; and the panel’'s most obvious conservative, David Armor,
has produced the smallest estimated achievement effect of any member of
the panel. But if political position were dominant here, its effect
would have to appear in the way the panel selected the 19 srudies it
considered best. Paul Wortman read the studies gathered by Mahard end
me (1982) and by Krol (1978) and recommended to the panel a group of 31
studies as being of superior quality; the 18 that the panel chose to
accept from that offering are in fact only slightly less positive in
their assessment of desegregation than the ones they declined to use.
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There is little evidence ©f bias in their choice. It is true that when
the panel veered from its normal course of using only the data provided
by Wortman, it did sc¢ to add one study whichk had found a negative effect
of desegregation and to add additional data strengthening a second study
in the group of 18 which had found a negative effect. But this is not
very strong evidence for an ideological interpretation of the actions of
the authors. Finally, one might simply note that when the liberals,
Crain and Mahard, reviewzd the literature on desegregation, they
gathered together 93 studies whose mean effect of desegregatjon on black
achievement was +.08 standard deviations, pooling reading and math
effects together; the conservative David Armor reviewed 19 studies and
found an effect on reading scores of +.11 and on math scored of .00~-an
average of ,055., 1t is hard to believe that approximately 180° of
political ideology are accurately translated inte the selection of two
samples whose mean treatment effects differ by only .025 standard
deviations.

Ideology does appear in some of the essays in this volume, including
this one; but it tends to show up mostly in the conclusions and
interpretations~—-in the words rather than the numbers. One reason it
does not show in the numbers 1s that it is very difficult for
contemporary soclal scientist to disagree zbout methodology. The
technique used here for assessing effect size was proposed by Wortman as
neither a liberal nor a conservative sclution; it was accepted by all
the members of the panel regardless of personal ideology.

" But this is not to say that there are no differences yorth noting among
the panelists, or that these differences have not consequences, There
is an important division among the members of the panel, but on 2
methodological, not ideclogical, issue--the question of yhether one, in
reviewing literature, should select only the better studies and
concentrate on them, or review all the studies one can find., There is
in this panel a rather neat correlation between the number of studies one
chooses to look at and the size of the effect of desegregation one
finds. Crain and Mzhard, using 93 studies, conclude that desegregation
raises black achievement something on the order of 1/4 to 1/3 of a
standard deviation. Wortman, reviewing 31 studies, concludes that the
gain is perhaps 1/5 of a standard deviation. The others, using 19 or
fever studies, conclude that desegregation raises black achievement by
perhaps 1/8 of a standard deviation or perhaps less, I would like to
argue that in this particular case, it is not an accident that the
number of studies reviewed is related to the conclusions drawm.

The question of whether one should seleetively review literature or
review all of it has been a subject of considerable debate among
scilentists using what is now called meta-analysis——the computer-assisted
review of studies of a particular question, At first thought, the
argument that one should choose the best studiles and leave the chaff
aside ceems unquestionably the right answer. Certainly the
counterargument that one should include all the studies because error is
a random variable--that with a large enough sample of studies errors
will cancel themselves out and reveal the truth--seems quite inadequate.
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Selection of the 2c0d studies seems like the obvious answer only as long
as we sleepily think that our task is only to find the competent
evaluations of a particular program and compute an overall average
program effectiveness score. Most of the meta-analyses done to date and
most of the literature reviews discussed by Herbert Walberg in this
volume are in fact of this type, but there is no reason they must be
this simple., First, one often wants to know more about a new
intervention than simply whether it works; we often need to know how
and why as well. And even if we only want to know whether there is an
overall treatment effect, there are better ways than throwing away most
of the research. Suppose there are 100 studies of an innowvation.

Rather than choosing the ten supposedly best studies and computing an
average effect size, one might include all 100 studies in the review,
choosing by empirical statistical analysis the 10 best., Alternately,
one might evaluate all 100 studies and assign different weights, such as
is done in survey research, to those studies which are particmlarly weak
or strong; rather than counting each study equally, one might count the
particularly weak studies as being only a fraction of the better
studies, Alternately, one might do as Mahard and I did and construct an
additive model, assuming that any study which had a particular weakness
would overpredict or underpredict the treatment effect by a fixed amount
*x," and then estimate X through some statistical procedure. All three
of these alternatives are ways of emphasizing the best studies after an
empirical analysis of all of them., All else equal, of course we would
preier to select the best studies from a group through an empirical
analysis rather than from an 2 priori judgment.

Viewed this way, the only argument in favor of prior selection is that
of efficiency. 1In many cases this can be a convincing argument. With
limited resources one cannot aiford to spend vast amounts of time wading
through dozens of weak studies in order to gain a modest amount of
information. Given the short duration of this project, it might have
been impossible for the panel to review all 100-odd studies of
desegregation and Black achievement. Perhaps selecting a small group
was the only workable plan. But this does not mean that it was a gocd
plan.

In this paper we will argue, first, that selection of a small group of
preferred studies from a pool using criteria chosen in advance of
examining the studies is in principle a mistake, We will then go on to
show that in this case, a mistake in principle was also a mistake in
practice: the panel, in selecting 19 studies from the pool of 100, led
theuselves into a serious error.

The Theoretical Problems with Prior Selection

The analogy to weighting in survey research is useful., In surveys, it
is often the case that particular classes of respondents are especially
valuable for analysis, and these respondents are oversampled. However,
the total sample is then no longer representative of the general
population. The solution is to assign a weight, a multiplier, to each
of the oversampled cases so that 1f three times as many cases in one
particular class are selected, each is treated as only 1/3 cf a case in
the final analysis. The selection of some studies to include in a
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meta-analysis while others are rejected is essentially a decision to
assign a weight of 1 ro some studies and a weight of {0 o all others.
The simplest way to justify doing so is to divide the studies into a
small number of discrete categories, arguing that every study in certain
categories is worth examining while none of the studies in the other
categories is. Unfortunately, anyone cthat has read literature such as
the desegregation-achievement material knows how difficult it would be
to justify doing this.

I1f one does not accept the idea that the studies can be neatly divided
into two discrete categories. one good and one bad, then a more
syscematic approach is to rank the studies by quality, putting the best
studies at the top of this list and then moving down the list until we
find an appropriate cut-off point so we can discard studies below a
certain level of quality. There are several problems with this
appreach. The first is that study qualiry is a multi-dimensional
concept; a study which is good in one respect may not be in another.
Even if studies that are good in one respect tend to be better than
average in others, how does one choose to rank one study which is very
good in category A and only moderately good in category B above or below
another study which is very good in B and only above average in A?

While I have not actempted a formal proof, I believe that the Arrow
paradox (1951) can be ysed to show that such a ranking is impossible
unless one is willing ro assign definite numeric values to, for example,
the relative merits of increasing the sample size versus using a pretest
measure 0f higher reliability. If it is not possible for one person to
rank the studies unequiveocally from best to worst, it is certainly
impossible for a group of scholars to do so--meaning that one cannot
expect the readers of a meta-anaiysis to agree with the author that the
right decigion has been made about study selection,

At this point the reader may argue that I am being a bit pedantic; that
all science is imperiect, and wmore importantly is dependent on scarce
resources, With only a certain amount of money and time available, one
should not spend it rooting through hundreds of useless studies,
carefully recording all their faults. If one used the weighting
procedure suggested earlier, one would have to read each study, enter
its data into the computer, and perhaps compute weights designed, for
example, to minimize the variance in the overall estimate by assigning
low welghts to classes of studies which have relatively large
variability in their estimates of treatment effect. Altermately, if one
uses the algebraic model that Crain and Mahard used, one must run
regression equations trying to estimate the proper amount to add or
subtract from the treatment effects generated by studies of a particular
kind. All of this takes time and money away from the main objective,
which presumably i1s to find the best studies and see what they say.

1t seems to me that the best way to settle this argument is empirically.
We have here an example of each kind of research. Can we coumpare them
and conclude whether the selaction of s small number of supposedly
better studies is a wiser strartegy than a brute force analysis of the
entire literature?
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The Real-World Problems with Prior Selection of Desegrepgation Studies.

The problew with selecting the best studies of desegregation and black
achievement is not merely that the multiple criteria which can be used
for selection are imperfectly correlated; the criteria are in fact
negatively correlated. The data which Mahard and I assembled on the 93
studies demonstrate this. Methodologically superior studies presumably
have larger sample sizes, longitudinal research designs, and evaluate
situations which more accurately represent the policy being
investigated. 1ln this case, more recent desegregation plans are more
interesting to study than earlier desegregation plans because they
presumably represent contemporary policy more accurately; and the
students being studied should be students who have experienced
desegregation from kindergarten or first grade, since that is the way
desegregation is done in perhaps 95% or more of all desegregation plans
in the United States. Table 1 shows the intercorrelations zmong these
four criteria.

Table 1: Correlations among Study
Methodological Attributes
and Study Outcomes

Late Early
Longit. Date Grade Efifzct

Design Deseg. Deseg. Size
"Qu&li tY“

Sample Sjize (Large) -.23% «33% -.10 -.04

Longitudinal Design Yes) -,23% .03 -.05

"Representativeness"
Date of Deseg. (Later)

Grade Deseg. began -.10
(at early grade)

Outcome: Effact Size (+) -, 04

The correlations are, on the whole, hegative. Studies which have large
sample sizes tend not to be longitudinal. The more recent the
desegregation plan being studied, the less likely it is that the study
will be of students who were desegregated at kindergarten or first
grade. (The latter negative correlation is almost 2 necessity since a
brand new desegregation plan has not had rime for its youngest students
to reach an age where they can be easily tested.) If one wants to
choose the best studies from among this field, there are hard trade-offs
to be made.
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The last line of Table 1 shows the correlations between the various
nethodological dimensions and the overall effect size. We know that
most studles of desegregation show a2 positive effect on black
achlevement, although our readers cannot be expected to agree on whether
that effect igs large or small. But given that the effect 1is positive,
and given our assumption that longitudinal designs are preferable to
others, it makes sense that there should be a gignificant positive
correlation between using a longitudinal design and the magnitude of the
treatment effect. Wortman notes this, pointing out that the average
treatment effect of the thirty-one studies he selected is considerably
higher than the average treatment effect of the pool of 93 which Crain
and Mahard ugsed. But by the same criteria, 1f nearly all desegregation
plans in the United States begin desegregation at Kindergarten or first
grade, and there is a strong pesitive correlation between the grade
where desegregation is begun and the treatment effect (see the lower
tight of Table 1), it follows that the grade at which desegregation
began 1s also ar important selection criterion. It would be extremely
difficult to have anticipated this in advance of seeing this
correlation, But the problem 1s serious, Imagine that a desegregation
plan 1s adopted in some city, and a local researcher decides to evaluate
it. The chances are good that he or she will choose tc study the plan
during its first year or two, The researcher will not want to wait
mtil the plan has been in place for a decade and is no longer of policy
nterest or newsworthy. The chances are also good the researcher will

» the evaluation by studying the test performance of students in the
middle elementary grades. These are the youngest grades where students
can be easily and accurately tested. In a typical design, the students
will have attended segregated schools until the end of second grade, be
pretested, transfer to desegregated schools, and be posttested a year
later. Thils is a very clean design, resembling a2 laboratory experiment.
But it is not a study of the right problem. The experience of the
students being studied--segregation for three years followed by one year
of desegregation—-is quite atypical, & transitory stage in the school
district's desegregation process. Their younger siblings and all future
students in this school system will have four vears of desegregation at
the end of grade three. And according to Table 1, their achievement
gains as a result of desegregation will be considerably more positive
than that of the students being studied by this (or most) researcher(s).
The 93 studies Mahard and I located included 295 samples of students; of
these, four~fifths received a mixed schooling, partlv segregated and
partly desegregated.

This illuminates the main problem with the prior selection
approach-—that it assumes the methodological criteria which define e
good study are known in advance, This is an assumption we normally take
for granted. We know what sort of design is superior and what sort
inferior and therefore can make an 2 priorl decision about the quality
of any particular study. However, it is unlikely that in practice we
can ever actually do this, First of all, one usually cannot know until
the data has been examined which of several competing methodological
criteria are most important. If there are various threats to validity,
the importance of any particular threat depends a good bit upon the
particular type of research being done., For example: i1f achievement
test scores are the dependent variable, then reliabllity of pretest and
posttest measures 1s likely to be less of a problem than if the study
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deals with measurement of psychological attitudes, Second example:
studies of student absenteeism, At the same time, a study of juvenile
delinquency might choose to include the studies using self-reported
delinquency and exclude studies using delinc iency veported by official
sources on the grounds that official reports of delinquency are
netoricusly inaccurate, The same criteria are applied in directly
opposite ways in two studies depending upon the subject being studied.

In the case of the effects of desegregation on minority achievement we
have found a methodological error—-studying students whose education was
a mixture of segregation and desegregation —— which is so specific to
desegregation research that it was not even recognized as an error and
source of bizs until ocur review was done. Table ] suggests that studies
of the effects of desegregation on minority achievement, which use as
subjects students who have not experienced a complete desegregation
treatment beginning in kindergarten or grade 1, will underestimate the
effects of desegregation. One might assume that such an error would be
quite rare, since virtually every desegregation plan in the United
States begins in kindergarten or grade ] at the latest. However, a
large majority of researchers who have studied the effects of
desegregatrion committed this error, of studying students whose
desegregation began not in the normal fashion at the beginaning of their
entry into school but only after they had received some education in
segregated schools, and the reason they have done so is obvicus: they
wanted to publish guickly on this timely topic, and they wanted to stady
students who were old enough to be reliably tested.

The panel, in selecting the nineteen studies which they considered to be
methodologically superior, did not require that the students being
studied have a desegregation experience begimming in kindergarten or
first grade, They used instead wvarious other criteria, including that
the study be longitudinal; and herein lies the problem, Table 2 shows
the relationship between design tvpe and grade at which students are
desegregated,

Table 2: Use of Longitudinzl Design and Inclusion
of Sample in Panel Substudy, by Grade of
First Desegregation

Percent Percent
of studies of studies
with longitudinal 1incliuded in
Grade - design subs tudy
KG 18% 0%
1% 4%
53% 14%
63% 13%
477 212
2% 10%
40% 8%
59% 6%

Q

Full Tt Provided by ERIC

r




Only two studies {(18%) of students desegregated at kindergarten are
longitudinal. The reason is obvious——it is difiicult to pretest
students who have not yet learned to read. And neither of these two
studies were selected by the panel. The second column shows the
percentage of studies at each grade selec:ed by the panel. Mahard and I
found a total of twenty studies of desegregated black students with
desegregation beginning in kindergarten or Iirst grade and which
contained a segregated black control group. The panel used the data
from only one of these studies. The remalning nineteen studies vere
discarded, usually because these very young children did not provide
accurate pretests for longitudinal analysis. Eight of the twenty
studies we ildentified used cohort comparison--comparing the scores of
kindergarten and first grade students after desegregation to the scores
of the students who had been in kindergarten and first grade the
preceding year. The panel, making a rather conventional sclentific
decision, had judged these studies to be of inferior quality and
excluded them, While it is true that in principle a cohort comparison
is inferior to a longitudinal experimental or quasi-experimental design,
this is precisely an example of the situation where there are competing
methodelogical criteria, and the choice cannot be wisely made in advance
of looking at the data. In this case a cohort study is superior because
it enables us to study students who had begun desegregation in first
grade.

Estimating the Effect of Desegregation

The nineteen studies sc¢lected by the panel of scientists show an overall
effect of desegregation on achievement which 1s slightly more positive
than the Crain-Mahard larger sample. Whereas we find an average
desegregation effect in all 93 studies of .08 standard deviations, our
estimate for the 18 of our studies selected by the panel is
significantly higher, .16. This is likely the result of discarding
noen-leongitudinal studies. If desegregation has a positive effecc, then
it follows, as Wortman notes, that accurately done desegregation studies
will show a positive 2ffect and the panel's exclusion of technically
inferior studies should produce a higher estimate of the effect of
desegregatlon than our strategy of including every study regardless oi
quality. We arrive at this same conclusion in a different way. By
coding the different types of research design as a variable for each
study, we show that technically better research designs are correlated
with more positive effects of desegregation. As Table 3 indicates,
studies in which the performance of blacks in desegregated schools cve
compared to performance of whites, or the performance of the testmaKker's
nerming sample, often conclude that desegregation has failed to improve
black achievement. On the other hand, studies which compare
desegregated blacks to segregated blacks—-either in a "cohort" design
(the segregated blacks are the students in the same grade in the years
before desegregation), a "cross—sectional" design {(with no pretest) or a
longitudinal design--are twice as likely to show positive as negatilve
results; and randomized experiments show positive results eight or nine
times as often as negative results.




Tadle 3: Direction and Size of Treatment Effect,
by Type of Control Group

direction effect
of effect size
Design + 0 (-]

randozized B6 5 235
longitudinal 55 20 .083
cross-sectional €2 13 .130
cohort 53 16 .084
white controls 33 & .058
nore controls 34 11 =,030

total sa=ple 54 16 .080




The problem with the research panel's approach is that by excluding
supposedly interior studies by one criterion, they have managed to
exclude tost of the experiments and all of the studies (except for
Carrigan) in which students were desegregated in kindergarten or first
grade. Figure 1 shows a plot of the effect sizes estimaced by Mahard
and Crain for 28 samples of students in the eighteen evaluations
selected by the panel. This is shown as a heavy line, which changes to
a dashed line where it jolns dots based only on one or two samples of
students,

The effect sizes for the entire grouvp of 295 samples in the 93 studies
we reviewed are shown as a light solid line. 1In grades 2 through 5
(where zhe bulk of the samples studied by the panel began
deregregation), our estimates of effect size for the panel's studies is
considerably higher than our estimate for che larger set of studies.
The graph ulso shows, using the letters A and S, the effect size
estimates for each grade computed by Armor and Stephan. In the range
from second grade through fifth, their estimates are also generally
higher than our estimates for our larger sample. Thus, we again see
that the more selective sample shows higher estimates, presumably
because it has discarded the very weak designs which are biased toward
underestimating the effects of desegregation. At the same time, the
other point of this graph is that there are no data points in the
panel's nineteen studies for kindergarten and only 1 data point for
first grade. (The one first-grade datum is regrettably the rather
untrustworthy estimate by Carrigan, which uses a 30% black school for
its control group). Also shown on the graph is a circle located above
first grade, at approximately +.30 standard deviaticns, indicating the
estimated effect size predicted by our regression equation for a typical
study of students desegregated at first grade using a randomized
experimental design. If one were willing to assume that Armor's and
Stephan's data supported the early grade effect, an extrapolation down
to grade one from their date would seem comsistent with the estimate.
Unfortunately, given the relatively small number of cases and the rather
ragged pattern in the data, it is difficult to say whether either
Stephan's or Armor's calculations support the hypothesis that there are
stronger effects at lower grade levels.

The problem is again made more difficult by the prior selection of
studies which has reduced the number of cases so greatly that it is
difficulr to compute reliable correlation with the data. The best data
on the question is the Crain and Mahard analysis. Table 4 presents that
data, and shows a quite strong pattern. 0f 55 studies of students
desegregated in kindergarten or first grade, 45 (82%) show a positive
desegregation effect.
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Tadle & Direction and Size of Treatment Effect,
By Grade at Initial Desegregation

Direction
of Effect

grade at + 0
degegregation:
) 4

77
56
50
53
L4
52.:
7-9 56
10-22 48

total sa=ple 56




Another way to think of the difference between the swall-n and large-n
meta-zanalvses is to say thar one does the selecrion at the beginning oi
the project to narrow the focus upon the most interesrting cases while
the other does that selection at the ¢nd. In the analysis which Mahard
and 1 did, we identified 20 studies zs being the best. Since this
selection was based upcn the empirical findings of the analysis, its
maln consideration was that the students being studied in each case had
to have been desegregated at kindergarten or grade one. Beyond that, we
required that there be a control group of segregated black students bur
our regquirements for metlhodology and the amount of material reported by
the authors were more generous than the pan.i's. Whether our group of
20 is superior to the group of 19 selecred ity the panel is a matter for
the reader to decide, of course.

Tbhe 20 "best” studies

Five of the 2U studies use a randomized experimenral design:

Stanly Zdep (1971) of TES carried out an evaluation of a city-to-

suburban voluntary transfer plan from Newark, NJ to suburb, Verona.

Verona apparently agreed to acceprt 38 students, and the city held a

lottery among all applicarts. Zdep then used a random selection from

the unchosen volunteers as his control group. He limited his analysis

to students in firs: and second grade, The first graders were pretested

with the Metropolitan Readiness Test and posttested with the Cooperative

Primary Test. ¢(n the pretest, the control group tested about .1

standard deviations above rhe students being transported to the suburbs;

on the pestrest, bused students were 9.8 answers higher than the control

group on a rest on which the bused students had a2 srandard deviation of

5.4 and the control group a standard deviartion of 3.8. In math, the

pustrested scores favored the treatment group by 7.6 points (contr¢l

group standeré deviation 6,3) and in a subtest called listening, favored

tlie bused students by 6.0 points (corcrol group standard deviarion 5.7).

sveraging the three yields an effects size of 1.60. This study was not )
included in the panel's 19 studies, although Zdep's analysis of second .
grade students was included. Presumably the first grade data was
dropped because d¢ifferent tests were used for the pratesr and posttest,
Given thar the difference on the readiness test between the two groups
was small, favored the centrol group, 2nd most importantly that the
students were selected by randor assignment, the requirement that the
tz5t3 be identical seems cverly strict. The main problem with the Zdep
sr.alysis is that there are only 13 transported st lents and a control
group of 14 in the first grade. (Even with the small sample size there -
is no problem with significance. The reading rest differences yield a ¢
of abour 10, for example.)}

Bruce Wood (1968) wrote hig doctoral dissertation on the Project Concern
vcluntary city-to-suburb program in Harcford, CI. He analyzed changes
in 1Q scores, Two-Hundred and sixty-six students in grades kindergarrten
through five were randomly selected and a control of 303 studencs was
selecred, also randomly. At the pretest, the centrol group scered .6 IQ
poincs higher than the experimental group. In the analysis he divided
the group by grede level, combining kindergarten and first grade
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students, and carried out an analysis of covariance. He does not
report the actual raw means, but the obtained f of 4.46 sugpests that
there nust have been a difference of 1/3 standard deviations favoring
the experimental group.

Thomas Mahan (197)) was director of the Hartford Project Concern program
at the time, and conducted nis own evaluation. He used data during the
second year of the project, so¢ that presumably his results are more
biased by attrition from the original random treatment and control

group than are Wood's. For the second year of the project, Mahan shows
an average 9-point increase in IQ for the treatment groups who entered
the program in the first grade, compared to conmtrol group increases of 3
and 2 peints respectively. There are alse large differences favoring
the treatment group tor students who entered the program'in grades Z and
3 and negative trestment effects for students who entered the program in
grades 4 and 5. Mahan also reports the results of achievement testing
using the Metropolitan Readiness Test which showed some significant
differences for the kindergarten group favoring the bused students, and
also some results from the Primary Mental Abilities Test which showed
results for both kindergarten and first grade gtudents favoring the
experimental group.

Project Concern operated in several cities in Comnecticut, and Joseph
Samuels wrote a dissertation (1971) evaluating trhe New Haven program.
He compared 37 students who transferred to the suburbs at kindergarten
to a control group of 50 students. There are possible biases here, in

that Samuel's transferred students were apparently screened after being
randomly selected to drop students who “had medical or psychological

reasons precluding their involvement..." He does not say how many

students were onitted In this way. In additiom, the contrel group was
limited to students who remained in the same school for two years, which
presumably would bias the control group upward. If there were
differences between the twyo groups, they do not appear on the Monroe
Read.ng Aptitude Test admiristered to the two groups while in
kindergarten; the experimental group tested only .03 standard deviations
higher. Two years later, the treatment group tested 5.5 units higher on
a reading test with a standard deviation of 12, They also tested 5.6
units above & group of students in a compensatory education Program inp
the city, both differences being significant. The Project Concern
students did not test higher than the contrel group ir either word
apnalysis or mathematics--they were about ,25 standard deviations lower
on both tests.

¥eanwhile, the Rochester city schools carried out a similar
city-to-suburb program (Rock, et al., 1968). 1n each of three years, 25
experimental subjects were selected and allowed to transfer to the -
suburbs while 25 others were held as a control group in the central
city. The experimental group scored below the contrel group on the
pretest (the Metropolitanr Peadiness Test). At the end of the first
year, the treatment studeats did not score higher on the Metrropolitan
Achievement Test, but did scecre one~half ;ear ahead of the comtrol group
on the SRA battery. The second experimental group also scored below




their control on the Peadiness Test. but after one Year scored about
three months ahead of the control group. At the end of one year the
third experimental group did not score above control in reading but did
score 6 months ahead of the control group in math. 1In that year, the
treatment group was lightly supericer to the control group on the pretest,
wvhich was the Mew York State Readiness Test, so this result is
questionable.

None of these five experimental studies were selected by tfe panel.
Usually the reasoun is because the pretest and posttest were not the
same. It is nearly Jmpossible to design a study with identical tests
covering the kindergarten-first grade range, since the students cannot
read at the beginning of that period. Tests are notoriously unreliable
for students at this age. 1In addition, all five of the experimental
designs used analysis of covarijance models, and relatively little
information was provided with which to compute effect sizes. Finally,
all five studie¢es have problems with attrition, It is doubtful that the
attrition problems are more severe in thece studies than they are in the
longitudinal studies used by the panel; but these studies z2re usually
more detajled in describing artriticon, making it harder to overlook a
problem which is in fact present in the majority of longitudinal studies
of education., In general, we do not think that these studies should be
considered inferior to those chosen by the panel.

There ~re B other studies which yse what we call "cohort" comparisons

{and which others often call "historical control groups"). <These
studies compared scores of desegregated students in the particular grade
to the sceres that blacks made in the same grade before desegregation
occurred. This kind of design is the only way to study desegregation in
a community vhere all schools have been desegregated, since no
segregated group of black students remains to be used as control., None
of these studies have data for a large number of years which would
enable one to conduct an interrupted time-series analysis. For example,
the Nashville-Davidson County public schools (1979) published mean test
scores for black students in each grade for the nine-year period from
1970, when the desegregation plan was adopted, to 1978, The test scores
show a considerable gain over the period, ranging from .2 to .4 standard
deviations. Of course., the problem is that we canrot attribute this to
desegregation; it may be due to other changes jin testing or educational
practice in the city.

One wonders whether a school district would be anxious to publish the
results if it showed negative effects. Perhaps many other school
districts have the same sort of data that Nashville has but have not
released it to interested researchers because it shows declines in
achievement., But one example which works in rhe opposite direction is
from Pasadena, whose school board has been adamently opposed to
mandatory desegregation and released a lengthy report by Barold Kurtz
(1975) showing the disastrous educational ccnsequences of desegregation
there, In 15 tests of students who were desegregated in grades 2
through 12, scores were lower after desegregation 14 times. ZBut there
were very large achievement increzses for students who were in
kindergarten and first grade--averaging .36 stardard deviations. Thus




while test scores dropped for black sgudcnts throughout the district
during the period of time after desegregation, test scores of the very
youngest students went up. This could be a peculiarity of the testing
procedure used with the youngest students, of course.

Cohort analysis is necessary when a district is totally desegregated.
Total desegregation in the north came first to university communities,
the largest of which was Berkeley, which desegregated in 1968, Test
scores dropped that spring, abecut .04 standard dev.ations in reading for
firet graders. By 1970, second graders were reading about .16 standard
deviations above the second graders of 1968. Thus one report
{pambacher, 1971) shows essentially no change in test scores using the
first year of desegregation, while a second paper (Lunemann, 1973) shows
a positive desegregation effect. {In this analysis black and "other,"
presucably Hispanics who did not consider themselves whites, were
combined in one year and separated in others. The percentage of "other”
students 1n the district changed radically, however, suggesting that
these ethnic classifications were unstable. We have combined "others”
with Blacks for all years in order to avoid this problem.)

Another university town which developed a desegregation plan was
Fvanston. Jayjia Hsia of TES (1971) carried ocut a lengthy evaluatilon,
and found that in the £all of the third grade, two years after
desegregation, students were testing .0l standard deviations below
students twe years earlier. She found galns in only 3 out of 9 tests in
the upper graces over the first two years.

Another school district which reported achievement test scores for the
yvear after desegregation in comparison to the year before was Clark
county (Las Vegas) Nevada. Test scores for black students were up .1
years,

In one southern district, George Chenault (1976) found that students who
were desegregated in kindercarten scored .3 years higher in the fourth
grade compared to students five years carlier.

Finally we have constructed a cohort analysis from the data provided by
Patricia Carrigan (1969), The panel treated Carrigan as a Longitudinal
study, but the "segregated" control school is 50% black-~desegregated by
most people's criteria. We ignored the data for the control schoel and
instead compared the performance ©f the desegregated black students to
‘black students at the sending school prior to desegregation. We found
the integrated students scoring .05 standard deviations higher.

All the cohort studies are subject to alternative interpretations—-—
charge in curricula, in type of test, in test administration, could all
affect test scores. On the other hand, cohort studies have the
advantage of * ving . :latively large sample sizes, They are alsac not
likely te¢ be ar ected oy complicated statistical procedures which
sometimes do more harm than good. Of eight studies of students
desegregated at kindergarten or first grade, we found gains in 6, the




exception being Hsia's Fvanston study and Dambacher's Berkeley study,
whose conclusions were reversed the following vear by Lunemann.*

The final group of studies oi students desegregated at first grade or
kindergarten are longitudinal studies with non~-random assignment. These
are generally the most difficult studies to draw conclusions from,
because the inability to use accurate pretests with very young children
makes statistical matching extremely difficult. In the two best
studies, by Louis Anderson (1966) of Nashville's early freedom—of choice
plan, and Louise Moore (1971) of DeKalb county, GA, the full data was
provided making it possible for Mahard and me to reanalyze the data. In
both cases we examined student growth during the middle of elementary
school, comparing growth rates for students who had experienced
desegregation from kindergarten or first grade tec othier students in
segregated schools in earlier years. One study showed a sizeable
increase in the rate of learning while thc other study showed a less
after desegregation. We were reluctan: teo take either study seriously,
since we are not sure how to relate these two studies of growth rates
several years after desegregation to all the other studies, which
measure growth immediately following desegr>gation. Five other studies
pretested students at kindergarten or first grade and posttested thenm
one Or two years later. These are usually very brief reports of studies
with relatively small sample sizes.

Orrin Bowman's (1973) dissertation evaluates a voluntary plan in
Rochester, NY. Two experimental groups exceed the controls {(both a
regular class and an "enriched" class) by .18 and .32 standard
deviations on a readiness test at grade 1; at grade 3 they exceed the
controls on an achievement battery by .90 and 88 standard deviations.
Bowman's analysis of covariance shows net effects of .75 and .70; using
the panel's procedure, I get effects of .72 and .66. There are only 19
and 17 treatment subjects. Ann Danaby (1971) compared 41 volunteers for
desegregation to a control group randoemly chosen from a segregated
school. Little raw data 1s provided. The author uses regression to
control on the seemingly large pretest differences on the Metropolitan
Readiness Test, and obtains non-significant positive treatment effects.
The technique used overestimates treatment effects, however.

Robert Frary and Thomas Goolsby (1979) compare 32 desegregated first
graders to 77 in segregated schools, using the Metropolitan Readiness
Test as a pretest and Metropolitan Achievement Test administered at che
end of first grade as a posttest. There were large differences {on the
order of .7 years) favoring the desegregated students. The pretest data
was used to trichotomise the sample before comparing posttest means
within each group. Elmer Lemke (1979), studying Pesria, Illinois,
studied 180 desegregated and 60 segregated black schools five years
after desegregation began. He used the Metropolitan Readiness Test and

*A ninth study, from Jeffecrson County {Louisville) K¥., shows an
increase in black scores in the elementary grades after desegregation.
See Raymond, 1980, We received it too late to include in our review,
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the lowa Test of Basic Skills, and found only one significant positive
efiect and no signifjcant negative effects out of a possible ten
differences; we judged the overall effect as zero. T. G. Wolman (1964)
- stucdied New Rochelle, using the MAT to pretest and posttest desegregated

and segregated e¢lementary school studencs and the Metropolitan Readiness

test to pretest and posttest kindergarten students. He reports no

significant desegregation effects on the MAT, but significant gains for
. kindergarten students. He reports nene of the data, however., Of these
five studies, only Bowman is included in panel's group of 19, The other
4 studies were rejected cither because they used different testasfor
pretest and posttest or because irsufficlent sratistics were provided in
the write-up to permit us co compute an effect size. In my judgment none
of these 5 studies should be censidered of especially good quality.

Conclusions

It is stretching a point to argue that the twenty kindergarten-first
grade studies are the "best" studies, given their wide range of quality.
They were not selected as models of research, but because they gave what
we thcught were the least biased estimates of the effect of
desegregation. We do believe that seversl of these studies are better
than the average of the panel's selections, which were supposedly
intended to be the "best,” but we are not conducting a prize cempeticion
for test dissertation* of the last two decades. We are trying to
estimate the effects of desegregation.

Our 20 "best" studies include 5 analyses of four different experimental
designs, all showing relatively large positive treatment effects (the
median treatment effect size of these experiments is .34 standard
deviations). We also found 8 “historical control grouvps" studies, six f
of which showed 2 positive treatment effect and only 1 2 negative
effect; the median effoct size was .12 standard deviations. TFinally, we
found 7 longitudinal studies, five of which showed positive treatment
effacts and only one a negative effect, with a median effect size of
.24. Consistent positive outcomes on 5 analyses of randomized
experiments is impressive. yhile thie other studies are 2 good deal
weaker methodologically, their results are also consistently
positive--11 studies of 15 are positive and only 2 are negative. If the
principle function of selecting a superior subgroup of studies is teo

d find the consistency of results which is masked by error in an
unselected sample of studies, we believe we did that, and that the panel
did not.

*One of the 93 studies, a dissertation by Ann Linney (1979) did win 2
prize from the American Fsychological Assoclation; it was not included
in either the panel’'s group of 19 or our list of 20.
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School Desegregation as a Social Reform:
A Meta-Analvsis of irs Effects on Black Academic Achievement

Norman Miller and Micha=l Carlson
University of Southern California

INTRODUCTION

This paper addresses the specific question of whar effect school
desegregation has had on the achievement test scores of black children.
It is one of a common set of papers addressing this issue, all prepared
for the National Institute of Education. All of the papers base their
conclusions and analyses on the same set of core studies that the panel
of experts, selected by NIE to perform the review task, have agreed upon
as meeting cerrain criteria for inclusion among those to be reviewed.

Before summarizing the results of these core studies, it is

important first to put the question itself into an historical context,
and second, to discuss the criteria for inclusion and exclusion of
studies 2nd the procedures used in performing the analysis. Then, after
presenting the findings, their meaning and puvitcy implications will be
discussed.

BACKGROUND

School desegregation was initiated fo address a social

inequity--the impairment of minority children's right to equal
educational opportunity. The Brown decision required school
desegregation as a remedy for prior discrimination, declaring separate
faciliries inherently unequal. It is important to note that in the view
of Brown, educational outcome is not the issue. Had it been shown that
blacks in segregated schools performed on standardized tests as well as
did whites in segregated schools, ine'uality of educational opportunity
would nevertheless prevall according to Brown. This is not to deny that
the evidence of social scientists that was presented in the case did
focus on inequalities between black and white children in their
self-concepts, motivation, and academic performance. In its ruling,
hcwever, the court seem concerned primarily with the notion that
segregated schooling inelucrably stigmarized blacks as a social group.

"Does segregation of children in public schools solely on the basis
of race, even though the physical faciliries and other 'tangible’
factors may be equal, deprive the children of the minoriry group of
equal educarional opportunities? We believe that it does...to
separate Negro school children from others of similar age and
qualifications solely because of their race generates a feeling of
inferiority as to their status in the community thar may affect
their hearts and minds in a way unlikely ever to be undoune...in the
field of public education the doctrine 'separate but equaf has no
place. Separate educational facilities are inherently unequal,
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Sepregation of white and c¢olored children in public schools has a
detrimental cffect upon the colored children. The impact is
greater when it hag the sanction of the law; for the policy of
separating the races is usually interpreted as denoting the
inferiority of the Negro group" (Brown v. The Board of Education,
1954).

The fact of educational separation was the problem to be cured; the
cure was desegregation. In principle, this logic is simple and
straightforward; it requires no other major ingredients {such as, for
instance, proof that desegregation will eliminate Or reduce wage
inequities., or other specific differences in the outcomes of blacks and
whites). OQf course, when school desegregation was implemented in
specific cities and school districts, the method and degree of
desegregation became important issues. Presumzbly, in court-mandated
plans, the extensiveness of a court imposed remedy should in some degree
correspond to the severity or magnitude of the acts that created
segregated schooling (Black, 1960; Kluger, 1977).

Americans are basically sympathetic teo the plight of blacks. They know
that despite the beneiicial social changes for blacks that have occurred
over the past decades, discrimination exists and most believe it wrong.
Most believe that the full weight of the Federal government should be
martialed in order to eliminate such injustice. Two decades ago, 91
percent of whites favored equal voting rights, 87 percent favored the
right to a fair jury trial and non-segregated public transportation, arnd
72 percent favored integrated education. Despite the fact that white
Americans by a margin of 2 to ) felt in 1966 that black children would
nct be better educated in integrated classrooms, they had no deep
aversion to black children attending the sazme school as their own
offspring. By a margin greater than 3 to 1, they denied that the
education of white children would suffer if blacks are in their
classroon. Three out of four white Americans approved of the Court
ruling outlawing segregation in education (Brink & Harris, 1966, p.
131). There is, of course, substantial slippage between belief and
action. Despite this endorsement of the moral aspects of court rulings,
most whites may not be inclined to do anything speciiic abeut helping to
bring about integration in schools.

In viewing the courts® position, legal schelars have noted that the
remedy or restitution {viz.. desegregation) was often imposed on parties
other than either the perpetrators of segregation (for instance, the
school board that created it) or on their victims {those who graduated
from the segregated school system). This characteristic of legally
imposed remedies has led some legal analysts to interpret the underlying
legal principle or goal not as restitution to the injured party, but
instead, as group pretection. Child labor laws or minimum age drinking
laws might be other instances of the same principal. For a discussion
of this view, see Yudof's (1980) interpretation and ciscussion of
Dworkin (1970).

Since the time of Browm, social science seems to have concerned

itself with the specific effects of desegregated schooling on black
academic achievement, black self-concepts, and on interracial hostilirty
and prejudice. Although these three issues were prominent jin the social
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sclence statement appended to Brown, they arc not the same as racial
separation and stigmatization. Among the three., the one that most
closely approaches stigmatization in meaning, or is most directly
related to it, 1s intergroup hostility and prejudice. 1t should be
noted, however. that hostility and prejudice do not necessarily denote
stigmatization. Alrhough ingroup bias is ubiquitous in intergroup
relations, not all or even most outgroups are stigmatized. We
frequently encounter outgroups in our daily lives. Common examples of
reciprocal ingroup-outgroup pairs might be: production and sales
personnel in a particular manufacturing company; two fraternities on a
university campus; two teams in 2 baseball little league; members of
opposing political parties: etc. Yet ordinarily, none of these groups
are stigmatized by each other.

The point here is that the issues that have concerned social

scientists, namely, low academic achlevement and poor self-concepts
among black children, if not prejudice as weil, are not the causes of
stigmatization. As implied by Campbell's argument, even if the
directions of existing ditfference were reversed, stigmatization would
persist {Campbell, 1967). The flexibility of our evaluative terminology
allows any direction of difference to be positively labeled when
describing ingroup members and negatively labeled when depicting
outgroups. ("We are firm; they are pigheaded.”) Thus, to the extent
that racial=-ethnic differences in academic achievement and self-concept
exist, it makes more sense to view them as consequences than as causes
of stigmatization. And if they are consequences, they certainly are not
the only ones. Other possible consequences are wage inequities,
inequalities in employment rates, lower voter turnout among blacks,
higher death and disease rates, etc.

SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH ON SCHOOL DESEGREGATION

In their research on school desegregation, why have social

scientists focused their attention primarily on its effects on black
academic achievement and black self-esteem? Perhaps in part they took
their instruction from the emphasis found in the social science
statement that was appended to the plaintiffs' case in Brown, which put
impairment of black children's self-concept as the most pivotal or
central consequence of black stigmatization, and viewed other
consequences as flewing from or being caused by this key deficiency
{Stephan, 1978).

The fact that studies of the effect of school desegregarion on

acadenic achievement, however, are so much more prevalent than those of
any other variable reflects two additional factors. First, it
undoubtedly reflects the fact that measures of academic achievement are
so routinely administered by school districts. Second, such measures
are very readily seen as central to the educational mission. This makes
such studies more appealing to administrators who must approve the
researcher's intrusion into school activities and/or records, but also,
to the public as well.

The courcs, to0, seem t0 have been responsive to thils manifest
connaction. Despite the fact that some research suggests that education
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contributes relatively litrle to one's life outcomes (Jencks, Smith,
Bane, Cohen, Gintis, Heynes, & Michelson, 1972), the California State
Supreme Court (Crawford, 1975) viewed desegregated education as a means
of increasing the social mobility of minorities, presumably by providing
berter education and higher levels of cognitrive mastery to minority
students. Yet, Cook (1979), who was one of the authors of the social
science statement appended to Brown, states that it "nowhere predicted
imprcvement in the school achievement of black children as a consequence
of desegregation" {(Cook, 1979). Nevertheless, it is clear that courts
as well as social scientists, have been interested not merely in the
fact of segregated schooling, bur also, in the effects of desegregated
schooling on minority children. :

Two problems have made it difficult for social scientists to

provide answers about the effect of school desegregation. The first is
the ambiguity in the meaning of the term 'school desegregation.” The
secondPhcems m the quality and characteristics of the research
designs used to study it.

The definition of school desegregation. At first thought, the

meaning of the term "school desegregation” seems straightforward. An
analysis of how school desegregation has been implemented in any set of
communities or cities, however, reveals substantial variability, Thus,
the meaning of rhe term is in fact vague. The only common definitional
element among studies of its effects is that the ratio of minmority and
white students in 2 classroom or school has been altered. By how much?
Are the whites in a classroom more or less numerous than the blacks? Is
the percentage of minority students in the class or school changed from
98 percent to 45 percent? Are the changes in percentages made in zll
classes, or just at certain grade levels or programs within the school?
Are both groups of children shifted to new schools or is just one of the
groups? Is the teacher familiar to one or both groups ¢f students or do
the students have 2 new and unfamiliar teacher? Do both groups retain
friends from the previous year in their class? To vhat extent have
cther important factors other than the ratio of white to minority
students also been altered {e.g., the curriculum, the student teacher
ratio, the quality of physical facilities, the guality of teaching
materials, the quality of teachers, erc.)?

The problems created by an ambiguous definition can be illustrated

by an analogy. Consider the questiorn "Is eating food good for humans?”
Although on first thought the answer is obviously "yes," we can quickly
see that the answer wlll depend on what is eaten and how., If the
chicken salad has “rturned", or the plate it is served on is
lead-contaminated, then the answer becomes,'no. If a child is fed only
an ounce of food three times a day or the food is merely rubbed on the
child's stomach, it will star.., It might also starve if the only food
available were unpalatable {(e.g., half-digested dog food taken from a
dog's stomach). A nutritionally balanced high-protein drink may sustain
life but also cause one's teeth to drop out. Extended hospitalization
for malnutrition might give one bed sores.

The examples above ate not the "ordinary" instances of eating, But
what are the '"ordinary" insrances of school desegregation? There are
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numerous circumstances in which few would expect desegregz.ed schooling
to produce academic gains for blacks: e.g., when teachers, students, or
principals in receiving schools are prejudiced against blacks {(the food
is poisoned); when there is only one or two of them in classroom, or
when they are ignored in the classroom (too little food to provide
nourishment); when the curriculum is not modified to match their current
performance level, and consequently is not assimilated (food is rubbed
on their stomach); when they are made to feel rejected and incompetent
{the food is unpalatable). On the other hand, it may produce academic
gains but, simultaneously, as a consequence of exposure to higher
performing classmates, lower their academic self-concepts (bed-sores).

Americans may feel it is better or more moral to ship government
overstocks of potatoes to an undernourished third-world country than to
dump them in the ocean. As we have learned in the past, however,
shipping food to pecple is not the same as nourishing them. Potatoes
won't help if they arrive rotten, or if the receiving country lacks
adequate mechanisms for distributing them. Nor will they help if
protein deficiency is the problem. But nevertheless, despite our
failure to achieve the goal of nourishing a famine-plagued third world
country, we might feel righteous about our efforts.

Simply put, many factors are relevant to school outcomes. Those
factors that go hand in hand with desegregation in one setting may not
in the next. Consequently, the meaning of the term varies from one
study to the next, and often, in ways that are important but not well
documented.

Research designs in studies of school desegregation. As indicated,

a second problem in assessing the effects of school desegregarion is
that researchers have rarely used a methodology that permits inferences
about what it was that caused some observable J_fference between
comparison groups (segregated and desegregated students). This issue is
quite separate from the previous one, which pointed to the variation in
the meaning of the term desegregation and covariation of other factors
with implementation of a change in the ratio of blacks to whites in a
school. It refers instead to the fact that children, classrcoms, or
schocls are almost never randomly assigned to comparison conditions. As
a result, one cannot know whether initial differances between the groups
account for (or cause) the differences found after the treatment
(desegregated schooling).

Experts are agreed that attempts to select out from, (a) those
students who continue to have segregated schooling and (b) those
students who change to desegregated schooling, two subsets of children
that are matched {or on the average equal) on key variables on which
they were originally matched, they will again differ from each othur in
the direction in which they initially differed.} Similarly, they will
also differ on variables correlated with the variable on which they were
matched, Cousequently, if, for instance, a high IQ implies better
ability to learn, and if prior to their desegregation the average IQ of
the desegregated students exceeded that of those who remained
segregated, they might well perform better afrer desegregation. Suczh a
difference might just as readily be attributed to the initial
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difference in IQ as to the difference .in type of schooling. Why might
students with higher IQ's naturally appear more frequently in the ]
desegregated group? Parents and children who are-brighter may be pore
motivated to seek out better schools. If they believe desegregated

. education to be jsuperior, they will -push to be in that program, to be
included sooner in the desegregated group, or to be assigned to the
desegregated school, etc., {e.g., Gerard & Miller, 1975).

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR SUMMARIZING THE
NIE SET OF STUDIES

PROCEDURES FOR COMBINING THE RESﬁLTS OF STUDIES -

‘Several different methods exist for summarizing the outcomes ©of a
group of studies. Recently these procedures haveécome‘té be called
meta-analysis (Glass, 1976). One procedure is simply to tally the
nrumber of studles giving positive versus negative effects. This box
score or voting approach is crude because it fails, for imstance,. to
acknowledge differences among studies in the strength or magnitude of’
difference between pomparlson conditions. Almost no experts now
advocate the voting method alone (Hunter, Schmidt, & Jackson, 1982).
Furthermore, the voting or box score method can lead to erroneous
conclusions due to "'false' conflicting results” in the literature
(Hunter et al. p. 132). :

The z-score method provides an alternative procedure for

representing the size of the relationship between the treatment variable
and the dependent measures 'in a given study.- It requires computing the
eXact p of the statistic employed by the original researcher (and
dividing it im half if a two-tailed test was employed )} and then
converting each P value to an exact z-score, based on the normal
probability distribution. The sum of these z-scores across studies is
then divided by the square root of the number of findings included to
generate an overall z-score and I1ts associated probability level. This
provides an estimate of overall statistical significance, assessing the
. likelihood that the results of the entire pool of studies reflect chance
"outcomes. (This particular procedure typically understates significant
effects because many authors do not include specific t, F, or x2 values
dn their research reports, and :#as a result, nominal rather than exact'R
values have to be entered into the analysis.) With this method, a
fail-safe n can. be calculated to determine the number of additional
studies with summed z-scores that total to zero which. would be needed
before the probability value associated with the overall z would exceed
the .05 level.

The effect size method is the most preferred method and the one used for
this paper. In this method, the difference between the means of pairs
of trnatment conditions in each study is divided by the within-group
‘standard deviation of the outcome measure employed, thus yielding a
standardized mean difference score {(Glass, 1977). These differénce
scores can then be averaged across studies in order to generate an
overall effect size estimate,
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EVALUATING THE STRENGTH OF RESEARCH DESIGNS

Apart from generating summary estimates of overall effects, .
meta-analysis procedures can in principle be ytilized to assess whether
characteristics of wesearch design and/or program implementation
features are related/to program effectiveness, For this purpose,
characteristics of Subjects, studies, and programs must be coded and
then entered as prédictors in multiple regression analyses, with
estimates of size’ of effects as the dependent variable. Examples of
such predictor variables might be factors 'such as age of program
recipients, nature of the experimental design employed in the study,
extent of parental involvement -in the ‘program, etc. In general, the
search for such predictor or moderator variables is highly prone to

- .capitalization on chance unless the number of studies is very large.

the present case, many statistical experts might judge the number of
studies as too few to justify application-of this procedure.

‘The”study selection criteria imposed by the panel attempted to
eliminate particulariy weak studies from con51derat10n. This does not
mean that allior evén most- studies that’survived the weeding out 1mposed
by application of the minimum procedures are strong studies. They are
not, And typically, studies with weak research designs show stronger or
more positive effects than do these with stronger designs. For
instance, in a meta-analysis of the larger body of school desegregation
research concerned with achievement test performance, Krel (1978) found
an average effect size of +0.2]1 among studies with weak designs, whereas
among those with stronger designs, the affect was reduced by half
(+0.10). While the effects of several design factors (threats to
validity) have beerd found to be negligible in some educational comntexts
(Walberg, 1981), their influence nevertheless should be assessed

_ whenever meta-analyses are undertaken in any new research arena. By
imposing the selection criteria that we did, however, most of the
“variation in strength of design found in the tetal set of nineteen
studies on school desegregation and academic achievement has been
eliminated. ' :

As indicated above, in addition to analyses involving research

design considérations, it is ordinarily important to separate studies in
terms of variables associated with the strength of program
,implémentationf For this purpose, studies ideally should be rated or
classified on implementation variables independently of ‘knowledge of
their outcomes. Unfortunately, the studies analyzed for this paper do
not provide much information on correlates of (or strength of) the
implementation of desegregation. Moreover, it is not even clear what,
~.“strength of implementation" means with respect to school desegregation.

VARIATION IN NUMBER AND TYPE OF DEPENDENT MEASURE .

" In the subset ‘of studies analyzed for this répore, the specific
dependent measure varies from one study to the next. Not only do
‘studies use different measures of: verbal achievement, but within the
same study the measure used prior to the implementation of desegregation
may differ from that used Jater. In addition, some studies also include

- . * /
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measures of achievement inimathematics, science, and other subjects, as
L] .
well as verbal achievement.!

Does it make sense to try t&.summériié studles whose measures of

verbal achilevement differ from one study to the next? It depends on the
situation”or problem. Although, for instance, it may make perfect sense
to distinguish between vocabulary mastery and reading comprehension for
some studiles of educational success, in the present case there ig little
or no theoretical reason to expect school desegfegation to differ in its
impact on the two. In other words, with respect to the issue of whether
school desegregation affects black academic achievement, different
measures of verbal performance are. conceptually interchaageable in that
they zll tap some aspect of the verbal component of the academic
curriculum. - . ¢

For the same reason, the distinction between measures of verbal
achievement and mathematical (and/or other académic areas such as
sclence) can also be ignored, being merely apother instance of the same
issue; again, there appears to be litrle theoretical reason to think
desegregation might affect the several areas of mastery differently.
This line of reasoning argues that a single effect size be computed
across studles regardless of varlation across studies in the particular
dependent measure (e.g., vocabulary, reading comprehension. mathematics,
soclal studies, ete.).

-

»

In addition to variation among studies in their dependent measure,
many studies report outcomes for several Hependent measures. In this
case, we are not dealing ‘just with wvariation across studies in their

.dependent measure, but with mulriple outcomes on the same set of
children. Here, the ideal procedure would convert the two sets of

scores on each child (math and verbal achievement test score) to
standard scores which would then be averaged for each child. The effect
size. for .each study would then be computed on these averages. This
resulis in each study contributing one value to the meta-analysis and at
the same time minimizés error of measurement. Unfortunately, in the
present instance this cannot readily be done because the raw score
information is fiot available. To ignore the issue and treat the
separate outcomes in math ‘and verbal performance obrained in a single
study as separate entries in the meta—analysis ignores the fact that
these outcomes are.not independent. Although not perfectly ideal, the
best solution 1ls to average the two effect sizes, This assures that
studies with more measures are not given greater weight than those with
few (or none). '

MULTIPLE SUBJECT GROUPS

The same logic applies to the'analysis of subgroups of multiple
groups with the same study. " The ideal procedure is to use an overall

* test aecross all subgroups. If this is nor provided by the individual:

researcher, then' the best alternative is. to average the effect sizes
computed for each subgroup. ’
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CPITFRIA FOR INCLUSION .

Appendix A 1ists the criteria agreed upon by the NIE. panel as a basis

for inclusion of studies to be analyzed. These yilelded a core sample of .
19 studies. Only studies included in the NIE core sample were

considered appropriate for meta-analysis. This requirement provides the
first entry in Table 1, which details additional inclusion criteria for
the present study. Given this set of core studies, a further criterion R o
is that the proportion of blacks in the segregated control group must ’
exceed 50%. This provision serves conceptually to tighten the notion of
“"segregation”, and insures that the proportion of control group
smon-blacks in some studies will not approach the experimental group
non-black proportions which sre represented in others. The studies by
Carrigan (1969) and Thompson & Smidchens (1979) were excluded from the
.analysis by this criterion.

The second part of Table 1 provides the guldelines for including

the various segregated-desegregated comparlsons which are contained
within the 17 selected studies. The first restriction is that the Ns
for borh segregated and desegregated pre-and post-tests must be at least
10, This sets at least a moderate lower bound on the reliability of the o
estimates of sample means and standard deviations, as the precision of
such.estimates increases with sample size. Very small samples -
occasionally yleld standard deviations which are only a fraction of the
population value, and thereby are capable of producing highly misleading
effect size estimates. A second inclpsionary restriction on the
particular comparisons concerns segregated control groups exposed to
"enriched” or other novel tvpes of curricula. Such control groups are
not used because the resultant effect size estimates Inversely reflect
the efficacy of the particular special trearment employed in the
“eontrol" group. Such a sftuarion fails to produce an acceptable test
of the effects of desegregation on black achievement,

&s indicated earlier, standardized achievement and.ability tests' of

specialized content areas {e.g., socilal studies, science), as well as

verbal and mathematical achievement, were included in the analysis. .IQ
comparisons were eliminated on the grounds that, in theory, a student's '

level of intelligence should not be especially sersitive to classroom

experiences. Additionally, tests of "work study skills" were excluded ]
because they do not correspond to any majlor academic content area. A -
further restriétion .noted in Table 1 is that the .pretest and posttest . ,

had to measure an identical construct (e.g., "vocabulary", "arithmeric .-~ S
concepts™). Usually, this meant use of the same standardized tests_ -~

(e.g., IOWA, Stanford, etc.--corresponding to the appIcopriate grade

levels) for both the pretest and the posttest, However, cases 1n-which

the pretest and posttest differed, but nonetheless assessed the<same

construct, were also Included, with the pretest means Being adjusted to

correspond to the posttest scale.

As noted in a preceding section, in studies of school desegregation,
researchers are rarely able to assign'children randomly to experimental
and control conditions. The selection ef%ects that- occur sometimes
result in higher test score means and larger standard deviations in
experimental than in control groups priori&o the onset of desegregated
schooling. Therefore, it is important to attempt to correct

. post-measured differences so that they dc¢ not simply reflect the ipicial

*
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- Table 1

‘Criteria for inclueien of studies: .
1. Study must be included in NIE core 1list.

2. Segregated control group must be over 50% black.
Criteria:éer inciusion of cohparisons within studies:

1. HNs nust be ‘larger than 10 for both segregated and dese~
gregated conditxons.

2. Segregated control group must not receive any special
treatments which extend beyond the tyPical classroom experience
(e.g. "enriched® control classes are excluded).

‘ 3. Dependent variable must consist of a verbal, math, or
®other® (e.g. science, social studies) achievement or ability
test which corresponds to a major content area (excluded are IQ
tests and "work study skills® tests).

4. Dretests and posttests must measure an identical con-
struct. o : .

-

5. Either:

a. Posttest standard deviations (or reliable estimates from
national norms or a comparable study), along with pretest to
posttest mean differences for segregated and for desegregated
conditxons, must be present;.

b. A&n ANCOVA table (with pretest differences as a covari-
ate) which reports a2 £ or an F value for segregated vs.
desegregated posttest score differences must be present.
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inequiva]ence of the comparison .groups, but instead, reflect ‘the effect
of desegregated schooling. ’

In order to arrive at pretest-adjusted estimates of effect size, ir -
is necessary to possess the following information: (1) an estimate of
differential experimental vs. control group pretestfpo&ttest:gain
: scores; and {(2) an estimate of the population standard deviation. Thus,
. the final criterion for inclusion listed in Table 1 is the’ presence of
these two pieces of information. These numbers typically were furnished
in the form ¢f tables containing pretest and posttest means and standard
deviations for both segregated. and desegregated groups. Analysis of
- covariance summary tables {with pretest differences as a covariate)
provided an acceptable alternative source of such information. Finally,
in the absence of the above sources of information, a comparison ceuld
still be included if the pretest and posttest means were reported zad if
the standard deviation could be estimated from either national norms or
from & comparable study using the same test for the same grade-level.

COMPUTATION OF EFFECT SIZE : »

The calculation of effect size estimates for the included comparisons
was.achieved via the following formula‘ :

TS, = 2é(post) - YC(Epst) ‘ _ x.Efpre] ~ *c(ore)
. 2
‘J‘“ l]sztpost) * (N I]SCfnost) }(N l}s E(pre) * Mg I}SC(preL ~
N, +ch'2 NE + Nc-z

E = Experimental (Desegregated) Group
€ = Control (Non—Desegregated) Group ]

1(.

Effect gize is defined here as the posttest desegregated vs., segregated ;
difference in means (as expressed in pooled posttest standard units) i
' " minus the pretest desegregated vs. segregated difference in means (as i
< ‘expressed in pooled pretest standard units). For the estimation of
‘ population pretest and pusttest standard deviations, a pooled figure is
used {in preference to Glass' recommendation of using only the control
group standard deviatien) in order to increase the reliability of such T . B
~ estimates. The soundness of using a population egtimate based on a )
pooled figure lies in the fact that preliminarv tests indicated that
- - among the NIE core studies, no overall significant difference was
' present between the standard deviations of the desegregated and
segregated groups’'at either the time of the pretest or the posttect:

Fan-Spread. It i$ important to note that the present effect size g
estimation procedure eliminates any interpretative problems stemming
from the "fan-spread hypothesis." ~ According to the fan-spread notion,
a widening of the difference between group means over time will be
accompanied by an increase in the within group standard deviations.
: This implies that the difference between fwo group means may grow over
N " time in the absence of any increment in the correlation between the

10z |
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tryatment and the dependEht variable (Kenny, 1975). The effect size
fgrmula used in this study. by separately‘standard121ng the difference
Hetween means at times Ty and T2, permits a determination of the
extent to which desegregation is associated with improvement in academic
achievement over and above mere fan-spreading. The;computational
procedure is identical to that used by Armor (1983) for those cases in
which he judges fan—spread to be present. In other cases, however, a
difference arises, in that Armor pools the four estimates of standard
deviation in instances in which he fudges that fan-spread does not
exlst. ; . ;
' i
Amor's procedure contains two problems. First, fan-spread is a
nmatter of degree.,/ What criteria should be used to make a dichotomous
judgment of “present” or "absent" and how. can;such a dichotomous
decision be justified? A statistical test of whether standard
deviations dlffer in a particular instance is not a satistactory
criteria, in that it sensibly could be argued that correction should
also be made when differences fall just shorta or somewhat short), etc.,
of statistlcal*signiflcance. ; .
. !
A second probiem is that Armor's procedure may systematically. plece
undue weight on pretest differences. If/it-assumed that fanwspread
effects do not occur, (or do not all of the time), and further. that the
distribution of pretest vs. posttest standard deviation differences is
associated /with a certain degree of sampling variance {which is
'particulaqmy likely here due to small sample slzes). then sampling error
alone will produce a set of instances’in which the pretest standard
deviation is below the posttest standard deviation. This suggests that
Armor's procedure may be susceptible’ to a bias in which only pretest
standard deviations that happen to be low will be used to specifically
scale pretest mean. differences, whlle those «that are higher (relative to -
the posttest standard deviation) will be averaged in with the posttest
estimates. The net result is that pretest differences mHY be given a
dlsproportionately high weighting’ across cases. Because the
desegregated group usually shows /a higher pretest mean than the
segregated control group, Arxmor’ s procedure consequently can be expected
to produce a lower overall estlmate of effect size than the formula that
. we use. ;

Jlr . !

In order to assess the externt /to which a consideration of
fan—spreadlnz. however, is important in accounting for the results of
the current sample of desegregatlon studies, effect size estimates were,
also calculated by using an alte“native formula. ¢

3

{ ost) xElore)} - ‘xC(post} - xC{pre)}

.J(“ l}sztpost) M {NC 1}SC{=ost)

£s, =

NB + N -2

e

EsExperimental’ {Desegregated} Group

C=Control {(Non Desegregafped) Group




In this formula, the desegregation ve. segregation pre-post gain

score difference is divided by an estimate of standard deviation that is
based on the pooled posttest figures. If the pretest grandard
deviations tend to be low relative to those of the posttest, and if the
desegregation group tends to possess a higher mean than the control
group at the time of -the pretest (as 1s the case when the fan-spread
hypothesis holds), then this formula should produce larger estimates of
effect size than should the first formula. This is true because the
typlcal pretest advantage for the desegregated students, which-is’
subtracted from the standardized posttest difference, will be weighted
more heavily in determining effect size estimates.

Effect size estimates based on analysié of covariance. For cases

that -only reported an ANCOVA {Analysis of Covariance) summary table, in
which pretest scores served as the covariate, the following
transformation procedure was used to estimare the effect size:

2
ES = t — {(,633)
'

‘s

. where N is the combined sample size, Multiplying by .633 serves to
correct for the fact thar the variance of change scores tends to te
lower than the wvaviance of raw sample scores:

( 82 =, 282(1-r) as reported by Armor), with the differemce
change . '
being greatest for cases involving high pretest-postrtest reliabiliries,
For the present purposes, a fairly high reliability estimate (r=.8) was
assumed, which algebraically leads to the modification of effect size
noted above. . ‘ . -
Sample size. Some experts (e.g., Hunter, et al.) argue that a summary
statistic of the effect sizes computed for the sample of studies {(viz.,
mean effect size) should be weighted by the sample size of each srudy.
Though there often may be good reasoms to adopt this procedure,
especially when summarizing experimental studies, for several reasons,
it will not be used here. In experimental research, the marmipulations
are designed to correspond to a theoretical variable. Researchers
almost routinely use manipularion checks to assess whether or not the
independent variable theorerically postularted to affect the dependent
measure has in fact been manipulated by the eXperimental operations that”
were employed, and if so, to.assess whether it was manipulated "strongly
enough.” If, in a particular study, the manipulation check failed to
confirm appropriate variation of the independent variable, and in
addition, there were no treatment effects, no semsiblé scientist would
‘want to include the study in the meta-analysis. ’

mrﬁlg gontrast, as argued above, it is mot clear what, if any,
theoretical variable corresponds fo or is conceptually linked to a
change’in the ratio of black and'white children im.a classroom {or

JR—
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" school) and consequently, might be responsible for black achievement
gains. Indeed, as indicated later in this paper, research seriously
impugns any positive role for the one theoretical process postulated in
the past to cause academic gains for minority students. Not knowing
‘what underlying theoretical variable is relevant to academic gains for
blacks, it makes perfect sense that such manipulation checks simply are
not found in desegregation research. Consequently, one cannct know
whether or not in any particular study. the desegregated groups were
exposed to the "key ingredients." If a study with a very large sample
fails to contain these ingredients (or contains other features -which
produce losses in black ‘achievement), and if this study outcome were
weighted by its sample size, it mighf more than counterbalance the
effects of other studies, which with smaller samples, produced positive
effects.. (In this regard, it is noteworthy that sample sizes among
studies in the NIE core set vary by a margin of fifty to one.) Stating
this ancthel way, extraneous factors related to sample size, which may
or may not be causal, may be correlated with effect size,

Anticipating the results, analyses show that: (1) sample size is
indeed negatively correlated with effect size (r= -,404) and (2) the
observed variation among effect sizes exceeds that to be expected from
sampling error, suggesting that moderator variables are in fact
operating. Taken together, these considerations argue strongly for the
decision to weight study outcomes equally, rather than by sample size.

Correction for unreliability. In the current analysis, each effect
size estimate was corrected for unreliability (following the procedures
of Hunter et al,, 1982). Measurement unreliability has the effect of
artificially inflating the variability of scores, thereby leading to
larger standard deviations and, hence, lower- absclute values of effect
size estimates, The unreliability correction procedure advanced by

- Hunter, et al., divides the estimated effect size value by the square
root of the reliability coefficient of the dependent measure. In some
of the cases comprising the NIE core studies, reliability coefficients
were either reported directly or were readily available from national
norms. For the remainder, a conservatively high reliability estimate of
.95 was>automatically assumed for each test. The net result of
correcting for unreliability was to increase the absolute value of the
particular effect size estimate by about 1.5% to 3%,

RESULTS

2

The results of the meta-analysis are summarized in Table 2. For

each study, a2 mean was calculated (when possible) for each of the three
types of dependent variable categories (i.e., verbal, math, and °*
"other"). Next to ‘each mean, in parentheses, is the number of different
tests that were averaged ja arriving at the figure. ..
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Using formula (1), the overall effect size is +.159 (see bottom of

column 1, Table 2).  This estimate weights results within each study
equally and weights each study equally. The fact that formula (2) gives
an outcome of +.,155, which is essentially equivalent to that cbtained
with formula (1), confirms the view, presented earlier, that fan-spread -
is not a problem in these data. -

For purposes of comparison, the effect size computations of Armor
(1983).,- Stephan (1983), and Wortman (1983) are reported in.the adjacent -
columns}of Table 2 {(columns 3, 4,.and -5). Table 3 ‘summarizes the
findings of all four researchers, reporting thelr mean effect sizes,
separately for verbal and math tests, for each study. Pooling the
outcomes across researchers and studies, the effect size of +,156 for
verbal tests is significant (t=2.26, P < .05), as is the pooled verbal
and math effect size of +.119 (t=2.40, p <« ,05), The effects of
desegregation on mathematics tests is smaller than that found on verbal
tests (though not slgnificantly so) and when tested separately, does not
yield a significant effect size (see columns 1 and 2, and see Table 3).

Sources of Disparity in tae Effect Size Estimates for Individual Studies

Comparisons of our own effect size computations with those’ of Armor,
Stephan, and Wortman for each study reveal that they agree falrl} well;
the correlations, using estimates based on formula (1) are +.87, +.76

and +.74 with Armor, Stephan, and Wortman, respectively,

The correlations were computed by treating the mean verbal effect

size per study and the mean math effect size per study as separate
entries, The fact that the verbal and math effect size estimates are

not based on independent samples is irrelevant for this computation in
that it seeks to assess the comparability of effect size computations
performed by independent investigators. There is little reasdn to think
that computations performed within a study are less independent than °
those between studies. Despite the high correlation between estimates,
the fact that these correlations are less than perfect, as well as the
fact that inspection of effect sizes across the rows of Table 2

reveals variation, makes it clear that computational differences exist,

L3

The following paragraphs, on a case by case basis, examine all
instances in which our estimateés differed from the mean ecstimate of
Armor, Stephan, and Wortman by more than ,]l of a standard deviatiom,

anderson (Math)

Our estimate is slightly higher (+.669) than those of Armor (+.54) and
Wortman (+.53), mainly as a result of discrepancy between the mean of

the raw pretest segregated math scores contained im Table 26 (45.093, p. -
138) and the mean he presents in his pretest summary table (43,82, p.’
144). We used the mean of the raw Scores, which led to a higher effect
‘size estimate due to the incluslon of a larger segregated group pretest
figure, *
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Beker {(Verbal) ‘ . ’ .

*

The major reason for our higher estimate seems to be our inclusion

of & wider array of tests (spelling, word meaning, language, and
vocabulary) which demonstrated larger positive effects than did
paragraph meaning. Wortman's estimate igs additionally lower due to his
exclusive use of the "refused transfer” controls instead of the
"requested transfer" group.

Klein (Marh)

Our estimate for math agrees with that of Stephan {(+.33), but is
substantially higher than Armor's (-.08).  '‘The reasom for the
discrepancy is that we used only the "random" control group, while Armor
used only the "matched" control group. 'The matched controls were
excluded from the present analysis because the ‘corresponding ANCOVA
summary table mixes the data for the segregated and desegregated blacks
along with that of the white students.

Rentsch (Verbal)

Our verbal effect size estimate, though quite close to Stephan, is
lower than that of Wortman. This is primarily due to Wortman's use of
the "abnormally low" pretest statdard deviations (see in particular the
control group)., His use of Glass' formulas creates this outcome, Our
own formula #2 outcome, which lacks sensitivity to temporal changes in
standard devlations, ylelds, as expected, a result much closer to
Wortman's,

S,avagi (Y.Verbal)

Our estimate for verbal achievement {-.08) is both lower than and

in the opposite direction of the mean of the estimates of Armor,
Wortman, and Stephen (+.117). [The sole réason for this appears to be
our inclusion of STEP Writifg (+.048).and STEP Listening (-.437) in’
arriving at a verbal effect size estimate. Our figure for Reading
(+.150) agrees perfectly with Armor’s escimate and differs from
Wortman's by only .01.

- o
v

Slone (Verbal)

" Our estimate of ,091 is somewhat lower than Ehat of both Armor

(+.27) and Stephan (+,19), .This is because in addition to Reading
(+,242, which is falrly close to the other estimates) we included the
Language Skills test (-.061).

Syracuse {(Verbal) S

Our figure for the Syracuse report (+.691), while relatively close
to Stephan's estimate (+.75), is much higher than Armor's (+,375), The
reasdpn 1ls that "Armor includes a second comparison (which we excluded
because of missing standard deviations) in which the e*“ect size was -
essentially zero. i g

103
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' " Van Every (Verbal and Math) ' - 107

Our estimate for verbal achievement (-.166) is somewhat less negative
than the egstimates of Armor (-.46) and -of Wortman (-.44). This is
because they only consider Rexding (which we estimated to be -.468),
vhereas we additionally inclv .d Language Arts (+.137).

Qur math estimate 1s nearly identiecal to those of Armor and

Wortman, and differs significantly only from Stephan’'s figure.

Stephan's lower estimate most likely stems from his use of Glassian

formulas, in conjunction with his rorrection procedure for’ the amount of
- time elapsing between the pretest and the posttest.

9

Walberg (General Note) ' ’

Due to problems’in the legibility of ouvr copy of this report, we
were unable to calculate a verbal effect size estimate for the 10-12th
grade group, as well as any estimates for math achievement.

Sources of Disparitz_in Qverall Effect Size Estimates

Among the three NIE panel members® computed effect size estimates, ,
Armor's overall effect size estimate of +.077 is most discrepant from -
our own. Consequently, his computations sere chosen as a basis for

estimating sources of discrepancy.

Table 4 presents an analysis of the disparity. It shows that correction
for unreliability in the dependent measures is not a2 major contributor
to our higher estimate. In part, this is due to the fact that
conservatively high reliability estimates (viz.,.95) were assumed for the
studies for which no reliability was reported. Reliability estimates
provided by test publishers do not report separate reliability estimate’
for blacks, but were they available, they are likely to be lower than
those reported for whites! In sum, 2 less conservative and more
realistic correction for unreliability would yield a larger, more
positive overall effect size estimate.

The factor responsible for the largest portion of the difference i .
(approximately 45%) was our inclusion of results on achievement tests on

content other than verbal skills and mathematics. It is worth noting

-that although only three studies report such results, the mean effect

size (and its standard deviation) is Substantially larger than that of

effect sizes based on verbal and mathematics tests. .

: Moderator Variables v 5

: Ordinarily, with such a small set of studies, it-is hard to Justify -

’ a. search for variables that explain the relation between the independent
(school desegregation) and dependent {(academic achievement) variables.
A simple-set-of -computations, however, can suggest whether such @ search
will be fruitful. The variance of the effect sizes-over the sample = _ = .-
studies can be computed and corrected for sampling érror. If the effect
sizes are really identical and vary only because of sampling error
(i.e., they are simply random deviations from the true mean value), then
the "true variance" of the effect sizes would be zero. Hunter, et al.,
provide formulas for computing the variance of an array of effect sizes,

corrected for sampling error. When sampling variability ( °§::o: ) is

| 1ig | )




Table 4

Analysis of Discrepancy Between Effect Size
Estimates of Armor and Miller and Carlson ($#1)3

4

Source ‘ - " Contributions

"Inclusion of Reliability Correction : o 1+ .005
Inclusion of Rentsch | ' ' --.008
Inclusion of.‘oth;r‘ category data = - + .0358.
Averaging in of;éxtra tests excluded by Armor . + .092
Calculational differences on same non-Ancova.cases '.0?6
Calculational -differences -on cases where we’" ‘ B
‘estimatéd from Ancova ‘ ) : 006
Different comparison groups used in same Btuéy (Rlein) + .0172
Armor & -inclusion—of—Carrigan—Study———— - - ‘;005

Cases within studies. included only: by Armor o+ .022

.079
(Miller and Carlson + .159) - (Armor + .077) = - .082

ﬁnaccounted difference

Note:;

“fagifTable entries are based on overall means of-Miller and

'éarlson's ?e:bal, Math, and “"Other" tests.
.
111




removed from the computed variance gmong obtained effect gizes ( ¢ g )
there should be no residual ( viz.o st - °e2rro‘r «0) if, in fact, the effect
sizé is really the same across studies. If, on'tlie other hand, the
residual vsriation is large, especially if large in comparison teo the
mean value, a gearch for moderator variables should be pade.

In the present case, our effect sizes for verbal achievement tests were
used to assess this issue, When sampling va iability is removed. the
residual variance does not approximate zero.

z - ;
( cé; = 038309 orror = 012, )

These results show that 68X of the variance in the computed effect size
..8COTES (weighted by sample size) is unexplained by sampling error.

Propoition of variance . .
which is unexplainable on = Variance ES§ = Variance error 026
the basis of sampling error. '

?arianée ES .038
These results argue strongly‘that variation ;;E%g\;tudy characteristics
and not mere sampling fluctuation 1s responsible for\the observed '“a\\
variation in the computed effect sizes. HR\“RM

Given tﬁese results, three pétential moderator variables were exemined:
year of study, region (North vs, South), and percentage of black R‘x\
students in the desegregated class. Prior to computing the correlation
between effect size and each potential moderator variable, we averaged
our own effect size estimates with those of Armor, Stephan, and Wortman,
separately for verbal and math achievement. Pooling gives a more stable
estimate, Although earlier in the chapter we argued that the different
content domains of academic performance should be considered indices of
a common underlying construct, separate treatment of verbal and math
effects is justified by the low correlation between these two effect
size estimates within each study (r= +.,29; ri=+ ,084; df = 12; p>.05),
and the fact that Stephan provides a theoretical rationale for different
outcomes on verbal and math tests, When the verbal and math effect
gizes of Armor, Stephan, and Wortman are pooled with our own, the
correlation between them is even smaller (r=+, 15 r¥s +,023; df= 123 p>
05) . s
Interestingly both verbsl and math effect size estimates correlate
negatively with year of study .(r,2-.554 and 1,=~.559,p<.05
respectively. Reglon is unassoclated with effect size (point biserial:
- Ty =+.104; r,=+.04, north positive, p>.05).

There 13 some suggestion, however, that petcentage of blacks in, the
classroom is important and that it .has different effects on verbal and
"math achievement. The correlation between percentage of black students

in the class and verbal effect size is ~.281l. 1In contrast, no such
effect i8 found for math achievement; in fact, the correlation between
percentage black and math achievement, though not significant, is
opposite in sign (+.310). When year of study is partialled out, the
above correlations for verbal and math are equal to =.339 and +.422




¢
-

respectively; the difference between them is significant (p«<. 05.
one-tailed), .
These results provide some subpgtp for Stephan's (1983) interpretation
of his own computed effect size differences for verbal and math
achievement, showing desegregation to produce essentially no benefit for
the latter. He interprets the gain in black verbazl achievement that is

.. found with desegregated schooling to be. a consequence of increased

exposure to white speech style, syntax, grammar, etc., ILf this

interpretation has merit, it makes sense -that percentage of blacks in

. the classroom should be inversely related to such gains. The fewer the

_number of other blacks in the classroom, the more likely it is that the
desegregated black child must interact with white children and the less
likely it is that he or she would find a within-race peer support group
in which black speech 1s practiced and reinforced.

-

Correction of Effect Size Estimates for "Overall School Imp%gyement"

The analyses presented above examine the achievement gains of
desegregated black children but ignore changes among their white
classmates. It is important to examine thte latter, however, because
when poth groups gain {or lose), it suggests that it is not
desegregation per se that is responsible for the effect, but instead,
some other factor that has affected the school or school district as a
whole, thereby improving the academic performance of all of its
" students. Such factors might be: influx ¢of new funding; improved
curriculum materials; a new principal; renewed teacher enthusiasm;
increased emphasis on preparation for state-mandated testing, or
whatever. - : C

Those sympathetic to the idea of desegrégation might contend that wheu
school changes such as those cited above appear hand in hand with
desegregation, they should not be viewed as confounding effects, that
is, as factors other than desegregated schooling that explain the
observed minority gains. Instead, they should be thought of as natural
covariates of desegregation, that is, as part of the meaniug of the
term. In other words, according to this line of thought, whenever one
desegregates a school or school district these simultaneous changes
(whatever they are, and however unspecified they must remain) can be

expected to co—occur with the change in the ratio of black and white-
students. And as long as they regularly or naturally co-occur with
desegregation, their acaderic benefits to minority children can be
attributed to desegregation. In this view, if yhites gain along with
blacks, all the better.

-

There are two problems with this line of thought. Cne lies in the
validity of the assumprion that these school changes can be expected to ”
co-cccur routinely with desegregation in the future (or- in other
unsamrpled districts). For instance, today, in an era of minimal
ayailability of increased: state and federal funding for schools, some of
. these mediating factors (e.g., new or improved curriculum and/or text’

" materials, or lower pupil-teacher ratios) may no longer be readily
available to desegregating districts. Similarly, 15 Yyears ago teachers
and principals may well have been more inclined to expect positive .
outcomes as a consequence of desegregation than they do today. Such
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expectancies have often been found to be self-fulfilling for one reason
or another. I{ present then, but not today, outcomes would again ¢:ffer
depending on whether one included or excluded such factors in one's
definition and implementation of desegregation. The strong negative .
correlations reported above between year of study and positivity of both
verbal and math effect size estimates argués strongly that one cannot
rely routimely on the natural occurrence of these beneficgal
ingredients. _ [,:
A second problem lies in one's definition of academic benefit. Some
scholars argue that benefit should be defined in an absolute sense, If
desegregation produces academic gains for blacks, and does not produce
losses for whites, it is beneficial. ;In.this view, it does not matter
if the gains of white children equal oreexéeed those"f | blacks. .An
alternate view focuses instead om the closing ‘of the academic
achievement gap. Consequently, it defines desegregation as beneficial‘
only if the gains of black children exceed those of whites. -

Three studies in the NIE core set, Beker (1967), Clark (1971), and Laird

and Weeks (1966), provide data that permits analysis of the effects of

desegregation on white as well as black childrem. All seven available
cases of the mean verbal, math, or "other test” effect size per study
can be compared by using the fellowing.formula: :

X .post - X pre - } - Receiving ~ X post -~ X pre .\
pooled pre + post DD} . School : pooled pre + post ED
whites h

‘The resulting difference in effect sizes is -.379, (N=7, p».05,

D.=.894)., “Although not significant with only seven cases, the
direction of effect shows that the gains of white children in the :
receiving schools of these studies substantially exceeded those of black

_children, which were roughly of the. same positive magnitude as the. galns

found for the entire sample of blacks., That is, the mean effect size
for blacks in these three studies (weighting tests equally) was +.15,
(compared to the entire sample effect size of +.159), whereas the effect
size for whites was +.52. In other words, the achievement gains of
white:children in these three studies were more than three times as
large;in standard units as those of their black classmates,

In summary, on the basis of this extremely small subsample, it appeasrs
that black gains relative to white gains were smali. In terms of .the
preceding discussion, these data suggest that the observed .gains of
desegregated black children are not attributable to the presence of
white classmates per se. Instead, they appear due to more general
improvements in schools or districts that occur during the
implementation of desegregation,

.
DISCUSSION

Interpretation of the Obtained Effect Size

How does one'interpret-a mean effect size of +.159? In magnitude, it
approaches the +.20 effect size that Walberg (1983) states is "average"

. for various educational interventions. Thus, on this basis the effects
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of desegté%ation are relatively similar tc other attempts to improve

educational outcomes. Two points, however, bear reiteratioa with
- - respect to this conclusion. First, as argued earlier, desegregatior is
not an educational program in the sense, for instance, -that are many of
the interventions examined in the Michigan group's quantitative
summaries (Kulik, Shwalb, and Kulik, 1983; Cohen, and Ebeling, 1980;
Kulik, Kulik, and Cohen, 1979; Kulik, Kulik, and Cohen, 1980). _
Computer-based instruction, individualized instruction, open c¢lassrooms, -
tutorial programs Bloom's mastery learning, etc., all presumably ’
improve educational performance as a consequence of identifiable .
independent variables that comprise the program. The same cannot he
sald for school desegregation. At this point in time, we have not yet
identified an underlying social psychological process which, as a result
of. a change in the ratio of black and white students in a classroom or
school, will augment minority scholastic achievement. Second, as
implied by our analyses pointing to moderator variables and as suggested
'by our analyses of white student outcomes, when benefit to black
students is found, it is not attributable to desegregation per se, but .
instead, to other school or district factors that accompany its
implementation.

Factors Affecting Academic Qutcomes in Desegregated Setting§

As stated above, there is little good theorhtical'understanding of how
desegregated schooling might improve the academic performance of ’

- minority children. Much past. theorizing has not withstood the test of
data.’ The next: section briefly discusses an array of factors, some of
which were thought’ in the past to be relevant and some of which continue
to appear important. .

Anxietyuand'threat. -The fact that high anxiety impairs performance on

complex or difficult tasks fits with common sense and is one of the

better established findings of psychology. In his review of variables

that affect black pérformance on cognitive tasks, Katz (1968) summarized _
substantial evidence sho@ing impairment when performing under the ol
scrutiny of higher status whites. The administration of standardized

achievement tests to black students by a white teacher in.a white

dominated setting, such as a desegregated classroom, structurally

parallels the situations studied and ¢ited by Katz as impairing black

performance. The fact that standardized achievement tests are B
administered with time limits acts to further raise anxiety. Some '

. evidence suggests that one-way busing of blacks to white receiving ,
schools will increase their anxiety in genmeral, at least during the -
initial phases of desegregation (e.g., Gerard & Miller, 1975). Mussen
(1953) found that black children perceive more hostility or threat in
their enviroument than\do whites. Baughman (1971) interprets the
heightened level of worTy and anxiety the; black children attribute to
their characters when asked to make up stories as confirming Mussen's °
results. .

’ Taken together. such data implies that measured black performance is
~ likely ‘to be an underestimate of true mastery; it implies that the
- obtained effect sizes for black academic achievement do not reflect true
level of achlevement. But if adult black intellectual activity is -
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performed in @ white world, aren’'t such depressed scores in fact
legitimate scores? Perhaps, but in work settings, performance is rarely
under the constant scrutiny of a white supervisor.

Self-concepts and aspirations. In the social science statement appended
to. Brown, scholars argued that segregated schooling lowered the
‘selx-concept of the minority child and that this in turn produced a
sense ‘of “defeatism;-self-doubt;~and-Tack-of- -aspiration-that interfered
with effective learning. Although the argument appears credible, it has
not withstood empirical analysis. Not ‘only-has the interpretation of
Clark's (1937) original doll preference data on which the argument. was
based been questioned (Brand, Ruiz & Padilla, 1974; Banks, 1976), but
recent reviews of self-esteem research that employs direct self-report
measures consistently show either higher levels of self-esteem among
black children than among white children Oor no consistent effects. (Epps,
1979, Porter & Washington, 1979, St. John, 1975, Stephan, 1978, Wylie,
1979). Furthermore, if school desegrégation does affect the self-esteem
of black children, its effects, at least initially, are more likely
adverse than positive (Porter & Washington, 1979).

Measures of aspiracions present a similar pilcture. Black children in
segregated schools typlcally report higher aspirations than deo white
students (Epps, 1975; Proshensky & Newton, 1968; Weinberg, 1975). And
black adults seem to value education more strongly than do whites
(Wilson, 1970). The effect of desegregated schooling on the motivation
. of black students remains unclear, some studies showing higher black -
aspirations in desegregated schools (Curtis, 1968; DeBord, Griffen, &
Clark, 1977; Fisher, 1971; Knapp & Hammer, 1971, Reniston, 1973), others
showing an opposite effect (st. John.a1966 White & Knight, 1973;
Wilson, 1959), and still others showing 1itt1e difference between black
children who attend segregated or desegregated schools (Curtis, 1968; .
Falk, 1978; Hall & Wiant, 1973). Two points must be made with respect
to ‘this issue. First, most experts today would agree that level of
aspiration per se is not as meaningful or important an indicator of a
healthy personality. as is a level of aspiration that:is in line with
one's level of performance and one's obtained outcomes. Second, the
nature or design of these studies does not allow causal interpretation -
of whatever differences are found. - i

Finally, although the theorizing -of social scientists at. the time of
Brown allowed for circular feedback loops (or bi-directional or
reciprocal causations) among self-esteem, motivation and aspiration,
intergroup acceptance, and academic performance, their arguments clearly
emphasized a causal pattern 'in Which personality variables (self-concept
and achievement motivation) caused subsequent changes in academic.
performance. If there is any preponderent direction of causal effect,
researchers today would emphasize the Impact of school outcomes
(academic performance and achievement) in forming personality or
.creating changes in 1t, rather than 3 causal pattern in:which changes in
personality cause subsequent shifts in performance (Gottfredson, 1980;.
Miller, 1982; Rubin, Maruyama, & Kingsly, 1979; Scheirer & Kraut, 197’9).fr
Peer Comparison. Students know who is smart and who is not (Lippit &
" Gold, 1959; Hoffman & Cohen, 1972). Differences in opportunity to

118




E

perform, when coupled with 2 narrow range cf valued abilitles, act to
create widely shared perceptions of competence (Simpson, 1981;
Rosenholtz;& Rosenholtz, 1981). When black children attend desegregated
rather than ‘segregated schools, social comparisons between their own
academic performance and that of white students will reveal disparities
that Right bé expected to lower performance. If guch effects OCCuUr,
they should be greater -at higher grade levels in that, on the average,
the academic disparit1es between black and white students increase as.
"they progress chrough school .
On chefocher hand, other data suggests that black children primarily
compare themselves to other black children {Baughman, 1971). To the
extenc that the desegregation plan provides enough black children in
each class to form the basis for a within-race comparison group, the
debilitating effects of comparison with white children should be
lessened, Moreover, children, like the rest of us, are self-protective
. and /adaptive., They find ways to ignore, self-disparaging comparisons
and, as evidence on black children's self-esteem and aspirations shows,
if ranything, these children show high levels of self-regard and -
expectation in their self-reports. Whether or not these high levels
are "defensively high" as suggested by Entwisle & Hayduk, (1982), and
Miller, (1982). and reflect a ncgative consequence df peer comparison
remalns unclear. :
:Expectations. As indicated above, expectations often create
self-fulfilling cycles. Expectations to.perform poorly cause behavior
thar subsequently confirms the expectation. But expectations are
intimately linked ro actual behavior. Rehearsal .of academic information
and content improves perfoxmance on subsequent testing of the mastery of
this information. It is the better student who volunteers the answer
when. the teacher calls for 2 response, who leads the discussion in peer
tutoring or small work group exercises, and who the teacher routinely
gives more opportunities to respond {(Good, 1970).. Thus, it is the
better student who gets the benefit of overt rehearsal at the expense of -
less .capable peers, thereby further improving the performance of the
better student. The social dominance of whites when in interaction with
blacks is well documented. Even when thée resources and knowledge
brought to the problem by black and white <children is equivalent, the
white child will initiate verbal comments more often than the black and
will dominate the interaction, with the black child taking a more
subordinate role {(Cohen, 1982). . Apparently, generalized status
differences are implicit in the distinction between races. Even when
black students are primed with correct information that makes them a
more superlor source of kpnowledge than the white children, the
generalized status difference between blacks and yhites nevertheless
results- in continued verbal dominance by the white children (Cohen &
Roper, 1982; Tammivaara 1982).

Peer'relaC1ons. Some.social sclentists believed that the peer
environment of the desegregated school would be critical .in producing
academic gains (Coleman et al. 1965; Crain & Welssman," 1972; Pettigrew,
1969). This belief rested on the assumptions-that {(a) the student body _
of a desegregatéd receiving school is more likely than that of a .
segregated school to be of middle class family background' (b) middle
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class students are more strongly oriented toward achlevement and thereby
create a normative structure that emphasizes it; and (¢) provided that
the number of white students in the receiving school exceeds the number
of incoming minority students, the latter group will adapt to the
prevailing norm structure of the mlddle class whites. This argument,
spelled out in detail by Katz (1964), rests on the additional assumption
that minority children will be accepted or befriended by white children.
-

. The latter assumption is at best,lless trug than one might wish.
Resegregation is common in‘desegregated classrooms (e.g., Rogers &

Miller, 1980; Rogers & Miller, 1981;: Schofield, 1980), and when white
children accept minority students, it is a consequence of the minority
students' good academic performance rather than a cause of it {(Maruyama
& Miller, 1979; Maruyama & Miller, 1983). Thus, it is not the peer
system that provides a critical normative influence. Instead, as
discussed in more detail below, it is provided by the teachers and
administrators. '

) . :
School effects. Recent research, Jencks et al. (1972) notwithstanding,

shows .that schools can exert powerful educational effects on students
(Heyns, 1978) and differ in the extent to which they educate them
(Edmonds, 1976). These.effects are system or organization effects,
produced in concert by principals, teachers, students, neighborhood,
parents, and all having reciprocal influence on one another, This is
not to argue that one cannot find, for instance, within-school
differences among teachers both in their background and their appreoach
to education, or differences among students. It startles nc one when a
low social class backggound is found to be related to a student's
academic performance (Hauser, 1978). Nor does it elicit much more
surprise to learn that the quality of teachers' education affects the
academic outcomes of their pupils (Heim, 1970; Summers & Wolfe, 1977).
More interesting, however, are the substantial differences in academic
outcomes found among schools whose students are basically similar in
social class background and/or race. Although some authors have argued

‘that such school effects are small (e.g., Sewell, Haller, & Portes,

1969), the studies on which such conclusions are based all use high
school samples. By high school age, self-fulfilling characteristics of
background, expectBtions, and scholastic outcomes have homogenized
schools, not unexpectedly leaving them similar in their educational
impact, and consequently, leaving the false impression that the type of
school attended carnot make a difference. At earlier ages, however, the

" homogehization process is not completed. -Interestingly, studies of

elementary s¢hools do show striking differences among schools.

Two recent studies dramatically illustrate the powerful differences
among, schools in their effects on students (Brookover, Beady, Floog,
Schweitzer, Wisenbaker, 1979; Entwisle & Hayduk, 1982). Both are very
substantial in terms of their breadth and the array of measures they
employ. The Brookover et al, study is based 9n data from over 11,000
students in the fourth and fifth grades in over 90 schools drawn by
random from the entire State “of Michigan. Among those, 30 are majority
black schools., This exceeds the totals of students and schools in the
entire array of the nineteen NIE sample desegregation studies by a
margin of about 3 to 1. Entwisle and Hayduk (1982) studied
approximately 1,500 children over a three-year period from first to
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third grade. Approximately cne-third, resﬁectively. attended a yhite
middle class school, an integrated lower class school, and a black lower
class school, . Although much smaller in terms of the number of schools
studied, this study measured an even broader array of variables than the
Brookover et al, stidy and on each, took multiple (longitudinal)
measurements on each child over the three-~year course of the study,
thereby enabling study of the temporal changes in the measured
variables. .1t is only with temporal spacing of-repeated measures on the
same child that one can begin to establish the caus2l connection between
variables. Thus, the two studies differ substantially in the
characteristics of their research.designs. Nevertheless, as will be
indicated below, thelr results converge in identify*ng key aspects of
the.process of education, as well as showing that schools can produce
very different outcomes for children. .

Teachers. Earlier work demonstrated that teachers eXert powerful .
effects on minoricy studenc outcomes (Johnson, Gerard, & Miller, 1975;
Fraser, 1981).  When desegregated minority children are imbedded in the -
, classes of prejudiced teachers. theilr academic performance WOrsens, .
*whereas in the classes of} \unprejudiced teachers, it improves (Johnson,
Gerard, Miller, 1975) Fu;thermore, these effects can be traced to
clear differences ih the way in which these two types of teachers
conduct their classes and interact with minority students (Frazer,
1981). This conclusion is]supported by Brookover et al., and by Entwisle
and Hayduk. In some lower ‘class black schools the teachers (and the
principal) have given up on the students. They do not view their
‘students as capable of learning, attributing their poor academic
outcomes to theilr backgrounds' and not demanding good and consistent work
from them. Ic is important to emphasize here, that it is not merely
teachers' expectations that produce thése effects,rbut insteads it is -
their behavior.” In lower class black schools that produce podr academic
outconmes, students are not expected to perform up to grade level, and
demands requiring them to do so are not placed on them. When teachers
judge their students to be incompetent, they do not actempt to cover as
much academic material (Beez, 1970). : .

~

Teachers in most lower class schools also fail to volce concrete -
achievement goals. Instead, these children.are often reinforced for
- incorrect performance, hearing the éeacher say, for instance, "good try"
wheén the answer is very clearly wrong, or not receiving immediate
re-instruction when their respomse is incorrect (Brophy & Good, 1970).
Academic norms of high academic achievement are recognized in high-
achieving lower class black schools, whereas such norms and a commitment
to academic mastery are missing in the low-achieving schools. 1In‘the
high-achieving schools, teachers spend most of the day instructing their
students, -reinforcing them discriminantly rather than indiscriminantly.
In these schools, teachers 'do not highly differentiate among students
and, in the process, write off a large segment of them as unteachable,

Students. Although many factors may contributs to the greater semse of
control over their outcomes in life seen in middle class as opposed to
lower class children (Coleman et al. 1966), the schools they attend seem
to contribute to this observed difference. The students in '
low-achieving schools show a legitimate sense of futility, and with

L
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reason. 1t is difficult for them to know what to: expect, and the
messages they get confuse and demoralize them, The teacher says, "Good,
you're trying hard"; oT "OK"; but they receive C's and D's on their
report card, Cansequently, their expectations are not responsibly
modified by their obtained grades. ﬁn contrast Lo a sense of mastery

and control of their academic outcomes, these students feel the system -
is whimsical and ' stacked against them. In contrast, children in high-
achieving middle class schools increasingly come to forecast their

school outcomes accurately. Their expectations more closely correspond
to.the grades they receive, with moSt students predicting their marks
correctly (Entwisle & Hayduk, 1982Y. Brookover et al, (1982) argue that
a sense of control over school outcores is one of the essential
ingredients for high student achievement,

Implications of Academic Achievement Results in the Context of
Educational Goals - :

What does one make of the moderate positive effect of desegregation on
the academic achievement of bl@ck children? Although not a strong
clarion for desegregation in its own right, it certainly is not a
deterrent to the continuation/of desegregation as a national policy.
More iImportant, however, is the fact that other valuable educational
goals cannot be met without desegregated schooling. Although cognitive
development and academic mastery are obviously appropriate educational
goals, they are not the only ones. Despite some recent signs of
increased interest in "fundamental education, all gchool curricula to’
some degree attend to dimensions other than verbal and mathematical
skille. ‘Indeed, many components of the standard educational curric®

. attend to dimensions that have little or no direct relevance to

. cognitive mastery (e.g., physical education; music, art, and azesthetic
development; mechanical, shop, and home skills‘ industrial, business,
and other vocational training; etc.).

In some seuse all agree that schools must prepare children to function
effectively in their adult lives. Thus, some view with despair the
tracking of students within performance levels and in qualitatively
different academic programs because it functions to prepare students for
occupational and social roles that reflect their socioeconomic origins
(Bowles & Gintis, 1976); and students within the different tracks do
display attitudes and patterns of interpersonal behavior that are
complementary ‘to these future roles (Dakes, 1982).

Similarly, few would argue against the view that interpersonal skills
are relevant to accomplishment and success in adulthood. In =2
multi-ethnic society, constructive modes of interethnic interaction, as
"well as interethnic acceptance and trust, are valuable attributes. It
is both appropriate and feasible for schools to develop children's
strength and facility in these directions. But schools cannot do so if
children lack day-to-day gontact with children® whose racial—ethnic
identities differ from their own. The point here is not that contact
per se can be counted on to produce interethnic acceptance. Recent
studies show clearly that racial—-ethnic boundaries function to organize
patterns of social interaction in desegregated school settings . P
(Singleton & Asher, 1979). Furthermore, racial-ethnic encapsulation is
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- more prevalent among girls than boys (Rogers & Miller, 1981; Schofield &

Francis, 1982), and hostility is manifesced more overtly on the
playground than in classrooms (Rogers & Miller,' 1981). The list of
boundary conditions under which contact 1s likely to increase
interethnic acceptance has grown increasingly longer (Cook, 1983;
Stephan & Stephan, 1983). On the other hand, and perhaps in response to
the growing realization that they are needed, social scientists have
begun to develeop educational technologiles that successfully promote
increased interethmnic acceptance (Aronson et al. 1978; Cohen'& Roper,
1972; Cook, 1982; DeVries, Edwards, & Slavin, 1978; Johnson, 1975;
Rogers, Hennigan, & Miller, 1981; Sharan & Sharan, 1976; Slavin, 1978;
Serow & Solomon, 1979) Though these procedures differ-+in their
details, the common thread among them is their use of structured
cooperative jntexaction in small groups, whether in conjunction with the
curriculum or on the playground. Meta-analyses of their use not only
show consistent and substantial benefit to interethnic #cceptance, but
improved academic mastery when coordinated with academic curriculum
materigIs~(Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981; Johnson,
Johnson, & Maruyama, 1983).

In summary, it is appropriate for schools to be ‘concerned with
children's development of effective and corstructive interpersonal
skills., The capacity for interethnic acceptar 2, respect, and trust is
an important aspect of intrapersonal development and requires the
existence of desegregated schools. Among the varicus goale that might
be achieved by desegregated schooling, increased interethnic acceptance
most directly addresses the central concern of Brown, namely, the
stigmatization of blacks. Thuss we would argue that even if on the
average the effect of desegregated schooling on academic achievement was
shown to be zero, desegregated schooling is required if the issue of
1nterraclal acceptance is to be addressed.

Conclusion

Taken together, the desegregation studies that meet the NIE minimal
criteria show some moderate academic benefit to black children when they
attend desegregated schools. Although one reviever finds a larger
margin of benefit among studies with stronger deszgns (Crain & Mahard,
1978), most reviewers find that the magnitude of effect is smaller in
studies with better research designs (e.g., Krol, 1978; St. John, 1975).
Qur calculation of the magnitude of these effects translates into the
rather trivial increase of about twenty points on the typical SAT
college entrance test which has a mean of 500 and a standard deviation -
of 100, Most studies of desegregation assess the effects of only a year
of desegregated schooling. The likelihood, however, that twelye years . .
of desegregated schooling will translate into an average gain of over
200 points (two standard deviatioms) on an SAT-type of test seems low.
Gur own longitudinal data from Riverside, Califormia cexrtainly argue
against such a view (Gerard & Millex, 1975). Om the other hand, the
high likelihood that.the same level of performancelis evaluated more
favorably by the external world if a black student attends a
desegregated, as opposed to a segregated, school must be added to~"this
picture, Civen equal "prade:point averages or achievement test scores,
the black student from z desegregated school is likely to be viewed as

hY

12i :




more capable and promiaing than his or her peer from 2 Begregatcd

. school.

Our analyses of ‘these and other data argue that the ratio of black and
wvhite students per se is probably not a direct causal factor in
Pproducing the small positive effect that is found. The fact that the
magnitude’of benefit is greater in studies conducted in the sixties than
'in those of the "seventies supports this imterpretation. The higher
expectations and greater resources available in the earlier era should
have generated increased morale and greater disruption of the status
quo, thereby breaking the system effects that ordinarily ‘depress the
academic mastery of black children. . Thus, we argue that whatever the
academic effects found, they are due to teachers and schools and only
attributable to changes in the percentages of black and white students
to the extent that such changes concomitantly change teachers and
schools. _ ) - . .

Given the school effects that have been described in-earlier sections,
one could argue that such results essentislly argue against the:
desegregation of schools., Implying as they do that lower class minority
schools can be effective, education administrators should simply make
. the changes necessary to see that all such schools function effectively.
Such a suggestion is not without merit, but is not easy to implement,.
When new teachers are brought +into such schools to replace old ones, the
normative structure exerts its influence on them, making them similar in
ocutlook and practice to those they replaced. - Such systems of norms can
continue to show their effects, even when all the persons in the system
have one by one been replaced (Jacobs & Campbell, 1961). As new persons
come into the system they too adopt the old norms, and 1n turn, transmit
them to still newer replacements. .

For these reasons, a change in the black child's school environment is -
more easily achieved by moving him or her to a more middle cIass school,
than by attempting to change the school currently being attended.

Middle class schools, deing more_ likely to be high-achieving schools,
are less likely to have ihese debilitating systems of norms. Such a
change can also give the minority student a sense of a fresh start.

In conclusion, the fact that school desegregation does not depress the
academic performance of black children, but instead is moderately’
positive in its effect, (and as revealed ip other reviews, does not
adversely affect the academic performance of white children), means that
if there are other compelling reasons to desegregate schools,
consideration of academic achievement provides no deterrence, Because
‘racially mixed schools are necessary if effective programé for ®
increasing intergroup acceptance are to be applied, school desegregation
should be encouraged.
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Footnotes

Technically termed: regression, this effect is due to the fact that
the measuring instruments (tests) do rot tell us each person's true
score;athere is’a component of_error in each score,

In deternining whether or not the amount of variability across the .
studies exceeds that which would be expected on the basis of '~
sampling error, it is necessary to weight the effect size estimates’
by sample size. Because smaller sample sizes are assoclated witch
increased imprecision of effect size estimate, it is important to
assign such cases less weight so as not to overestimate the extent
of -variability that occurs over and above sampling error {i.e. to
avoid overstating thé case for the operation of moderator
variables). It should be noted, however, that although taking a
nonweighting approach normally will increase the likelihood of
falsely concluding that moderators are present, this same
procedure). which 1is the one that we do use for estimating the
correlation between moderator variables and effect size, is
‘conservative in this latter regard. The reason for this is that
cases involviné increased attenuation {via the imprecision of small
samples) are given equal weight in determining the amount of

correlation. a

-
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Appendix A - 128

1) Type of Study -

a) non empirical ’
b) summary report

. 2) ~Location .
a)  outside USA ' . o
- b) geographically non specific ) ) -

3) Comparisons : . - s
. ) ' a) not a study of achievement of desegregated blacks )

b) multi-ethnic combined

- c) comparisons’across ethnics only
d) heterogeneods proportions minority im desegregated o .

condition

e

e). no control data -
; f) no pre-desegregation data ,
' - B) control measures not contemporaneocus s
*"h) majority black in a segregated condition (unless the
' revieweT provides specific justification) .

1) varied exposure to desegregation (unless the

reviewer provides a specific justification

demonstrating that the vatiation in exposure- - -

time is not meaningful) . : '

Ll o R £

4)  Study Desegregation

a) cross-sectional survey
b)  sampling procedure unknown
c) separate non-comparable samples at each
observation e
. : 5) Measures ..
a) unreliable and/or unstandardized instruments
b) test content and/or imstrument uhknown
o . £) dates of administration unknown o ) i .
: S d) different tests used-in pretests-‘and posttests ‘ A
= .o - e) -‘test of 1Q or verbal ability- : o

6) Data Analysis

* a) no pretest means
b) no posttest means, unless the author Teported
pretest scores and -gains
T . c) no data presented T
d) The following will be rejected dependent upon the
' amount of information available for the reviewer to
estimate values
1. no pretest standard deviations

» 2. no posttest standard deviatioms B
- ‘ 3. no significance tests ;
4, N*s ‘not discernable

13. i




It was decided that "excessive artrition" and "groups that are initially
non-comparable" would not be used as criterion for rejection., In each
case 1t was argued that the point at which the problem became an igsue
was extremely vague. It was felt that the project is better served by
including studies exhibiting attrition and comparability problems and
allowing individual reviewers to articulate these limitations., Using
this criteria, 19 studies were studied which were deemed acceptable for
inclusion in the oroject. These are:

Anderson, Lewis V, The effect of desegregation on the achievement and .
personality of Negro children. Unpublished doctoral: dissertation, .
George Peabody College for Teachers. 1966, {(University Microfilm
66-11,” 237) -+ . '

Baker, Jerome. A study of Integration.in racdially imbalanced urban
public schools. S8yracuse, New York: S8yracuse University Youth
Development Center, Final Report, *May 1977.

J

Bowman, Orrin H, Scholagtic development of disadvantaged Negro EuEils.
A study of pupils in selected segregated and desegregated
elementary classrooms. - Unpublished doctoral d ertation,
.University of New York at Buffalo. 1973, '

Carrigan, Patricia M, 8chool deseg__gatidn via compulsory pupil
transfer: Early effects on elementarly school children,
Ann Arbor, Michigan: Ann Arbor Publid Schools, 1979.

/

Clark, El Nadel. Analysis of the difference between pre— .and post-test
scores (change scores) on measures of self-concept, academic
aptitude, and reading achievement earmed by sixth grade ‘students
attending segregated and desegregated schools, Unpublished
doctoral. dissertation, Duke University, 1971. ’

Evans, Charles L. Short term desegreéation effects: The academic -
achievement of bused students 1971-1972. Fort Worth, Texas:
Fort Worth Indépendent School District, ¥973. (ERIC, No. Ed 086
759) -

Iwanicki, E.F., & Gable R.X. A quasi-experimental evaluation of the
~ effects of a voluntary urban/suburban busing program on student
achievement. Paper presented at the Annual meeting of the
American Educational Resea:eh Association, Toronto, Canada,
z March 1978,

Klein, Robert Stanley. A comparative study of the academic achievement
of Negro tenth grade high school students attending segregated
and ‘recently integrgted schools in a metropolitan.area in the
south. Unpublishedrﬁoctcral dissertation. Univetsity of South
Carolina, 1967.

Laird, M.A. & Weeks, G. The effect of busing on achievement in reading
and arithmetic in. three Philadelphia schools. Philadelphia,
. Pennsylvania: The School District of :Philadelphia, Division of

Research, 1966. -
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Rentsch, Georée J. -Open-enrcllment: An appraisal Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. State University of New York, Buffalo,
1967, .

Savages L.W. Arithmetic achievement of black students transferring
from a segregated junior high school to an, integrated junior

high school. Unpublished masters thesis, Virginia State College,

1971,

Sheehan, Daniel S.. ?Black achievement'in a desegregated school
district." Journal of Spcial Psychology, 1979, 107, 165-182.

. Slone, Irene W, The gffects of one school gairing on pupil-
achievement, anxieties and attitudes. Urpublished doctoral "
dissertation. New York University. 1968.

Syracuse City Schopl District., Study of the effects of integration -
Washington Irving and Host Pupils. Hearing held in Rochester,
New York, September 16-17, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights.

Thompson, E.W., & Smidchens, U. Longitudinal effects of school
racial/ethnic composition upon student achievement. Baper

presented
at the Annual Meeting of the American Educatiomal Research
. Association {San Francisco, California, April, 1979,

Van Every, D.W. Effects of desegregation on public school groups of
sixth graders in terms of achievement levels and attitudes’
toward school. Doctoral dissertation, Wayne State University,
1969. Dissertation Abstracts International, 1969, (University
Microfilms No. 70-19074)

Walberg. Herbert J, An evaluation of an urban-suburban school busing’
program° Student achievement and perception’ of class learning
environments. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association. New York, New York,
February 1971. :

Zdep. Stanley M. "Educating disadvantaged urban children in suburban
schools: An evaluation." Journal of Applied Social Psycholo EZ

1971. (ERIC No. ED 053 186 TM 00716).
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~iBlacks and Browp: The Effects of
-vSEhool'Desegregaticn on Black Studentg*

Walter G. Stéphan
New Mexico State University

The Effects of §egrégation and Desegregation

»~ . C
It is important to put the question of the effer.: vi desegregation on
Black achievement in historical context. To do this I would like to
quote from soclal scientists and other expert witnesses who "testified in
the Brown (1954) trial. It is clear from their testimony that the
social scientists believed that segregation had a negative impact on
Black achievement in" at least three ways. .

First, the fact that segregated Black schools were:inferiq; to White
schools in terms of the quality of the facilities and per pupil

. expenditures was thought to- lead"to low levels of achievement, Prior to

Brown 1t was not. uncommon for Southern states to allocate from 2 to 3
times as much money per pupil for White students as was allocated for
Blacks (Ashmora, 19543 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 schools were often appalling. Consider the findings of Matthew
Whitehead who testified about the schools in Clarendon. County, South
Carolina, during the Brigg__vs. Elliot (1951) case.

N "The total value of the buildings, .grounds, and
furnishings of the two white schools, that accommodated 276
children was four times as high as the total for the three Negro
schools that accommodated a total of 808 students. The white
schools were constructed of brick and stucco; there was one
.teacher- for each 28 children: at the colored schools, there
:was one teacher for each 47 children. At the white high
kchool, there was only one class yith an enrollment as high as
Z4; at the Scott's Branch high School for Negroes, classes '
-ranged from 33 to 47. Besides the courses offered at both .
schools, the curriculum at the white high school included
biology, typing, :and bookkeeping; at the black high school,
on%y agriculture and home economics were offered. There was
nofrunning water at one of the’rwo outlying colored grade schools
and no electricity at the other one. There were indoor flush
toih&:s*at both white schools but no flush tollets, indoors or
.«soﬁzdoers, at any of the Negro schools--only. outhouses, and not
nearlg enough of them." ‘(Kluger, 1976, p. 332)

_:_ 2

Fab i . .

@

) *The author wishes to thank Deanna Nielson for her assistance in

preparing tpls article. . ) -
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Second, it was thought that the 'badge of inferiority" that segregation
repres~nted led Black students, "and their teachers, to have low
cxpectations -regarding their capacities to achieve. These low
expectations were believed to lead to low achievement. This argument
can be traced through the testimony of several social scientists.’ David

Krech said:

"Legal segregation, because it is legal,'becauge it
is obvious to everyone, gives...environmental support
for the belief that N-zroes are in some way different from
and inferior to white people.'" (Kluger, 1976, p. 362)

L]

In another trial Horace English ‘testified that:
"If we din it into a person that he is incapable
of learning, then he is less likely to be able to learn...
There is a tendency for us to live up to-- or perhaps-~ I
should say down to social expectations and to learn what
people say we can. learn, and legal segregation ‘definitely
depresses the Negro's expectancy and is therefore prejudic1a1 to
his learning." (Kluger, 1976, p. 415)

Third, in addition to reducing expectancies. segregation was also
- thought to reduce the motivation’to learn among Black students.
Brewster Smith testified that: .

"Segregation is, in itself, under the social
circumstances. in which it occurs, a social and official
insult and ... has widely ramifying consequences on the
individual's motivation to-learq." (Kluger, 1976, p.491)

. And Louisa Holt argued that:

“» "The fact that segregation is enforced...
gives legal and official sanction to a policy which is
inevitably interpreted both by white people and by
Negroes as denoting the inferiority of the Hegro group...
A sense of inferiority must always affect one's motivatioﬁ
for learning since it affects the feeling one has for one's
self as a person.”" (Kluger, 1976, p. 421)

In the original Brown (1951) decislon this line of reasoning was .
sifficlent to convince Judge Huxman that: "

"Segregation of white and colored children in public’
schools has a detrimental effect upon the colored children.
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 of the Negro group. A sense of
inferiority affects the motivation of a 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." (Kluger, 1976, p. 424)
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To summarize, it was because segregation was associated with tnferior
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 1eve18 of
Blacks and Whites in segregated schools. Thus, the argument rested on °
reason, not fact. ’

‘Because the Brown trials were ‘concerned with the neghtive effects to
segregation, minimal conmsideration was given tofthe anticipated effects .
of desegregation. In fact, desegregation as a remedy for segregation A - -
was rarely mentioned . (Kluger, 1976)., The social: scientists' argumernits '
concerning the effects of segregation implied that removing the:"badge

of inferiority" represented by segregation would increase the academic
. expectancies and motivatiom of Blacks and that these increases, along

with improved facilities and instructions would lead to higher -

achievement, . . !

Subsequent theorizing about thé effects of‘Eegreéation and desegregation .
on Black achievement has elaborated on these' basic notions. For )
instance, the 7.S$. Commission on'Civil Rights study of Racial Isolation

in the Public Schools suggested that° ' Lo . 7 M

"Negro children suffer serious harm when theit education
takes place in public schools which 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, WNegro and White. Their aspirations are more
restricted than thoge of other children and they do not have much ER
confidence that they can influence their ownm futures." (1967)
A
Jencks and his colleagues (Jencks, Smith, Ac¢lard, Bane, Coben. Bintis,
Heyns and Michelson, 1972, pp. 97-98) offered four reasons why : i
. desegregation should improve Black achievement. First, they cited the
- ‘anticipated positive effects of improvements in school and teacher
.quality, ¢ Second, they cited the knowledge that may be acquired from
White .peers who have been socialized into middle class White norms—=the
lateral transmission of values hypothesis {(for evidence that this does
" not occur see Miller, 1981). Third, Jencks et azl, suggested. that -
. teachers 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 socilety which may
motivate them to work harder and learn more {for a synthesis of many of
these arguments see Linsenmeier and Wortman, 1978).

Achievement Tests

All of the studies to be considered in this analysis of the effects_of .
desegregation on Black achievement employed standardized achievement » L N
tests, Any understanding of the results of these studies requires 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 general body of khowledge that schools

are expected to teach. The items that are selected are those that

"discriminate best between students who have learned a great deal , i
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and those who have not. Jtems which sample know]edge that everyone
learns.are not included. This restricts the type of knowledgelsampled //

3 to that which is got always learned or taught. - Bg///(/ - :
. The tests usually take one to three hours to complete, ring this
. «+ pericd students:at the junior high school level attempt 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 skills. Some tests deal with
-~ _sclence and social studies, but use less extensive coverage for these
: -topits. Thus, these tests examine only a very restricted domain of . -
-~—=—achievement. This domain, verbal and math skills, is clearly importamt,
but so to6é are other domains of achievement that are not measured.
Among these other domains are knowledge of our political, economic, and’
legal systems, and knowledge of the history of our soclety _and other
countries, .

Scores on 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., 1972, 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 corralates about ,30 to .40 with first yvear college grades (Lord and
Campos, cited in Linn, 1982). SAT scores do not correlate as well with
overall college grades (Humphreys, 1968) nor do they predict .whether or

" not students will finish college (Astim, 1970). Also, there is little

" - relationship between SAT scores (or similar measures such as the GRE)
and later success after college “(Marston, 1971; McCleliland, 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 ' _
dowain of math and verbal skills that students have learned. Thus, .
achievement scores may serve as an indicator 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 the extent that desegregation has an effect on
- achievement scores, it may be caused by chdnges in the quality and
amount of instruction in math and verbal skills, changes in the quality -
of the student body, or changes in the students' motivation to learn, d
The changes that do occur probably should not be interpreted as an
indication that the students will subsequently be more or less
successful in ipstitutions of higher education or in economic terms.
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I do not mean to imply that test scores are not important, but T 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 college. They are
"also important because students and teachers perceive the sCoCes as an
indication of ability and individuwal worth. In this way, these 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 evidence that teachers have
“low expectatlons see Hercer, Tadicola, and Moore, 11980)..

Because these tests measure what students have learned anything that
affects how'much material they are taught or their capacity to
assimilane/what i3 presented will affect achievement test scores. .
Curriculum changes, 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 likely to have a negative
impact on what students learn. Because many of the studies reported in - -
the literature cover only the initial phases c¢i scnool desegregation
they are very likely to'be affected by these-factors—>TIn-particular,
the learning environment is/ apt to differ from the students' nrevious'

. . experiences, especlally for minority students. - Some of these!

. differences may be beneficial in the long Tun such as.more demanding

' ' teachers, more competitive classmates, and greater diversity in the

student body, but these factors may initially have negative effects on
achiévement. Other factors such as tension and conflict between groups,
negative comparisons with better prepared students who are often higher
in social class, and dealing with teachers whe have little experience
teaching minority group students probably have a negative impact and
continue to do do. .

Although achievement_teets_axe_designed;to_measnre what ‘'students_have . _
learned, scores on these tests are also affected by other factors. Most
g important among these other factors is the situation in which the tests
are administered. 1In particular, high anxiety levels have a negative
effect on performance, 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 s emphasized in
desegregated schools and the Black students feel academically inferior .
to or threatened by the White students.

>,

Achievement tests are speeded" which means that students have a time

~ 1limit that is too short for many of them to finish all" the items, This
too may create anxlety; it alsco means that a premium is placed on
motivation and attentiveness. Students who are not wotivated to do well
or who do not try hard will not score well on these testgﬁ Lapses of
attention that amount to 5 minutes during the testing hour will mean
failing to answer about 7 questions (at the junior high level)., This
could affect the outcomes by more than 50 points fon tests thar have

. range of 200-800 with an average of 500). The tests are most likely to
yvield accurate results when the conditions of testing do not elicif high
levels of anxiety and the students are wotivated to do well anq/ére
attentive, i )




surpriéing to find that they had a more negative impact after
desegregation. '

///fae race of the examiner %an also affect test performance. Blacks often
perform better when the examiner is Black rather than White (e.g., Katz,

/ Roberts, and.Robinson, 1965)., It is frequently the case that as
-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 examines an unusual early desegregation plan in which
students in the numerical’minority in a given school could transfer to
schools in which their group was 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. It is possible that some of the students in the
desegregated group were eXposed to one year 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 gréyp.

/
Bekér

“

Like .most early studies, the desegregatlon that was examined in this
/  study (1964) consisted of voluntary transfers. The study was done in a
.large Northern city. Two grade levels were included (grades 2 and 3).
The sample sizes were very small and may yield unreliable results
iN = 7 =25, The study is a Fall-to-Spring comparison of reading and
math abilities done during the first year of desegregation (measured
‘with the Stanford'Aehievement 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
faround 50 total at each grade level), but adequate. The students
participated in the program voluntarily and it took place in a medium-
sized Northern city (Sytacuse). Different tests, the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills and New York State's Tests, were used to measure
. achievement at the pretest and the posttest levels which makes changes
in test scores somewhat difficult to interpret.




Carrigan

1-did not calculate effect sizes for this study because I believe the
contrel group cannot be used to assess the effects of desegregation.

- In this stud; rhe control group was attending desegregated schools {50%

+Black). Since this cqntrol group had already received the "treatment"
of desegregation, they provide a check primarily for maturation effects.
Any changes in this group may be a consequence-of ongoing exposure to
desegregation, which means that the différences occurring in this group
are not a proper control for the differences in the "“desegregated"
group. Also, the "desegregated" group actually started out in a
somewhat desegregated school (80% Black), so this is not am optimal
group to measure Fhe effects of desegregation.

.

Ciark

. F

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

the South., It is a study of a majority-to~minority transfer progranm

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 is the only study in the ser that includes é?
rural students. It covers only the sixth grade and provides both a test

of reading and math (SCAT).

Evans. T

This study was done in Fort Worth during the 1971-1972 school year. The
Towa Tests of Basic Skills were given to 4th and 5th grade students in
the Fall and Spring of that Year. The court-ordered desegregation plan
involved clustering elementary students and busing Black students (in
grades 3-~5) to achieve a degree of‘raéia] balance.- The sample sizes
were larger than in most of the other studies in this:=set (N = 179-393).

Iwanickl and Gable

I excluded this study because the "predesegregation” group had already
been attending desegregated schools for a full academic year at the time
of the "pretest." Thus,.the predesegregation comparison is actually a
-cross~sectional comparison between a segregated control group and a
group of students that has been desegregated for one year, This means
that the peasure of the effects of desegregation 1s a measure of the
effects of the second year of desegregation. Since all of the other
studies that I have included measured the first year of desegregation,
including this study with the others may yield an inaccurate picture of
the effects of desegregation. This would be particularly true if
desegregation had a greater impact on achievement during the first year
than during subsequent years. ’ , o -

Klein

This is a Fall-to~Spring examination of the effects of desegregation
done in a small city (35,000) in the South. The studénts were im the
tenth grade. The sample size was adequate (N = 38 in the

-
-
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desegregated group), but not large. The study was done in 1965. The
desegregation plan was a voluntary one involving Black students who
transferred from segregated Black schools to White schools. The tests
used were the Math and English Cooperative Exams. ' '

Laird and Weeks

.

This is an early study of the effects of desegregation (1964). 1t was
done in a large Northern city (Philadelphia) over a 1)-year time span.
Desegregation was brought about by overcrowding in a segregated Black
school, Parents in 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

-~
P

This study was done on a voluntary desegregation.plan in Rochester., New
~York, 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 {apparently using a test developed by
the District). The students who attended the desegregated schools had
previously attended schools that were 90% minority. Attrition was
fairly high in this group (56%). Although this study provided analyses
of both matched and unmatched samples of segregated and desegregated
students, I decided against using the analyses of the matched groups
because the .cample sizeées were small (N = 9-13).

3

Savage

" This study covered a longer tipe period than many of the others, 2
yvears, and it is one of the minority of studies that were conducted in
the South (Richmond, Va.). WAlso, it is one of the relatively small
number of studies 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 voluntary desegregation plan involving minority-to-
majority transfers.

Sheehan and Marcus

This study was done in Dallas, Texas, and covers a l%-year period. Tt
involves court ordered busing and it-.was done recently (1976-1978). In
these. regards it is more representatitg of urban desegregation prograns
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
very large (nmearly 2,000). (ne drawback is that the degree of
desegregation varieéd considerably within the desegregated sample (‘rom
5% to 65% Black).

-




. Slone
‘This is a study of the second year of gchool deseg}egation.
Desegregation occurred during the 1963-1964 school year. The first
measure of achievement was gathered in April 1965 and the second in',
March 1966, The predesegreégation school was multi-ethnic (90% minority,
but only about’ 70%Z Black) and thus this study differs from the other
. studies of desegregation. Also, the "segregated” control group wes:
attending a school that was 407 White. Since the predesegregation -
levels of achievement cannot be determined, the effects of desegregation
cannot be evaluated.

§Ei£h
v -

"This is a long-term study, covering 3 school years. It was conducted in
Tulsa, Oklahoma. The students were pretested in seventh grade and
posttested in ninth grade. The sanple size is larger than in most
studies (N = 274). The Stanford Achievement Tests were used to measure
math and verbal skills, The desegregated students were attending
naturally integrated junior high schools. Unfortunately, no information
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 Fall and Spring of the '1965-1966
school yeéar. The number of students in the desegregated group was
small, but adequate {N'= 24). The type of desegregation program the
students participated in is not specified in the report. '

Thompson and_ggidﬁhens - ‘

This study of natural desegregation in the elementary schools of Ann
Arbor was eliminated from the analyses 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™ control group was 587 Vhite,

=

Van Every i

This study was done in Flint, Michigan, and involves desegregation |
produced by locating a low-cost housing project in a previously all
White neighborhood. The study covers a 2-year period, following
students from the fourth to the sixth grade. The sample size is
somewhat small (desegregated group=22). The study was compléted
in 1969, ' The Science Research Associates tests for reading™2and math
“were used. Research Assoclates 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 voluntarily bused to suburban White
schools. The performance of these Black students on the :
Metropolitan Achievement 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 the desegregated groups are moderate (N = 61-144), those for the
segregated groups are smaller (N = 14-53), but still reasonably
adequate.- .

o

Zdep o .

a

This is a study of a voluntary transfer plan in which urban Blacks could
attend suburban schools.. The students were very young (grade 2), - The
Metropolitan Readiness Test was used to measure reading and math abilicy
“in the Fall and during the Spring of the first year of desegregation.

~ The: study was done in 1968, The sample size was quite small and may°not
yield reliable results (N = 12 in the desegregated group). The reéport
does not indicate where the study was done. ‘ “

k4
L4

In summary, the deeegregation in thlese studies was typically.voluntary
(66% of the cases), 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 schools thamn
secondary schools (X grade level = 5,5), Blacks were very much in the
rinority in most of these schools, and most of the studies wére
conducted prior to 1970 (X = 1968).

Effect Sizes

-

The principal measure 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 included in 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 segregated schools and who
are pretested and posttested at the same time as the desegregated group.
The generic formula to obtain effect sizes in standard 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)_ ! ;} 3 pretont ditteronco
. - - . n .o i
This score indicates the degree of pretest equality between the two
groups. A similar score is then obtained for the posttest scores.

: to 2y X, %3+ posttest ¢ifference
' " s.po‘
To derive an overall effect size the pretest difference (1) is
subtracted from the posttest difference {(2). This formula yields an
index of the magnitude of the effects of desegregation in units that can
be compared across studies, :

H
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The use of the standard deviation of the control group {the segregated.
group in this case) to calculate éffect sizes was proposed by Glass
(1977). It would be possible to use in place of this standard deviation
a pooled standard deviation comprised of the average of the standard
deviations of the experimental and control groups on the assumption that
this would yleld a more stable estimate of the standard deviation. This
‘more complex approach would he justified if the standard deviations of
the experimental and control groups differed substantially. ' This
appears -not to have beern the case in the present set of studies. 1In no
instance (on the pretest or the posttest) were there significant
differences between the pean standard deviations of the segregated -and
the desegregated groups. Thus, it seemed reasomable to employ the .
'.simpler formula advocated by Glass.
In this set of studies the duration of desegregation varies
considerably. . In order to obtain an index of the effects of
desegregation 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 caléulating the duration of the study I used the total
number of months the study covered 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 8 to obtain an
index of the effect size per vear.
- : x B8 = orrect size per year

“The primary value of this inder 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 imath achievement to determine if desegregation had dfiferential
effects 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 so that comparisons could
be made using grade or study as the unit of analysis. . The effect sizes
for grade are presented in Table 1. . ; :
Using this procedure for calculating effect size per year assumes that
desegregation has linear effects over time, at least over the first 3
years of desegregation. ‘This 1s the easiest and, I believe, the most
defensible assumptlon to make in dealing with the effects of
desegregation over the first few years of desegregation. There are
other plausible 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 inftial year or two of
desegregation after which little additional benefit would be derived.
Alternatively, desegregation might be expected to have negative effects
on achievement initially because of the negative conditions under which
it so frequently occurs. Later, after’ adjustments have been made,
desegregation might be predicted to have beneficial effects. The
" curvilinear -nature of these predictions makes them difficult to apply to
- the present studies. 1In this set of studies the assumption of linearity
appears to be reasonable in the case of math where the correlation
between the duration of the study and the effect size was marginally

z
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Effect Sizes
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significant (r = .48, p << .10). In the case of reading, the

* correlation was not significant (r'= - .17, ns). Krol's (1978) study of
effect sizes for 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 calualate effect sizes using the generic formula are reported, ‘but in
others the effect sizes nust be calculated using F tests, T tests,

. analyses of difference scores or analyses of covariance. Strictly
speaking none of the Jatter calculations is precisely comparable to the
generic formula, since the derived standard deviations are calculated
from the overall variance. In caseé where-only covarilance analyses are
available, the effect sizes are almost certa1n1y overestimated. This
means that the average effect sizes across’this group of studies are
only approximate estimates. i
:Using studies as the unit of analysis, the average effect size for the
first year of desegregation (B months) was .17 verbal achievement, while
the average effect size for math achievement was .00 (Table 2). Using
the effect 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 litfle effect on the results, Using
studies as the unit of analysis, the mean effect size for verbal
achievement including a1l 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 shows little effect as a result
of desegregation. The difference between the X for reading achievement

‘and the X for math achlevement is marginally significaﬁt {(t = 1.96, p=

.08, Table 4}. - = #

. SRS . 'J.

" One way to convey the magnitude of these effect sizes is to consider
what 1: would mean: in terms of a test, such as the SAT or the ‘GRE, -that
has a ¥ of 500 and a-standard deviation of 100. The effect for verbal
achievement would translate into 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 .0f. Black students on a standardized test
If desegregation improved: venbal achievement .17 standard deviation
units, this would ralse,the average percentile rank of Blacks about 5
percentage points duriqg the first year of desegregation. For math’
there would be no changes in percentlle rank due te¢ desegregation. .
Why would desegregation affect the reading achievement of Blacks and not
their achievements in math? Ore 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 vocabulary and
syntax may aid test performance. Such an.improvement would not be due
te any changes in the quality of teaching, or changes in expectancies or
achievement motivation, but simply to belng able to understand the tests
and the content of the questions better. Similar improvements would not
be expected for math because there is no parallel to this type of

“indirectly learned information in the case of math. Here no improvement

) ) \\ o cLote
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Tab{e 2

Means for E .
Uncorrected Effect Size and _
Effect Size Corrected for Duration of Study

Using Classes as the Unit ‘of Analysis

: Reading , Math .~
Uncorrected ' ‘
X : . .28 -.ou
SO‘D- .39 . .3" %
Corrected ' _
. 15 0 .00
s$.D. . . : .22 .20

Using Studies as the Unit of Analysis

Reading ' _ Math

Uneceorrected '
.2“ .06‘

. $.D. : ‘ .35 - .25

Corrected . o - i ;
217 .00

SOD- ‘ I .22 B ""-16_ .
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Table &

Reading vs. Math® .

LY

Reaﬁing Effect Math EBffect
Size Size

_ Uncorrected .21 .06
(Studies)

Corrected - 18 .00 ' .08
(Studies) :

Uncorrected - ‘ 21 .03 .04
(Classes)

-

Corrected ' .12 . .00 2.52 2! .02
(Classes) : P :

<

®The Syracuse study is excluded from this analysis because -
it d4id not include math achievement. '




would be expected unless there were changes in the quality of
instruction or the students' expectancies or achievement motivation
increased,
In this set -of studies., the magnitude of the effect sizes is unrelated
to the region in which the studies were done, the size of the cities in
" which the studies were done, and the size of the samples (Table 3).
There is a marginally significant negatrive correlation between the grade
"the students were 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 significant for math (r = .22, ns).
For reading this suggests that younger gstudents benefited .more than
older students from desegregation. One explanation for this :
relationshi{p is that exposure to White students (and in some cases,
White teachers) may benefit students who have had little previous direct
or vicarious contact with Whites. This benefir probably consists of
exposure to the type of vocabulary that achievement tests measure.
Older students who have had more direct and vicarious contact with
Whites may benefit less from exposure to Whites in desegregated schools
because they have had more expégafe to White middle-class language usage:
and vocabulary.’ ‘

The currelation between the year the study was done and the size of the
effect for reading is also marginally significant (r = -.49, p< .10,
using studies as the unit of analysis). The correlation between the
year the study was done and math achievement is not significant (r =
-.32). 1t is not clear why this effect exists for reading. One
possibility is that the early studies tended to be of voluntary
desegregation where only select students participated. These
desegregation programs May have made special efforts to help the -
incoming students and these students were probably highly morivated
to succeed, In contrast, students in mandatory desegregation programs
and later voluntary programs may have received less specizl trea;ment'
and may not have been as motivated to learn, However, the effects of
specizal treatment would be expected to affect both reading and math, and
there was no relationship for marh, although the direction of the
correlation is the same. .

—_— e

It 21so appears that the effect size for reading was larger in school
districts where the desegregation was voluntary rather thaﬂ\mandatory

(X = ,2]1 voluntary, X = =.03 mandatory). While this difference is
statistically signific;yﬁ (t = 3,15, p < .05, using studies ‘as the
unit of analysis and t}e corrected effect sizes as the dependent
measure), the number of districts in which desegregation was mandatory
is so small (n = 2) that these results may not be reliable. The effect
for math was not significant (tr =,25, ns)., The most likely explanation
for these effects is that the students who participated in desegregation
voluntarily were more morivared to get 'to know other students. This
informal contact would have epabled them to acquire verbal skills that
could bave affected ‘their test performances, but it would pot have .
enabled them to acquire math skills that affect- test performance.

1 w0u1dqlikejto argue that none of the relationships regarding effect
size, grade; year, city size, region, or type of ‘desegregation

~
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CorrélatISns of Corrected Achievement §corea with
Grade, Year, City Size and Sample Size

Reading . . Marn
By-CIasséa By Studies By Classes éy Studies
" Grade  =.3388 . .22 . -
Year ’ S -1 P TTL “.10 -.32

City Size -.18 -.21 -.18 .19

Sappie Size - -.28 -.38 -.05 -7

*p £.057
88p £.10

=T




unreliable., Even the overall effect sizes that were obtained may not be
meaningful. Given the variability in the effect sizes in these studies,
the confidence limits are rather broad., The 95% confidence limits (the
range within which the true population X is likely to fall, with omnly a
5% probability cof being mistaken) for verbal achievement are ,04 to .30,
and the 95% confidence limits for math achievement are -.09 to +.09,
Thus, in the case of reading achievement we can be reasonably confident
that desegregation has an effect, although itwmay be very small indeed.
In the case of math, desegregation appears to have no effects, :

There are other reasons why the average effect sizes should be regarded
with more than a little caution. In those studies. involving multiple
grades it is possible to examine fluctuations in the standard deviations
of the gtudents' 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 13.37. Obviously, when these
standard deviations are used to calculate effect sizes (using the
generic formula) the magnitude of the effect size will’ depend on the
standard deviation that is u«v.:d. If the standard deviations are
unstable, then the effect sizes will be correspondingly unstable. The.
lack of stability in standard deviations tends to be a problem with the
studies where the sample sizes are smalls

One reason that the studies with small samples have variable standard
deviations consists of sampling problems (e.g., non-random 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 aware of how difficult it
is to maintair 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 i1f the standard deviations were stable, the small sample sizes of
many of these studies would result in means that may not be accurate,
Tn order to be accurate to within .5 standard deviation units of the
true population X, a sample size of 15 is required. 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 :
" 1ikely to be'measured accurately enough to provide reliable effect
~sizes. If there were a sufficient number of these samples, the errors
of measurement would 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
distofted 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 slzes yere
corrected for the unreliabiliry of the schievement tests this would also
lower the estimate of the verbal achievement effect size.
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Anothaﬁireason that the average effect sizes should be viewed with
caﬁtionﬁcéncerns methodological problems with the studies. While these
studies Were chosen because they are the best ones available, they are
not without their defects. The 1ist of potential defects is a Iong one,
Threats to internal leidity include those already mentioned, small
sample sizes, non-random samples, and fluctuations in standard i
deviations (suggesting unreliability of measures). In addition,; the
quality of the measures of achievement varies (some use measures:
developed within the district, others use tests standardized on White
—populatiOns), attrition varies considerably .across studie$ and threatens
the validity of studies where it is high, and the segregated control
groups are often: of unccrtain comparability to the desegregated groups.

Threats to external validity are comprised primarily of concerns: with
the non-representativeness of these samples of .Black students and of
this group of studies. Only students who are in ‘desegregated schools at
the end of theustudy are included in the posttest and often in the
\ pretest X's. Usually students whe stay in the 'program are not compared
\ to those who drop out to determine if they are different. Ihus.lwe
\cannot be confident that the samples of desegregated students’ ~im these
studies are ‘rcpresentative of Black students generally. Also,” ~“the
studies are mostly of voluntary desegregation in medium to 1arge :
northern cities. The degree to which it is appropriate to generalize
these results to maudatory desegregation in other regions of the cQuntry
or to small cities and Tural areas is unclear.
\
Glass %19??) in discussing meta-analyses as a research method suggests
that “Respect for parsimony and good sense demands an acceptance -of the
notion that imperfect studies can converge on a true conclusion" .
(p- 356) “His argument relies on an example in which a. set of studies™
are similar in that they show a superiority of the experimental over g
. 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.
- x
" A Basic Problem in Evaluating Desegregation
:' 3 .
- ‘Perhaps the most fundamental oversight of the social sclentists involved
: in the Brown trial qas in not giving due consideration to the manner in
. which segregation would be eliminated. They were not alone
. in this pversight, even the lawyers for the NAACP did not consider this
. problem in detail until\after the first/hrown decisiou in 1954, The
¢ Justices of the Supreme Court were vague in " in their recommendations saying
' in the second Brown decision in 1955 only that segregation should be
ended with "all deliberate" speed” (Rluger, 1976, Pp. 714~747), Whén
desegregation began to be implemented 10 years after Brown, the forms it
tcok were as varied as the comminities in which it took ok place. I
believe it is this .complexity more than any other factor that accounts
for the diverse results that have been observed in studies of the,
effects of desegregation on achievement., The diversity of desegregation
programs is so great as to render the word without a precise meaning.
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Let me be specific about this complexlty, although it is familiar to
anyone who has studied the problem., Each community starts with its own
unique historv_of relations_between. the 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 majority=-to-minority group
members, presence of suburbs and private schools to which Whites may
flee, and funding for public schools. The desegregation programs
implemented in these communities have their own unique history of
litigation and decision making by school boards and other public
officials. The programs themselves vary in the techniques used to
create desegregation, some programs are voluntary but most are not, the
vlans may involve voluntary cross-district busing, pairing, the use of.
magnet schools, the closing of some {(usually Black) schools, and the
mandated busing of students (usually Black students). The desegregation
of teachers may or may not accompany the desegregation of students and
the amcunt of preparation teachers are given for desegregation is
variable. Additional curricular changes may occur at the same time as
desegregation, the asge of the students included in desegregation plans
varies, the speed with which a plan is implemented varies, community
opposition varies as does the amount of White flight, the ratio of
majority-to-minority students differs from community to community as do
the social class backgrounds of the students and the quality of their
predesegregation educational experiences. As long as this list seems,
it is surely incomplete. Vhat these differences mean is that comparing
the effects of desegregation across communities is extraordinarily
difficult. It is possible to use quantitative measures to examine the

effects of some of the factors in this list, but the majority are more
diff1Cu1t to study and compare. ~ “

The Effects of Desegregation on Self Esteem and Race Relations

_~The soc¥al scientists who participated in the Brown trials believed that
segregation has negative effects on the self esteem of Black students
and on relations between the races, as well as having negative effects
on achievement. One of the clearest presentations of theilr views comes
from the statement. that 35 social scientists filed as an Amicus Curiae
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 inferlority and a sense of personal humiliation
... Under these conditions, the minority group child is
thrown into a conflict with regard to his feelings about
himself and his group. He wonders whether his group and he -
himself are worthy of no more respect than they receive.
This conflict and confusion leads to self-hatred ...

Some children, usually of the lower socio=-economic
classes, may react by overt aggressions and hostility
directed toward their own group or members of the dominant
group.” {Allport et al., pp. &429-430) ‘
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The social science brief and testimony in the individual trials leading
" up to Brown indicate that it was anticipated that ending segregation
would remove the stigma of inferiority that was forced on Black
children.

Self esteem., The cffects of desegregation on self esteem appear to -be
less favorable than the effects of desegregation on achievement. In my
- earlier review (Stephan, 1978), I found that desegregation led to
decredses: in the self esteem of Black students 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 :
desegregation on achievement, the majority of these studies have been-
concerned with the effects of desegregation over a period of 1 year or
less, One.study that examined the effects over a longer period of time
found that—whtie*ﬁlack*seif—es%eemwinitially—d@opped. it rebounded to
predesegregation levels during the second year (Gerard and Miller, 1975).
Subsequent studies of Black self esteem,.including my own (Stephan and
Rosenfield, 1978), have not changed this picture much. My conclusions
regarding the effects of desegrégation on the self esteem of Black
students are consistent with those of other 1nvestigators (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 a2 basis for their argument that desegregation
would increase the self esteem of Black students. Undoubtedly
segregation stigmatizes Black students, but this stigma is not reflected
in the self esteem of Black students. Studies of segregated Blacks and
Whites show that Black students have self esteem levels that are similar
to or higher than White students in more cases than they have lower, self
esteem (see Porter and Washington, 1979, and Stephan and Rosenfield,
1979, for reviews). These studies have employed questionnaire measures.
of Self esteen 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
Fhites as ethnic groups. There is considerable evidence indicating that
young Black children have less favorable attitudes toward Blacks than
toward Whites {(Williams and Morland, 1976). . .

If segregated Black students do not have low self esteem, there is
little reason to expect that desegregation would increase self esteem.
In fact, their are several compelling reasons why decreases in self
esteem might be expected. For instance, socilal comparison with White
students whe ave academically better prepared than Blacks could lead
Blacks to evaluate themselves negatively. Likewise, the loss of status
and power that occurs when Blacks represent a minority of the student
body in desegregated schools could also lower the self esteem of Black'.
students. In addition, negative evaluations by ethnocentric White
students could adversely affect the self esteem of Blacks.

»

Atrirtudes. The social scientists in their brief were also hopeful that
contact within the schools would Improve intergroup relationms.

<
7

"Undetr certainr circumstances desegregation ... has been
observed to lead to the emergence of more favorable
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attitudes and friendlier relations between races. ...There is
less likelihood of unfriendly relations when change is
simultaneously introduced into all units of a social"’
dnstitution ... and when there is consistent and firm
enforcement of the new policy by those in authority.,
...These conditions can generally be satisfied in ... public
schools." (pp. 437-438) .
The social atientists'appreciated the faet that contact alone would.not
be sufficient to improve intergroup relations. Their statement notes
several preconditions. for favorable change; equal status between the
groups, and firm, thorough implementation of desegregation. It is
likely that they were aware of other relevant factors such as those

mentioned by Williams (1947) a half dozen years before thé social
sclence statement was drafted:

"Lessened 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 wortﬁwhile. (Williams, 1947)

The data on the 1nitial 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 Rlack
prejudice toward Whites in.almost as many cases as it decreased
prejudice (Stephan, 1978). The results for Whites were somewhat more
negative. Recent studies; including my own, which also indicated that
desegregation does not improve race relations (Stephan and Rosenfield,
1978), have not led me to revise these conclusions (e. g.,» Bullock, 197€;
- Campbell, 1977; Patchen, 1982; Sheehan, 1980}, The quality of these
studies is not-as high as the bettér achlevement studies, and there 1is
.such a small number of them that these conclusions can only be regarded
as tentative. My conclusions are, hovever, generally consistent with
those of other investigators {Aymor, 1972; Epps, 1975; St. John, 19753
Schofield. 1978; Weinberg, 1870).

In the year since Brown the contact hvpothesis has been elaborated and
refined. These elsborations are helpful in understarnding why
desegregation often has not“has a positive effect on race relations.
Here are my own most recent statements concerning the conditions under
which contact improves intergroup relations.

1. Cooperatiqn within groups should be maximized and
competition between groups should be minimized.

2. Members ofaingroup and outgroup should be of equal
status both within and outside of the contact situation, .

Similarity of group members on non-status dimensions
appears to be desirable (beliefs, values, etc.).

Differences in‘competence should be avoidead.

The outcomea should be positive,
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There should be strong normative and institutiona’
support for the contact.

Tﬁe intergroup contact shoald'hévejche;potential
to extend beyond the immediate sitpation.

. )
Individuation of group members should be promoted.

Non-superficial contact (e.g..-mucual disclosure
of information} should be encouraged.

The contact should be voluntary.

Positive effects are likely to correlate with the
duration of the contact.

The contact should occur in a variety of contexts with
a variety of ingroup and outgroup members.

There should be equal numbers of ingroup amd outgroup
_ members. (Stephan, 1983)

Desegregation rarely occurs ynder conditions that would lead to
improvements in race relations. Instead, desegregation often occurs -
after there has been considerable community opposition from parents,
administrators, school boards, and teachers, Thus, institutional and
normative support for the contact {is frequently low: the atmosphere
tends to be competitive rather than emphasizing cooperation in pursuit
of common goals; the statuses of Blacks and Whites often are umnequal
both outside the school {due to social class) and within the school {due
to unbalanced ratios of Blacks and Whites); the Black students are often
not as well prepared academically as the Whites, -so
stereotype—confirming differences in academic competencies frequently
occur; busing often limits out=-of-school contact and the within-school
contact that does occur is more likely to be negative or neutral than
positive, and in most cases it will be superficial. Also, the contact
is invoiuntary in the case of court—ordered desegregation.

Recent. research on the use of cooperative interethnic groups in :
desegregated schools indicates that when the conditipns specified above
are met, intergroup relations and self estéem improve without any costs
in terms of loweréd achievement {(e.g., Aronson, Stephan, Sikes, Blaney .
and Spapp, 1978; Cohen, 1980; Cooper, Johmsonm, Johnson and Wilderson,
1980; De Vries, Edwards and Slavin, 1978; Weigel, Wiser and Cook, 1975).
Other intergroup relations techniques involving multiethnic curricila,
discussions of ;race ‘issues,. and explicitly providing information about
the cultures of different groups have 8lso been found .to improve

) intergfoup relations in the majority of cases (see Stephan, 1983; and

. Stephan and Stephan, 1983, for reviews). What these studies demonstrate

is that while simply mixing students of different groups in desegregated
schools does not improve race relations, intergroup relations can be
improved in desegregated schools by introducing special programs
:designed to achieve this goal

.
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Tuture Directions for Research in Desegregation

I weuld like to see research into techniques to improve achievement,

race relations, and self esteem continue., In addition, there are

several other areas where I thank research should also be done. One of

the major problems with nearly 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 W
studies of the long-term effects of desegregation. We need to know not . '
only what the long-term educational effects of desegregation are, .but we '
also need to knpw what thé non-educational effects are. And we need to
know the effects not only for Whites and Blacks, but alsc for other

ethnic groups as well. - Does school -desegregation reduce segregation in
other realms, such as housing; do minority students who have attended .
desegregated schools get better jobs and do they get promoted at a

faster rate than students who attended segregated schools; and is
subsequent political participation increased as a result of attending -
desegregated schools? : :

Also, we need to know more about the effects of desegregation on the

commrunities that have undergone it, For instance, how do people in

communities with well-éstablished desegregation programs feel about “
_desegregation now; are people who have attended desegregated schools

more willing 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 desegregation

programs compared to other communities’

A third set of questions concerns the factors associated with successful
desegregation programs. - When desegregation goes well, why does it work?
One can imagine a wide variety of factors that could be relevant, some
.having to do with the community in which it takes place, others having
to do with the way administrators and teachers respond to desegregation,
and still others witir the composition of the student body. The fact is
that we know precious little about what d;fferentiates successful from
unsuccessxul desegregation programs, .’ t :

Desegregation in Perspective

Tt would be impossible to present a comprehensive evaluation of the _ -
effécts of desegregation in this short article, Instead, I have
attempted to confine myself to some of the effocts of desegregation on

students. .However, the larger context in which deseg;ega;ion occurs 1is o .
of immense importance to an understanding of the meaning of i
desegregation.

In order to put desegregation in perspective, we must consider the role

that it has played in influencing relations between the races ian our

society. Since 1954, vast changes in race relations have occurred; many -
overt forms of discrimination have been eliminated, levels of prejudice:

have decreased, most minority groups have made economic advances,

political participation by minority.group members has increased

dramatically, and more mincrity.group members are attending college,

=
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School desegregation has played a role in these economic, political, and
social changes but it is a role that is not well understood and is
little studied. Any analysis that abstracts school desegregation from
its social context is necessarily incomplete. Unfortunately, we are not
now in a position to perform such an analysis. Given the difficulty of
answering even a2 limited question like the efifects of desegregation on
Black achievement, it doesn't seem likely to]me that we will be in a
position to do . an adequate comprehensive evaluation of desegregation
anytime in the near future, »

As we acquire more 1nformation on: the outcomes of desegregation, we will
be in a better position to base policy decisions on data. However, for
the present, .it seems to me that we will have to continue to make major
policy decisions about desegregation on the{basis of competing values,
Some of these values concern the goale of public education, in
particular the degree to which the schools‘shoald concern themselves
witih intergroup relations and the preparation ¢f students to participate
in & pluralistic society. Other decisionsIthat we will continue to have
to make pit the importance of creating equal educational opportunities -
vagainst freedom of choice and freedom of- association. Perhaps most
importantly we will have to decide whether we value the elimination of
segregation enough to continue the 50-year battle against it. Social
sclence may be of less value in making these choices decision than in
making choices zbout the best ways of implementing these decisicns.
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Desegregation and Education Productivity

Herbert J. Walberg o
University of Illinois at Chicago - ' s

/

The purpose of the present paper is to analyze résearch on the impact /of
schopl desegregation on academic achievement. More specifically, the’
partlcular emphasis 6f this paper is the comparison of the effects of
desegregation with those of ogher factors in the process®of school
learning that have been recently synthesized.

- f‘ L R
The paper is divided into three'sections. The remainder of this first
section discusses techniques and guildelines for research synthesis
“including meta-analysis. The second section presents a summary of the
statistical analyses of research reviews of the 1970's and a collection
of meta-analyses of the 1980's, which reveal the consistently potent
productivity factors in school learning and which further illustrate-
techniques and guidelines for research synthesis. The third section
assesses selection criteria for studies of school desggregation and
achiévement, and compares.the effects of desegregation——as revealed by
‘three recent meta-analyses—-with the effects of the
educational-productivity factors.

*

w

Research_gynfhesis

The present is an extraordinary time in the history of education because
research syntheses are demonstrating the consistency of educationzl
effects and are helping to put teaching and other determinants of
learning on a sound scilentific basis. Research synthesis is.an attempt
to apply scilentific techniques and standards explicitly to-the :
evaluation and summarization of research; it not only statistically
summarizes effects across studies but alsc provides detailed, replicable
rationales and descriptions of literature searches, selection of
studies, metrics of study effects, statistical procedures, and overall
results as well -as those that call for exception’with respect to context
or subjects by objective statistical-criteria (Glass, 1977; Cooper &
Rosenthal, 1980; Jackson, 1980; Walberg & Haertel, 1980; Glzss, McGaw, & -
Smith, 1981; and Light and Pillemer, 1982). Qualitative insights may be
-usefully combined with quantitative synthesis (Light & Pillemer, 1982);
and quantitative results from multiple Teviews and-syntheses of the, same
or different topics may be compiled and compared to estimate their
relative magnitudes and consistencies (Walberg._1982)c

Research synthesis is not merely statistical analysis of studies.
Jackson (1980) discusses six tasks comprising an integrative review or
research synthesis: specifying the questions or hypotheses for
investigation; selecting or sampling the studies for synthesis; codicg
or ‘representing the characteristics of the primary studies; analyzing,
or meta—-analyzing (Glass, 1977) or statistically synthesizing the stuay .
effects; interpreting the results; and reporting the findings.
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Although these tasks seem obviously necessary to encourage réplication
‘of .reviews, :Jackson found only-12 out of 87 recent reviews in prominent
educational, psychological, and sociological journals that provided even
a cursory statement of methods. The basic idea behind much good advice
in Jackson's paper is that the methods ‘of review and synthesis should be
éxplicit to enable other investigators to azmemp: :o replica:e the
synthesis, A

g N T
.°.' = -

Fxplicit methods concerning qnan:i:a:ive synthesis however, inevi:ably
call for statistics, and two are most often employed-:he vote count or
box score, and--the effect size (Glass, 1977). ;rhe vote count 1s easlest
to calculate and explain to those who are unaCCus:omed to thinking
statioticallys it is simply the number of percentage of all studies that
are positive, for example, in yhich the experimeéntal exceed control

—groups or thé independent variable correla:ed posi:ively with the
dependent variable,

The effect size is the difference between the means of the’ experimental
and control groups divided by the control group standard deviation; it -
measures the average superiority (or, inferiority, if negative) of the
experimental relative to thé ComtIol groups (for cases'in which these
statistics are unreported, Glass (1977) provides a number of alternate
“estimation formulas). If education had uniform ratio variables, such as
time and money as in economics, or physical measures in natural sciences
such as meters and kilograms,. effect sizes would be unnecessary; it
could be said, for example, that the experimental groups grew .42
comprehension units in reading history on average, and the control group
grew .22 units without ¢rude post hoc standardization for comparabilicy
required in meta-analysis.

. - -
Effect sizes permit a rough calibration of comparisons across tests,
contexts, subjects, and other characteristics of studies. The estimates,
however, are affected by the variances in the groups, the reliabilities
of the outcomes, the match of curriculum with outcomé measures, and a -
host of other factors, whose influences in some cases can be estimated
specifically or generally. Although effect sizes are subject to ;
distortions, many of which may counterbalance one another, they are the
only means of comparing -the size of effects in primary research that
employs various outcome measures on non-uniform groups. They are likely
to be necessary until an advanced theory and science of educational
measurezent develops ratio measures.that are directly comparable across
studies and populations. .

Generalizabilitz

The generality of the results of the synthesis can be divided into
- questions of extrapolation and interpolation: Do the synthesized
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results generalize to other populations and conditicns, particularly te
those that have not-been studied or for whom the results are
unpublished? And, do the results generalize across populations.and
conditions for which results are available? Extrapolation may be
invalid beyond published stiudiles because Journal editors favor positive,
significant studies. Smith .(1980) estimates from several syntheses that
.mean effect sizes in unpublished work, mainly‘doctoral dissertations,
- are occasionally larger but average about a third smaller than those in .
' - published studies. :

Rosentha] (1980), on the other hand, shows that gilven the great o tLe
statistical significance of collections published studies, the
probability of null effects being established by unpublished studies is
ninimal, Furthermore, both the low reliability of educational measures
and low -curricular validicy (correspondence of what is taught and what is
tested on outcome measures) diminish the estimates of relations. between
educational means and ends. Less than optimal reliability-and validicy,
which leads to underestimates of effects, probably moiegthan compensate
:for publication bias; but more empirical and analytic work is needed on
these factors to determine their gereral and specific influences on

- : synthesis results. .

Interpolation - ' . -
(’/‘I' \ .
The interpolation problem can be readily solved by additional
culations, The most obvicus guestions in quantitative synthesis
~‘concern the overall Ppercentage of positive results and their average

. v magnitude. But the next questlons -should coéoncern the consistency and
// magnitude of results across student and teacher characteristics, :
_ // educational treatments and conditions, subject watters, study outcomes,
| and validity factors in the studies. These questions can be answered by

calculating separate results for classifications or ) ’ "
cross-classifications of effects. .

. The results may be conbared by. objective statistical tests (such zs

- T, F, and regression weights in general linear models). They permit . _
conclusions on such matters as the overall effectiveness of treatments R -
as well as their differential effectiveness on categories of students in
various conditions and different outcomes. Notwithstanding the .frequent
claims by reviewers. for differential effects on the basis of results of

“a few selected studies, most research syntheses yield results that are
robust and roughly consistent across such categories. Such robustness
is scientifically valuable because it indicates parsimonious, law-like
findings; it is’ also educationally valuable because educators can apply
robust findirgs more confidently and efficiently rather than using
complicated, expensive p;ocedures,'tailor-made on unproven assumptions’
to special cases. '

4
&




A number of useful methodological writings are available, Glass (1977)
providea a concise introduction to statistical methods; and Glass, : ?
McGaw, and Smith's (1981) book presents a comprehensive treatment. )
Jackson (1980) and.Cooper (1982) discuas tasks and criteria for '
integrative reviews and rcsearch syntheses. Light and Pillemer (1982)
describe methods for combining quantitative and qualitative methods.
Walberg and Haertel (1980) present a collection of eight methodological
" papera by Cahen, Cooper, Hedges, Light, Rosenthal, Smith and othera and . .
thirty-five substantive papers mostly on educational topica. In
g - forthcoming work, Larry Hedges of the University of Chicago aund Barry
TTTT 7T McGaw of Murdoch University (Australia) offer firmer statistical
" and psychometric footings for quantitative syn:hesis. Important __-
guidelines for research synthesis that may be found in these works are
further discussed and illustrated in the remaining sections.

e

Educaticnal Productivity Factors:

L

A Review of Reviews of Tear. ; Effects

(3

The year 1980 marked a transitional period when irnvestigators recognized
the shortcomings of the traditional review and the advantages of more .
objective, explicir procedures for evaluating and summarizing research,

Yet reviews still have a place, and much can be learned from them.

Waxman and Walberg (1982) examined A9 reviews of teaching

process—student outcome research published during a recent decade that .

critically reviewed at least three studies and two teaching éonstruc;s;

they described their methods, compared their conclusion, synthesized

them, and pointed cut the implications for future reviews.- syntheses,‘

= and prior research. e &

-
-

o

The 19 reviews refLeEE the inexplicit, varied, and vague standards
revealed by Jackson s (1980) analysis of 87 review articles in prominent
educational,/psychological and sociological Journals. None of the:

" reviews, £ér example, described their-search procedures, and only ome
stated-éxplicit criteria for imnclusion and exclusfion of primary studies.
Comparative analysis of the studies, moreover, revealed that the

_reviewers failed to search diligently enough for primary studies or to

-~ gtate the reasons for excluding large parts of the research evidence,
Among the five reviews that covered positive reinforcement such as .
praise and feedback in teaching, only six studies were covered in the
most comprehensive review in contrast to the 39 listed ia Lysakowski and
Walberg's (l981) synthesis. Such arbitrary selection of small parzs of
the evidence, of course, leaves the reviews open to systematic bias and
pmeans that the reviews and their conclusions cannot be replicated in a .
strict sense because their methods are undescribed,

Although'the reviews purported to be crivical, their coverage of the 33 .
standard threats to methodological validity (Cook & Campbell, 1979) was -
spotty and haphazard. In 95.4 percent of the possible instances, the

' reviews ignored specific threats. External validity (interaction of
teaching treatments with selection, setting, and history) was relatively
well covered, perhaps reflecting the search and claims for
aptitude-treatment interactions of the 1970's; but the serious problems
of internal validity, such as reverse and excgenous causes in’
correlational studies, were almost wholly ignored. Indeed, there
appeared an odd tendericy to select correlational studies rather than
experiments for review.
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Despite these problems, however, a statistical tabulation of the

- conclusions of the reviews shows substantial and

statistically-significant agreement that five broad teaching ' -
constructs——cognitive cues, motivational incentives, engagement,

reinforcement, and management and climate--are positively associlated with.
student learning outcomes (see Table 1). These tabulations, moreover,

are in close agreement with quantitative syntheses of large, systematic
collections of primary studies discussed in a subsequent section,

Current Research Syntheses

To characterize quantitative syntheses of educational research completed
since 1979, sixteen were found in 1982 by scanning publications of the
American Educational Research Association and writing to the members of
"the invisible college" of about 100 scholars that meet annually to
present and discuss research om teaching. A more systematic search in
late 1982 ‘sing Dissertation Abstracts, Social Science Citation Index,
Education Index, computer retrieval, and references in recént '
publications indicates that these syntheses plus those discussed in 7
subsequent sections of this chapter represent about three-fourths of o
those completed in education thusfar in the 1980s., (An analysis of a - A
more complete corpus is underway by the present author and coileagues, =/

> - but the increasing numbex: of syntheses makes exhaustive coverage an 4
elusive goal.)

i

. ] )
Table 2 suggests a number _of_.instructive points for both educational
practice and research synthesis., . It provides, for example, an
empirical answer to the coincidence of vote counts and effect sizes,
Every mean effect size that was positive also had a vote count greater )
than 50 percent;.every negative effect size had a vote count less than . - :
50 percent. Thus, as may be expected from normal distributionms,
_consistently positive findings will yield positive average results (the
"‘next section shows that much of the variance in effects can be
predicted by regression from counts). The likely explanation for the
uniform association is that strong causes produce results consistent in
sign. Indeed, the only cases in which the association can be reversed
are sKewed distributions in which a few very strong positive results are
sufficient to pull the mean above zero from a cluster of small effects, )
more than half of which are negative (or vice vzisa). . T L

The first two syntheses grouped under Teaching Strategies in Table 2

show fairly close agreement with respect to the consistency of-

cooperative learning. Johnson and others (1981) categorized their

. results by comparisons of four treatment variations -{(cooperative,

.- competitive, group competitive, and individualistic), whereas Slavin

{1980) categorized his results by outcomes., Cooperative learning

obviously .produces superior results; but it would be us2ful 1f Journal

editors would allow research synthesis space to repoft average results

by more standard classifications of independent and dependent variables

and study conditions to facilitate comparisons of replicated syntheses .
such as these two. i ' ' ) ‘ ..
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The next two syntheses raise important. unresolved methodological .
questions. Becker and Gersten's (1982} synthesis indicated a small
. average etfect of direct instruction in several sites, but all effect
sizes cawme from the same study. Although teachers in the various sites
may have been independent actors, methodological bilas can make the )
cifects non-independent from a statistical point of view, and
independent replications by different investigators would be in order to
a provide a more definitive answer. Pflaum and others (1980) found no
average superiority of different reading methods but a substantial
advantage in learning outcomes. of experimental over control groups no
iy matter what the reading wethod ewployed. K Although Hawthorne effects
could be discounted by the svnthesis, the increased energy and attention
devoted to tasks by teachers in experimental groups rather than putative
treatments thewselves may partly account for superior results in
teaching—methods and othér educaticnal studies.

Table 2 includes two rough replications that indicate substantial
agreement in results despite largc varlations, in study search,
selection, and numbers. Hansford and Hattie's (1982) and Findley and
Cooper's (1981) syntheses of correlations of self-concept and locus of .
centrol with achievement znd performance differ only slightly in the
second decimal place in both the wvote counts and averago correlations.
Carlberg and Kavale's (1980) and Ottenbacher snd Cooper's (1981)
syntheses agree that the effects of mainstreaming (federally-encouraged
. efforts in the United States to mix regular and cognitively, emotionally,
- .and physically handicapped children ir the same classes) are -
inconsistent and probably near zero.

¥

Two syntheses show curvilinear effects of independent variables on
educational outcomes. Smith and Class (1980} found that the benefits of
reduced class size are larger at the smaller ranges of one to 10 members
) than they are at higher ranges; for example, the measurable cognitive
- I and affective outcome differences between classes of 20 and 60 appear
: strivial. Similarly, wWilliams and others (1982) found decreasing
. achievement with departures from 10 weekly hcurs of leisure-time
television viewing such that estimated differences in achievement between
children who watch about 30 hours——an average number—-and 60--a large
amount--are mlniscule.

- Other effects are summarized in the table, and the reader is referred to
the original syntheses for details that are not discussed here.
Overall, the results indicste a large range of effects, which, if
replicated in further primary research and syntheses, would have fairly
definite implications for checosing policies and practices that seem
likely to have consequential effects on raising educational outcomes.

The Michigan Program ' N
Chen;Lin and James Kulik lead a vigorous group of research synthesists
ar the University of Michigan, which included Peter Cohen, now of

Dartwouth. The £roup has been unusually productive of high—quality.




LY

syntheses first in higher education and later in secondary-school
research. Personal communications with the group reveal that thelr team
approach, muck iike that described by Shulman and Tamir (1973) in the
Second Handbook of Research on Teaching, accounts in part for the
ouanc1cy and qualicy of work.

James Rulik kindly prepared'Table 3 according to the present author's
specifications. It shows the resuits of eleven syntheses completed By
the Michigan group by the end of 1981. Llike the sixteen syntheses by
other investigators discussed in the last section, those’ in Table 3 show
a number of consistent moderate to large ,effects that can help to put
- high qchool and college ceaching on a firm sclentific b351s.

Kulik's results also permit an estlma;e of the mean size of effects from

vote counts. The regression equation, ES + -.403 4+ .008 (% Positive),
accounts for 76 percent of the variance in the effect sizes. The
corresponding equation for the syntheses-in Table 2 for which both
indexes are available, ES§ = -, 761 + .015 (Z Positive), accounts for 59
percent, of the effect-size variance (the correlational results assume
both causality and a one-unit increase in the independent variable). ,
Both equations forecast near zero tffect sizes for vote cothts of 50
percent; but the higher slope for the results in Table 2 forecast larger
effects:than do the Michigar data; at vote counts of 75 percent, for

example, the respective forecasts are .36 2nod .20. Thus the size of the
regression slope is unstable across samples, and more intensive analyses”

of the complete corpus of syntheses are in order.

THe two data sets also permit separate empirical estimates of the
distributions of vote counts and effects. The mean {and standard
deviations) of Michigan and other estimates of the vote counts are
tespectively 67 and 64 (and 19 and 16); the mean effects are
respectively .17 and .22 (and .19 and .31). Assuming normal
distributions of effects, empirical norms for vote counts and effecc
sizes can be ser forth on the basis of the averages of these statistics;
for example, the middle two-thirds of the effects in the recent
educational .research sampled range from about -,05 to .45. It could be
said that effect sizes of .20 are average, and those above .45 are large
and exceed about 84 percent of those typically found in educational
research. Similarly, vote counts of 67 and 85 percent might be
provisicnally taken as average and large. These norms are, of course,
very rough and prelimirary, but they are based on empirical results
rather than opinion and may be useful in gauging present and future
results until larger normative samples are analyzed.

4

-

Svntheses of Bivariate Productivicy Studies

A group at the University of Illinois at Chicago has concentrated on
synthesizing research on nine theoretical comstructs that appear to have
consistent causal influences on academic learning: student age or -
development level, ability (including prior achievement), and

+
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motivation; amount and quality of instruction; the psychological
environments of the class, home, and peer group outside school; and
exposure to the mass mediz (Walberg, 1981). The group first collected
available vote counts and effect sizes in the review literature of the
1970's and then conducted more systematic syntheses directly on the nine
factors.- ~This section summarizes both efforts.

Synthesis of reviews of the 1970's. Walberg, Schiller, and Haertel
(1979) collected reviews published from 1969 to 1979 on the effects of
instruction and related factors on cognitive, affective, and behavioral
learning in research conducted in elementary, secondary, and ccllege
classes and indexed in standard sources, The vote councs for the corpus
of reviews are shown in Table 4.

The vote counts should be cautiously interpreted because not only may
journal editors more often select studies with positive results but also
reviewers may select positive published studies for summarizatiosn.
Neither editors nor reviewers ordinarily state explicit pelicies on

- these important points. Subsequent, more systematic syntheses,
nonetheless, have generally supported traditional reviews; and it would
be wasteful to ignore the labors of the last decade of effort, even
though it may only be considered a starting point for subsequent work.

Notwithstanding the possible double bias in the vote counts (see earlier
sections on counter-blases), the resulcs in Table & are impressive. A
majority of the variables in the table were positively associated with
learning; in 48 or 68 percent of the 71 tabulations, 80 percent or more
of the comparisons or correlations are posicive., Although 211 of the
variables are candidates for synthesis using sysctematic search,
selection, evaluation,.and summarizarion preocedures, it appears that the
1970's produced reasonably consistent findings thar are likely to be
confirmed by more comprehensive and explicit metheds ©f the present
decade.

Syntheses of Productivicy Factors. The Chicago group alse carried ovt |

synthéses of the nine facrors using methods discussed in previous
sections of this chapter. - The National-lnstitute of Education supported

the syntheses of learning research in ordinary clacses, grades

kindergarten through twelve. A separate grant from the National Science.
Foundation. on sciente learning, grades 6 through 12, permitted nore

" exhaustive, intensive search for unpublished work and an advisory group

of scilence educators and research methodologists as well as a

semi-independent replication of the xesults for several of the factrors,

A summary of the findings is shown °%n Table 5.

A1l of the effect sizes (including mear contrasts and correlations) -are
in the expected direction., . The mean effects for the two samples of

- studies are similar In magnictude, which suggests generality or
robustness of effects across more and, less intensive methods of

175




s Table 4

A Selrctrin Summary of @ Decads of Léuationsl Research
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Table 5

Correlations and E f[:-rt Sizes or Ninr Fuctors
- ﬂ/’l Relation to School Learning :

of

Number

Results and Chmn'ic:u

Siudres : “

instructon
Amoum

Quahts

Soc-‘aal‘phchologvtal Environment
Educational 12

Aptnude
Age-development

" Abilng

Motiation

H

Correlations range from .18 1n .71 with a mediin of 40, partial
correlauons controlhing fur ability. socwoeconomic status. and
other «anables range frum .09 1n 61 mith a2 median of 35

The mean of eflect uizes lor reinfurcement 1in 39 studies 15 117,
suggesting a 38-point percenble adiantsge over control groups.
although girls and siudents in special schools might be somewhat
more benefited. the mean cffect uzes for cues. parutipation. and
correctise feedbach, in 34 stucics 15 .97, suggesung a $3-poini
advantage. The measn effec size uf similar vanables in 18 science
studies is B, ’

On 190urcomes. socdl- pss chological climate v2riables sdded from |
10 54 (imedien = 207 ) 10 sccountable vanance in learning bevond |
abiis and pretesis: the signs and maegniudes of the correlavons
depend on speaific scales (see.Table 1) levet of aggregatiun (classes
and schools hugher). nation. and grade level (later grades higheth:
but ‘not on semple size. subpecr matter. dumamn uf learning
{cogmuve, affecuse, or behavinrall or siatistical adjusiments fur
abdins and preiess

Correlations of schiesvement. sbilin. and motivation with home
support and sumulsuon rafige from 02 to 82 with a-median of
.37. muluple correlations range from .23 10 .81 with & median of
44, studics of bovs and girls and middie-class children in cuntrast -
1o mixed groups show higher correlations (sucial classes
correlations in 100 studies, by contrast. have 3 median of 25. The
median correlationd for three studies of home ensironmetit and
learmng in scence 1y 32

274 correlations of lewsure-time 1eles 8100 viewing and learning
ranged from — .36 10,35 with 2 median of — .06, slthuugh effécts
appear increasingls drleterious from 10 10 40 hours a weeh and
appear stronger for girh snd high-1Q children, )

The medizi correlation of peer gruupor fnend characteristics such
a3 soc1occonomic status and cducatiunsl aspirations with
achiciement-lcsl Kofes. goutse grades. and educational and
occupationdl aspitaiions is .24: correlations are higher in urban
seitings and ity studies of students »hu reported sspirations and
achiesements of friends. The median of two scie nces studhes is .24,

Corrclations betmeen Pusgel develupmenal leve!l and school
achwevement range from 021,71 witha median 0f .35. The mean
COfl’?'l“Ol'l In sciences iy 4, .

From 396 correlations mith lcsrning. mean verbal intefligence
measures are highest (mesn .= 72 lollowed b total ability (71}
tonverbal (641, and quiniitative (L60): corvelations witk

« achwesement test scures (70} 4re higher than thuse with grades
£.57). The mean chilim.lesrming correlaion ‘in science is .48,

Mear coffelation with learming 13 .34, correlations were higher for
older samples 40d fnr cumbinations of subjects (mathematics} and
mzasures. but did tos depend on » pe of motivauun nur the sex of

* the samples The mesn of three subics w science 1v 33,
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synthesis. 1In particular, the syntheses of quality of inscruction
including cues, participation, and reinforcement of about 1.0 and .8 in
general grades K-12 and in science grades 6-12 support the conclusions
of the 1Y% reviews discussed in a previous section’ (see also Table 1).
‘Despite these corroborations of findings, of course, independent.
replications of the syntheses as well as new and probing experimental
studies are needed. '

Syntheses &f Multivariate Studies : . ' . :

The Chicago group also conducted multivariate analyses of the T -

productivity factors in samples of from two to three thousand 13- and

17-year-old sygdents who participated in the mathematics, social

studies, and science parts of the National Assessment of Educational
y “ ‘Progressq(see. for example, Walberg, Pascarells, Haertel, Junker, and

Boulanger, 1981, 1982). These survey analyses complement small-scale

correlational and experimental studies in .providing on representative .

" national samples data on fairly comprehensive sets of the productivity
factors, each of which may be statistically controlled for the others in
awultiple regressions of achievement and subject-matter interest.

-

Such anaiyses allow a simultaneous ass2ssm.at Of qualitiés ana amounts
of instruction and the other factors in the production of learning.
Since the factor levels are reported as experienced by individual
students, the analyses are sensitive to micro-variations in the multiple
environments of the school, peer-group, home, and mass wedia to which
each student is exposed. :

Although the sets of variablés available in the National Assessment can
+ be used to assess possible exogenous causes: because they are measured’

and- can be statistically controlled in segression equations, the

measures are cross-sectional for individuals. Therefore, they cannot

effectively .rule out reverse causation such as learning as a cause of . .
- motivation and more stimulating teaching. Another shertcoming of the - "
E . . data is that parental sociceconomic status serves as a proxy for ability

- and prior-.achievenent. .

o Ny e

As pointed out above, nonetheless, the strengths of the National

- Aszessment datz complement those of small-scale bivarjiate studies that
L .. typically control- for only one or two of the factors. If syntheses of
T _both data sources point in the same direction, then more confidence car
be. placed in the conclusions. -

- - A

. Table & shows that the factors, when controlled for one another, are
. surprisingly consistent in sign, significance, and magnitude across
subject matters, ages, operational measures of the factors, and
independent national sampies. The median standardlzed regression
weights and squared mdltlple correlations, shown in the last. row, reveal
- the small to moderate effects of the factors when coptrolled for one
' another and sizable amounts of varirnce accountad for even without

ability and prior achievement measures: N
: —_ -
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Syntheses of Open Education Research

Open. education is an elusive concept, now dismissed by many .educators,
but one that research synthesis now illuminates. The history of efforts
to synthesfize 1ts effecte ig instructive z2bout: the dangers of basing
conclusions, policies, and practices on single studies; replication and
improved methods of syntheses, and a shortcoming of much of the research

discusged above that employs grades and standardized achlevement as the
sole outcomes of teaching.

From the start, open: educators tried fo encourage educational ocutcomes

that reflect school-board goals such as'cooperation, critical thirking,
self-reliance, constructive learning attitudes, life-long learning, and
other goals that evaluators seldom measure, Raven’s (1981) summary of

surveys in Western, countries .including England and the United States

shows that educators, parents, and students rank these goals far above
standardized test achievement and grades.

A synthesis of the relation 6{ conventionally-measured educational
outcomes, and adult siccess, moreover, shows their slight association
(Samson and others, '1982), . Thirty-three post-1949 studies of physicians, -
engineers, civil servants, -teachers, students in general, and other
groups show a mean correlation ¢f .155 of these educational outcomes
with succ.ss indicators such as income, self-rated happinese, work
performance and output indexes, arnd self-, peer-, and supervisor-ratings
of occupational effectiveness., These results should challenge educators
and researchers £o seek a balance between continuing motivation

and skills to learn gnd perform well on vew tasks as an individual or
group member on one hand and mastery of teacher-chosen, textbook

_ knowledge that may soon be obsolete or forgotter on the otheyr’.

\.

.

Perhaps since Socrates, however, .arguments over student-centered and
teacher—centered education have remained so polarized, peclemical, and
pervasive that educators find it difficult to stand firmly on the high

- middle ground of balanced, joint, or cooperative determination of the

- goals, means, and evaluation of learning. Progressive education, the
Dalton and Winnetka plans, team teaching, the ungraded school, and
other innovations in this century held forth this ideal but gravitated
toward authoritarian teaching or permissiveness and could not be
sustained., Although open education, too, faded from view, it was more
carefully researched; and syntheses-of it may elp prepare educztors: for
evaluating future efforts, . S . .
Three Syntheses of Open Education. Horwitz {(1979) first synthesized
about 200 :omparative studies of open and traditional educatiom by
tabulating vote counts by outcome category. Although mary studies
yielded non-significant or'mixed results especially with respect to
academic achievement, self-concept, anxiety, adjustnent, and locus of
centrol, more positive results were found in open education on attitudes
toward scéhool, creativicy, independence,'curiosity, and cooperation.
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Peterson (1979) calculated effect sizes for the 45 published studies.,
She found about -.l. or slightly inferior effects of open education on
reading and mathematics achievement; .1 to .2 effects on creativity,
artirtudes toward school, and curlosity; and .3 to .5 effects on
independence and attitudes toward the teacher.

Hedges, Glaconla, and Gage (1981) synthesized 153 studies including 90
dissertations using an adjustment of Glass's effect-size estimator.which

is slightly bilased especlally in small samples., Tae average effect was

near zero for achievement, locus of control, self-concept, and anxlety;

. about .2 for adjustment, attitude towards school and teacher, curiosity,

and general mental abiliry; and about .3 for cooperativeness,

creativity, and independence,

Despite the differences in study selection and synthesis methods,- the

three studles cofiverge roughly on the same plausible ‘conclusion:

Studénts Iin open classes do slightly or no worse in standardized

achievement and slightly to substantially berter on several outcomes

that educators, parents, and students hold to be of great value,. . s
Unfortunately, the negative conclusion of Bennett's (1976) single
study--prefaced by a prominent psyctologist, published by Harvard
University Press, publicized by The New York Times and medi=—and-experts—
that take that newspaper as thelr source--probably sounded the death
‘knell of open education, even though the conclusion of the study was
later retracted {(Aitkin, Bennett, & Hesketh, 1981) because of obvious

. statlstical flaws in the original analysis (Aitkin Anderson, & Hinde,
1981).

Components of Open Education. Glaconia.and Hedges (1982) took another
recent and constructive step In the synthesis of open education
research. From the prior effect- size synthesls, they ldentified the
studies with the largest pusitive and negative effects on several
outcomes to differentiate more and less effective program features.
* They found that programs that are more effective In producing the

non—achlevement outcomes—attitude, creativigy, and

- ©  self-concept——sacrificed academic achievement on standardized measures.

These programs were characterized by emphasis on the role of the child
in learning, use of dlagnostic rather than norm—referenced evaluation,
individualized instruction, and wmanipulative materials but not three
other components sometimes thought essential to open programs--multl-age
- grouping, open space, and team teaching. Giaconia and Hedges speculate

that children In the most extreme open programs may do somewhat less
well on convenilonal achievement tests because they have litrle

. - experlence with them. Ar any rate, it appears from the two most

- comprehensi synth.ses of effects thar open .classes on average enhance
.several non-stundard outcomes without detracting from academic
achlevement unless they are radically.extreme,



~ Synthesis of Instructional Theories

To specify the productivity factors in further theoretical and
operational detail that provide a more explicit framework for future
primary research and synthesis, Haertel, Walberg, and Weinstein (1983)
compared eight contemporary psychological models of educational
performance. Each of the first four factors in Table 7--student ablliry
and motivation, and qualiry and quantity of instruction--may be
essential or necessary but insufficient by itself for classroom learning
{age and developmental level are omitted because they are unspecified in
the models). . - o
The ¢ther four factors in Table 7 are less clear: although they
consistently predict outcomes, they may support or substitute for
classroom learning. At any rarte, it would seem useful to include all
"factors in future primary research to rule out exogenous causes and
increase sratistical precision of estimates of the effects of the
essential and other factors. -

Tabie 7 shows that, among the constructs, abillity ana quantity of
instruction are widely and relatively richly specified among the models.
Explicic theoretical treatments of motivation and quantity of

instruction, however, are largely confined to the Carroll tradition
represented in the first four models; and the remaining factbrs are
largely neglected. %,

The table poses empirically résearchable theoretical questions; the
tension between theoretical parsimony and operational detail, for
example, suggests several: Can the first four constructs mediate the
causal influences of the last four? Would assessments of Glaser's five
student-entry behaviors allow more efficient instructional
prescriptions than would, say, Carroll's, Bloom's, or Bennett's more
general and more parsimonious ability subeconstructs? Would less
numerous subconstructs than Gagne's eight instructional qualities and
Harnischfeger's and Wiley's seven time categories suffice?

The theoretical formulation of educational performance models of the
past two decades.since the Carroll and Brumer papers has made rapid
,strides. The models are explicit enough to be tested in ordinary
classroom settings by experimental methods and production functions.
Future empirical research and syntheses that. are more comprehensive
and better connected operationally to thése multiple theoretical
formulations should help .reach a greatrer degree of theoretical and
empirical consensus as well as more effective educatrional practice.

&
-




Table 7

Clasoification of Constructs According tc the Model of Pducstisnal Productivity
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Desegregation and Educational Productivity

As the previous section ha; shown, sufficient empirical and theoretical
syntheses have accumulated during the past five years to point more
definitively than ever before to the proximal, alterable factors that
affect educational achievement. Nearly-all the research has been
carried out in natural settings such-as homes and'schools, and most of
its shows generalizability across student characteristics, subjects, and
research methods, including randomized assigmment to experimental
treatments.

The large average magnitude and consistency of many of these productive
factors justly provides a substantial amount of confidence about how
educational achievement may he raised. S$ince many of the factors and
‘techniques.have already been extensively employed in ordinary schools
and found successful, inexpensive, and non-controversial, it appears
that educational achievement might be increased substantially by
implementing a selection of the most productive of the factors, say,
those with effect sizes above .3, more extensively and intensively. The
purpose of this section is to compare the consistency and magnitude of
such factors to the effects of school desegregation, as revealed by
three recent meta—znalyses-—-Krol (1978), Crain and Mahard (1982),, and my
statistical summary of the studies meeting the selection ,criteria of the .
National Institute -of Education (NIE) panel of scholars. v

Selection Criteria

Aside from the inclusion of data only on Black students in all three
meta-analyses, Krol (1978, p. 16), Crain and Mahard (1982, p. 6) and the
NIE panel (Schneider, Note 1) varied considerably in explicit criteria
for study selection. Krol, 'for example, excluded studies that lacked
achievement measures before and after desegregation and those that lack
sufficient statistics to calculate effect sizes (pp. 83-84). Excluding
studies without pretests turns out .to be a reasonable decision because -
Wortman’s {Note 2) research shows desegregated groups are on average
advantaged on achievement .before. desegregation. Thus apparent posttest
advantages of’gesegregatlon are in part attributable to pre-existing
differences, and pretest adjustment is required for valid estimation of -
desegregation effects, . .

Crain and Mahard (1982) "excluded a large number of papers, many -of
which compared students in racially segregated and raclally mixed
schools, but gave no indication that a formal désegregation plan had =
been adopted" (p. 6). Because they included studies that employed
ability (in ‘contrast to educational achievement) a2s a dependent variable
and conducted a more recent and exhaustive search, they used 93 studies
for analysis in contrast to Krol's 55 (see Trbles 8 and 9).




~
Tadle 8 "

_Effects of Desegregstion on Black Achievement’
S in Three Syntheses

. Effect Sizes

Positive

, Results
Source Percent Mean Deviation

Krol {1878) 61 .16 .41 Bzsed en 71 cowparisons in 85
. studies, grade level, mathrma- .
. : tics and verbal schievenent, and
prograz-duration differences
tested and found insignificant.

-]

Crain & Percent calculated as sux of 173

Mzhard : positive and half of S0 non-sig-

(1982) - | nificant comparisons of 321

' cozparisons in 93 studies;

effect-size wean hased on 70
studies. ¥ith studies-as
mits, significantly larger
effects in kindergarten
and grade one were found

- MAcceptable 64 A3 Since the pretest advantage of
Studies” . S - desegregated groups over con-

' trol grouwps was .18, results
are calcuizted for 11 study-.
weighted means of posttests ad-
justed for pretests.
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& “Table ©

Inferences fram Three Syntheses
About the Effects of Desegregatiom on Blatk Achieveeent

* Percent-Positive Studies Average Effect Sizes

Significance Magnitude Significance Magnitude
(.05) (67%) - (.08) (.20}

Krol (1978) No ' . No

Crain §
Mahard (1932)‘

“Acceptable |
Studies”

€onclusion

I,

Note;-me criteris for inferences are as follows: 'I'he significance
required\ is the stahdard .05 lﬁvel calculsted for a sign test for a 50-
50 spht for pos:twe vote counts, &nd 8 T test for the difference of
the mean effect size from zero, when possible, on indepmﬂent_ mits of
analysis, that is, studies not corparisons. The megnitude criteria are
67 percent of the stluaies po_sit-ive and &n 'average effect size of .20, .
" for which the desegregsted stodents would exceed 58 percent of the

control-growp students.
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The N1E panel employed a number of stringent criteria for study ’

rejection including the following: non-empirical and summary reports,
studies done outside the U,S. and geographically non-specific; those -

that combined or compared ethnic groups, lacked contemporanecus-ceontrol

‘or pre-desegregation data, or analyzed heterogenously desegregated

groups; those with more than 35 percent attrition, majority-Black -
desegregated conditions, varied exposure to desegregation, and .
non-comparable groups; those with ynknown sawpling procedures, Uon
cross—-sectional data, or non—comparable samples at each observation

point;. those with unreliable or unstandardized- instruments, unknown test.
content or-instruments, unknown test administration dates, ability tests |
as dependent variables, and non-equivalent pretests and posttests; and
insufficient statistics (Schneider, Note I). Application of these
:exclusion criteria (Wortman, Note 2) resulted in 19 "acceptzble

studies,"” -

Thus, all three data sets a}e similar in including only studies of Black

achievement. They differ chiefly in that Krol and the NIE panel, unlike -
* Crain and Mahard (1982), exclude ability tests, and the NIE panel

employed stringent methodological criteria that resulted in 2 selection

of studies only 19 percent as large as Crain and Mahard's set (see

Tzble 8)

The NIE panel may be right in specifyipg stringent selection criteris
from one viewpoint: the conclusicns of review articles are usually based
vpon methodologically acceptable studies. But, as Glass, McGaw, and
Smith (1982, p. 226) point out, excluding studies- by iqplicit or explicit
selection criteria can convert empirical questions of research
methodology to 2 priori assumptions. Excluding studies without <
pretests, for example, may exclude randomized experiments—-possibly the
best design in certain respects for probing causality and avoiding
.untenable convariance assumptionms.

.If it were to be found that randoms. -:d posttest only'desiéns yieldeﬁithe

same results as pretest-posttest quasl-experiments, then greater
confidence could be placed in the results than the results of either;
design by themselves, since the two designs are subject to dlfferenﬂ
threats to‘methodological validity (Cook & Campbell, '1979). Because,’
for example, the findings on instructional research are gemerally robust
and consistent across study features, such as research methods and
student characteristics, subst?nglal confidence can be placed in their
results, :

,1'\‘ .

¥orevoer, excluding studies on policy or substantive criteria may be
useful to lighten the effort or to narrow research questions, but
exclusion alsc restricts the inferences and coxparisons that can be made
and the policies that may be!implied. In the Krol and NIE selections,
for example, it will not be possible to determine whether desegregation
has a2 different impact on achievement than it does on ability or other
educational outcomes such as creativity, criticzl thinkirg, interest in
further learning, 2and social perceptiveness. In none of the three sets
of studies, moreover, will it be possible to comparz the effects of
desegregation on Asian, Black, Hispanic, and White students, At least
for some parents, educators, policy makers, researchers, and others, it
. would be useful to have reliable information on these and other points.
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Nonme of this is to argue that 411 studies should be summarized in one
overall vote count or mean,effac: size. Although that statistic and its
significance are of intefest, characteristics of the studies such as
Cook and Campbell'’s (1979) 33 threats to methodological validity,
student characteristics such as ethnicity ard grade level, and
conditions of desegregation such as voluntary and mandatory plans,
should be categorized, coded. and tested for statistical significance
with studies as the units to afford independence as assumed in -
statistical inference. (If desegregation is working generally well
according to a study, then students in different grades within the study
are¢ iikely do well, and their performarce is correlated and not
statistically independent; similarly, if students are doing -poorly in
snother study, different grades lack independernce; therefore the means
for studies, not for grade levels or other units, must be taken as the
"units fbr.me:a—analysis, or each comparison ir 2 study must be weighted
inversely to the number of comparisons in the study. Another reason for
using study weans or weighting is to insure that €ach study is given an
equal weighting of orie, not a weighting based on the arbitrary number of
comparisons the investigator happened’ to make.) :

Svnthesis of Three Me:a—anaiyses
4

Tables & and 9 show what can be validly extracted as the chief findings
from the three meta-analyses. Table 8 shows that three estimates of
percent-positive studies vary between 61 and 64 percent. These
percentages are in surprisingly close agreement considering the widely
differverrt selection criteria and numbers of studies in the three
syntheses

Table 9 shows that the statistical significance cannot be determined in
two cases because the percentage of positive comparisons rather than
studies are reported; and, in the NIE case, the sign rest based on the
number of studies is insignificant. By the norms of recent syntheses of
productivity factors discussed in previous sections, the percentage
magnitudes are neither large (85 percent) nor average (67 percent). The
statisrical significance of the percentages camnct be determimed in the
- two' previvus syntheses previously reported ané is insignificant in the
casze of the NIE selection. )

The statistical significance of the effect sizes are mixed:
indeterminate for Krol, because of comparison welghtlng significant for
Crain and Mahard; and not significant for the set of studies acceptable
to the NIE pznel. 1In none of .the three cases wag the magnitude of -the
effect” large (.45) or average (.20). (Crain and Mahard's significant
finding of higher effects in kindergarten and first grade are
unsupported by Krol and reversed in analyses by Woctman (Kote 2); and
their randomized-longitudinal effect is insigrificant with study as the
unit. Thus. their overall average study-weighted effeact size is
reported in Table 8.)

#




The results from the three meta—analyses suggest that the vote counts
fail with some uncertainty to reach conventional levels of statistical
significance. By normative standards of recent syntheses of other
educational factors, they clearly fail with respect to percentage
results.’ The effect sizes as a set are indeterminate with respect to
significance and certainly fail\to reach criterion levels with respect
to normative magnitude,

Conclusion

New techniques of research syntheses show a number of potent factors for
improving educational achievement that have proven to be consistently
effective in a wide variety of experimental and educational conditionms.
These include the amount and quality of instruction, constructive
classroom morale, and stimulation in the home environment., It is in our
national economic, social, and political interest to implement these
factors more deeply and widely for all children (Walberg, 1983). In this
effort, school deséﬁregat1on does not .appear to prove promising in the
size orx cons;ptency of its effects on learning of Black' students.
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School Desegregation and
Black Achievement: An Integrative View

Paul M. Wortman
University of Michigan

PROBLEM

Race relations . between Blacks apnd Whites have played a significant role
in the history of the United States. Social science theory and data, in
particular, have figured prominently in the controversies that have
constantly surrounded major events in this history. For example, the
two landmark U.S. Supreme Court decisions dealing with decsegregation,
Plessy v. Ferguson in 1896 and Brown v. Board of Education in 1954
(Kluger, 1975), weres both based in part on current social science
evidence. More recently, the so-called Coleman Report or the Equality
of Educational Opportunity Survey {Coleman, Campbell, Hobson,
McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld and York, 1966) was used by the Johnson
administration to accelerate the desegregation process (Grant, 1973).
The Coleman Report claimed that Black student achievement increased in
more integrated enviromments (i.e., with a greater proportion of White
students). This study and finding not only led to a number of
reanalyses by social scientists, but also to an increasing number of
systematic studies using before and after measures (i.e., pretests and
posttests) of achievement and control or comparison groups of segregated
Blacks. These studies aimed at eliminating the methodological
weaknesses of cross-sectional surveys such as the Coleman Report and
testing some of its hypotheses and those of vther social scientists.

By the mid-1970's there had accumulated a sufficient body of scientific
studies that a number of careful reviews appeared. Two of the most
notable of these reviews were conducted by Bradley and Bradley (1977)
and St. Johm (1975). The Bradleys examined 29 studies of the effects of
desegregation on Black achievement while St. John reviewed 64 (including-
12 cross—-sectional studies). Both found the evidence Inconclusive. The
Bradleys concluded that the evidence on the effectiveness of
desegregation on Black achievement was "inconsistent and inadequate’
while St. John similarly acknowledged, "More than a decade of
considerable research effort has produced no definitive positive
findings." $t. John went on to quote Light and Smith (1971) that
"progress will only come when we are able to pool, in a systematic
manner, the original data from the studies.”™ . Such methods for
synthesizing the results of scientific studies have recently gained
widespread popularity largely due to Glass' seminal work on
"meta-analysis" (1976, 1977).

Meta-analysis offers a rnumber of advantages over previous methods for
aggregating the findings of different studies (Light and Smith, 1971;
Glass, 1977). 1In Table 1 we have listed some of the positive and
negative characteristics of this technique. The major positlve
qualities are a single, precise, quantitative measure of the average
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Table |

advantages and Disadvantages »f Meta-analysis

far Quasi-experiments'

Definition

Advantages

Disgdvnntages

El

Heta-analysis Method

The average effect size
ofF & hypothesis testeg

in many studies. The
term connotes *the snaly-
sis aof anatyses, |.e,,
the Statistical analysis
of the findings of many
individual bnalyses. *”

Precise cdetermination
of effects

Systematic, statistical
approach

Cesign quality can be
examined

o Can examine effect

=]

of sample sizo

Includes some deascCriptive
information

~

Susceptibie to publication bias
Requires a contro) group
ReEUlres statistical information

Assumes & Tcommon
metric”™ for measure

‘Assumes the “strategic
combination argument®

' Adapted from Krol {1978}

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




196

magnitude of program impact, It is applicable to most social science
research and provides an important result that is easy to grasp.
Meta-analysis also allows one to consider sample size and design
quality. This technique also has its "disadvantages" especially

" when extended tostudies with methodological problems such as
quasi-experiments (i.e., studies lacking random assignment}.

Standard meta-analytic methods have already been applied to this
literature (Crain and ¥Mahard, 1982; Krol, 1978). The meta-analyses
performed by Erol and Crain and Mahard both found small positive
benefits for desegregation on Black achievement (.16 and .08 standard
deviations, respectively). Both are flawed in our opinion. . Krol's
study illustrates the inappropriate application of Glass' method. -For
example, Glass (1977, p. 356€) does recommend using pre-experimental
designs lacking controls "if the treated group members’' pretreatment
status is 2 good estimate of their hypothetical posttreatment in the
absence of treatment."” As we will demonstrate In the next section, this
suggestion may be unwarranted and ill-advised. Crain and Mahard (1982)
in a.very recent meta-analysis have taken a traditional Glassian
approach and included all studies in their analysis, As we shall
indicate below, we feel this approach Is inappropriate. Many studies
have so many methodological weaknessés that they should not be included.
Moreover, some studies such as those using a cross-sectional survey
cannot yield the necessary statistical information (since they lack both
a pre-desegregation or pretest measure as well as a control group), but
were included by Crain and'Mahard. Other studies used White control
groups or national test norms to generate effect sizes —— both are
inappropriate comparisons as will be discussed below. Such studies
account for half of those included in Crain and Mahard®s meta-analysis.
Most importantly, however, both Krol and Crain and Mzhard paid
insufficient attention to the threats to validity that could confound
and bias the results of their meta-analyses.

The school desegregation-achievement literature poses some special
problems for the meta-analysis method. It is a2lmost entirely
quasi-experimental in ceomposition and thus susceptible to other
interpretations (i.e., so-called "plausible rival hypotheses™).
Meta-analysis of such studies assumes that either appropriate
statistical adjustments can be made for the various 'threats to
validity"” or that the "strategic combination argument™ {Staines, 1974
holds (see "disadvantages” in Table 1).. This latter term stands for the
belief that flawed studies can be combined becaise the "weaknesses
cancel each other out.” It is Just this argument that Glass (1977} ysed
in recommending meta-analysis of "weak" studies. While Glass wa
initially confidernt that his method could be used with '
quasi-experiments, his views have gradually changed (cf. Glass and.
Smith, 1979). The examination of the desegregation quasi-experimental
studies presented in the following sections indicates that selection is
a persistent "plausible rival hypothesis.” That is, it is not cancelled
out, Therefore, a number of steps have been taken to deal with this.
Pirst, an adjustment was developed for reducing the bias due to
selection. Second, studies that were Jjudged a prior not to have
selection problems were compared with those requiring adjustment.
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The focus of this paper is on the effect of school desegregation on
Black achievement. While interest in these data is Primarily
methodological and stems from earlier work by the author on the
~ secondary analysis of the Riverside School Study (§S) of desegregation
(Linsenceier and Wortman, 1978; Moskowitz and Wortman, 1981), & number
of substantive issues are sddressed. In addition to estimating the
overall effectiveness of desegregation, such issues as the impact of
type of achievement (math or verbal) and time of desegregation {early or
later grades) are also discussed. This latter, substantive focus
qualifies this study as an "integrative review" (Jackson, 1980). 1In the
next section, the meta~analytic method used in this study is described.
: As the "disadvantages" column in Table 1 indicates not all studies are
suitable for meta-analysis. Those with numerous or severe
methodological flaws, inadequate reporting of statistical information,
or insufficient control data were mot included. 1In the third section,
the procedure for including studies in the analysis is described. The
results and conclusions are presented in the last -two sections.

HETHODOLOGY

To apply meta-analysis to quasi-experimental data one needs to obtain a
measure of "effect sfze™ (ES). The basic equation adopted from Cohen

(1969) is:
(RE - !C) ‘
£S5 - - - (1)
; SC

where, . - ' . -

. %c = the means for the treatment
(i.e., desegregation) or experimental (E)
and tne control (C) or untreated (i.e., segreqates groups
SC = the standard deviation of the contro!l ;;'r-om'.t‘I

In the quasi-experimental case we have the following:
R .
N

.

N Be, = )~ By = 3y | - (@)

where

1,2 indicate time 1 (pretest) and time 2 (postiest)

in a randomized experiment EET' !c yielding Equation ],' However,

1

‘O this assumplien is not guaranieed in a Quasi-experiment. In this

JLRIC 260

IToxt Provided by ERI




situdtion it is likely that the groups will differ initially. That s,
‘selection is @ mdjor threat 1o validily that is represented im tThis
model.

neta-an;1ysis involves summing of the effect si2e estimates from

311 studies. We defime i1 as:

.- ) -g
IES = I, l-(x-Ez{ 1521) (REH Cu)

L sy Sy

X is the sample mean of the experimental or control group at
time 1 and 2 for the 1t study and s is the control group
standard daviation.

The average effect size. s+ 1s usually presented., This average can be
conputed. in .a number of ways. Tor example, all ESs can be summed and
averaged. Since many ESs may be derived from a single study, this
introduces bhias due to nonindependent measures. It was largely for this
reason the Landman and Dawes (1982) reanalyzed Suith and Glass® {1977)
neta-~aralysis of the effectiveness of psychotherapy.

The desegregation literature 1s largely composed of quasi-experiments or
even npore poorly designed studles. As such, it 1is susceptible to a '
variety of threats to internal validity {(i.e., the ability to infer
causdlity). It ig risky to assume that these potential sources of bilas
can be treated as random errors that are self-cancelling. Two threats,
in particular, have beep much discussed in reviews of this literature.
They are "selection” and "differential growth” or "maturation."” These
-are considered in the next paragraphs; other threats to validicy are
discussed in the next section.

Selection

Canpbell and his associates {(Campbell and Erlebacher, 1967; Campbell and
Boruch, 1975; Campbell and Stanley, 1966; Cook and Campbell, 1979) have
been concerned with the recurrent problem in estimating program effects
when various selection procedures are used. In particular, they have
discussed seleztion of those students with extreme (pretest) scores and/
or matching experimental and control subjects by (pretest) score. Both
of these selection procedures are subject to substantial “regression ,
artifacts”" resulting from the unreliability of the measures used. While
there 1s no agreed-upon procedure for adjusting for these selection
effects, a number of methods have been developed (cf. VWortman,
Reichardt, and St. Pierre, 1978). These wethods require both
student-level data and test reliabilities in order to be applied. That
information 1is generally not reportéd in the studies of desegregation:

" and would require reanalysis of individual studies 1f available. ff
Instead, the pretest adjustment procedure described ip Equations 2 and 3




will be employed. Since matching was rarely used, this method should
adjust for the selection or "subject equivalence™ problem that Bradley
and Bradley (1977) and St. Jokhn (19753) found to be the major
methodological weakness in the better or "well designed" studies.
teither Crain and Mahard (1982) nor Krol (1978) attempted to correct or
adjust for bias introduced by initlal subject nonequivalence.

Differential Growthk

Tt is well-known that Blacks and Whites shouw différent rates of
intellectval growth. Thus differential growth or "maturation' may be
considered an important. soutrée of bias in synthesizing the data from the

desegregaticr titerature. This problem is dealt with in three ways:
contéptnally, empirically and arnalytically. First, only studies using

"Black controls were examined. This is the comparison recommended by St.

John (1975) and should reduce or eliminate the problem. Such controls

~aveld problems (or confounds) caused by race and sociceconomic status.

They also allow examination of the major policy question being
addressed: the effect of continued racial isclation or segregaticu.
Fortunately, most studies vsed such a contrel group {(i.e., segregated
Blacks). As noted above, both Crain. and Mahard (1982) and Krol (1978)
included studles that used White controls

Second, the results of the pretest adjustment are compared to those
studies not requiring such corrections {(i.e., no pretest differences) to
determine if other differences or sources of bias remain. &s will be
roted, "differential regressicn te the mean" (Cook and Campbell, 1979)
may account for the residval difference. -And third, the analytic methed
is examined to determine its robustness to this source of bias. It may
be recognized that Equatien 2 is identlcal to the model for differential

growth rates iabelled by Campbell the "fan spread hypothesis™ (Campbell
.and Erlebacher, 1970; Cook and Campbell, 1979). 1In fact, if

differential growth is the only cause of change from time 1 to time 2,
then according to the fan spread medel:

This hypothesis implies that an increase in the mean is accompanied by a
propertional increase in the within-group variance. Thus, ES5=0 when
this "threat to validity" (i.e., differential growth) is present. This
means that selection-maturztion interaction will not bias the estimate
of effect size for cuasi-experiments of this type {(i.e., the
nonequivalent control group design or NECGD) that are pretest-adjusted,
This is exactly the model proposed by Campbell (19¢71) and described by
Kenny (1975). As Campbell arnd Boruch (19%75) note, standardizing scores
will elimingte this problem. The effect size measure as defined above
in Equaticn !.is a standardized scere.
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Practical Limitations

There are a number of problems in translating this small analytic model
into an actual meta-analysis. First, the NECGD requires the means and
standard deviations for the experimental and control groups on both the
pretest and posttest. Often these essential data are not furnished
especially in those cases where statistically non-significant results _
were obtained. The reliability of the tests used is even less likely to
be reported. In order to deal with thie situation, a variety of . f ]
indirect approaches have been proposed (cf. Glass, 1977). . 7

Using Significance Results. RepQrts of:ep provide only informatfon on
sample size, significance level, and thebvalue of the test statistic.
In these cases the erfect site can be obtained using indiréc: methods.
In the case of the t-test, it is:

1 i
S:t L -
‘ /1 s

Jz 1 .
s [1 41
(%)

where n, = n, and thus about half of the degrees of freedom (df)}, then
;:acc0rding to Rosenthal {1578):
ES = _2t

Vs

This indirect estimate will be conservative when the exact significance

~ level is not reported, and the t value is not given. Typically, the .05

- or .01 significance levels are used in social science research. If the
results are not significant, litrtle if any information is usually
provided. In this case, a .50 significance level will be used as Cooper
(1979) has suggested. This is the expected mean value of the
distribution of nom-significant studies, -Similar indirect computations
can be derived from other test statistics such as F (see Appendix 7 in
Smith, Glass, and Miller, 1680),




Gain Scores. Another common form of reporting results is the gain
score. This 1is the change in each group from pretest to posttest. In
Figure 1 this would be: '

gain=b,-E, and L -C,.

for experimental and control groups, respectively., A simple algebraic
manipulation reveals that the difference in the two gain scores is
equivalent to the numerator In the basic equation to estimate the effect
size for quasi-experiments (EG. 2). Thus if S5, = 52 , gain scores can
be used to derive d for the NECGD quasi-experiment.

. Other Cuasi-experimental Designs. Other quasi-experimental designs are
often encountered and it is important to consider them as well., The
most frequently reported is the case study or in Campbell and

Figura 1}

" Hybothelica) Megsuils ¥Frof » Stugy
Using 5 womeuivatent Contret Grows Desipn (NECED)

Time

falapar imenist Group
Celontrol Group

Stanley's terminology, the One-Group Pretest-Posttest {OGPP) Design.
This is the NFCGO without the control group. Krol {1979) suggests that
an effect size estimate can be obtained by using the pretest mean and
standard deviation as. the control group. This is a risky assumption in
our opinion, and one that ig likely to lead .to an overestimate of ES,

As can be readily seen in Figure 1, the use of the standardized gain
score { E5 = E, )contains a pseudo~effect equal to €4 ~€4 . Moreover,
if strict selection criteria are used as they often are in compensatory
education or competency testing remediation programs, then regression
effects will also be incorrectly included. Thus we feel such case study
data should only be used when the proper adjustments can be made, In
order to examine design effects inp meta~analysis, a pumber of these case
studies were included in some of the analyses.

Control group data are frequently difficult to obtain for political and
practical reasons. Programs may be designed to serve all in need, for
example, As a consequence, researchers often attempt to solve the
control group problem by using historical controls or "cohort
comparisons” according to Crain and Mahard (1982). In fact, this
procedure has been rec¢ommended in some areas {(c¢f. Gehan and Freireich,
1974). In education historical control groups are often created using
. student data from the same grades during prior years (i.e., before the
- program innovation). This adds "history" to the list of possible
threats to validity since these data are not obtaimed concurrently with




the experimental (i.e., desegregation) data. Again extreme care is
needed in interpreting these data.

Sometimes it is possible to create a cobort of students who are followed
prior to the start of the program. This allows a “dry run" NECGD
cxperiment (where therc is no treatment) to be created and an estimate
of the adequacy of the various adjustment procedures to be obtained
(Wortman, Reichardt, and St. Pierre, 1978). Such data are rarely
available, though. If repeated classes show similar effects, liowever,
then the data are probably reliable. This variant of the "Recurrent
Institutional Cycle Design" is sometimes used (cf. Teele,

1973). 1In general, historical controls have been found to grossly
overestimate effects and thus should not be used if possible (Sacks et
al., 1982). 1In education, for example, test scores were declining
during the 1960's and 1970's so that historical controls would probably
‘have higher scores. Such studies were not included ir our analyses, byt
comprised 17 percent of the studies in Crain and Mabard's (1982)
meta~analysis. More recently, Crain (1983) has included eight such
studies among his "20 best."”

True Experiments. Although our focus has been on quasi-experiments,
"true" or randomized studies woild be useful. Just as we were concerned
about the biased estimates produced by pre-experimental design (i.e.,
cane) studies when compared to the NECGD quasi-experiments, it is
important te determine the bias resulting from the latter designs. This
information can ke obtained if effect size estimates gre available from
randomized studies. Not all data sets have this mixture of designs,
especially in education where there has been a strong tendency for
applied, field problems to be approached quasi- experimentally while
laboratory, theoretical*.issues have been investigated using randomized
studies. There have been a few randomized studies or true experiments
in the school desegregation area. Those that have been conducted such
as Project Concern (Iwanicki and Gable, 197¢) often report their results
in sych a way as to make it impossible to derive effect size estimates.

‘Crain (1983) identified fivc randomized studies among his top 20, three
of which wcre based on data from Project Concern. Three of these
studies (Rock et al., 1368; Samuels, .1971; Zdep, 1971 —— see Appendix A)
were inciuded among the 31 found acceptable in the present analysis. A
more recent report from Project Concerr (Iwanicki and Gable, 1978) was
inciuded in place of the two earlier reports used by Crain. 2

Design Quality .

Although the focus is on the WECGD. the quality of the studies using
this design varies. Moreover, as noted above, there are oiten other
designs employed. A number of approaches to assessing quality have been
developed. The most well~known is the validity approach developed by
Campbell and Stanley (1966) and recently further refined hy Cook and
Campbell (1979). Essentially, the threats to validity indicate quality.
Others (Boruch and Gomez, }1977; Sechrest and Yeaton, 1981) have stresr=ed
the "implementation" or "integrity" of the treatment. ~This is an
important concept although one that is difficult to measure. The
assessment of research quality is a new area and one that is critical in
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the synthesis of scientific studies. There h  been much discussion of
this issue (Mansfield and Lusse, 1977; Eysenck, 1978; Glass, 1977, 1978)
and the debate still continues {(cf., Wortman, 1983). As the following
section indicates, design quality is viewed as significant in selecting,
coding, and analyzing the data in a2 research synthesis.

PROCEDURE

The meta-analysis approach first requires the retrieval of relevant
scientific information. The importance of a thoroughly documented
procedure at this point has been stressed by both Cooper (1982) and
Jackson (1980). To that end, wa obtained the cooperation of the authors
of che two major studies systematically synthesizing the literature on
*he e¢ffects of school desegregation on Black achievemenr {Crain and .
Mahard, 1978; Krol, 1978).. Both Robert Crain and Ronald Krol generously
provided copies of the articles and the coding schemes used in their
analyses. We then extended and updated this data base through literature
searches including ERIC, dissertation abstracts, references in the
articles and books {(especially, St. John, 1975}, and dozcns of letters
to authors and school district offices. We developed a coding scheme
and list of studies to be included in our analyses. These are described
below. As we progressed with our initial coding effort, we realized
that there were many studies that would have to be rejected., We felt it
imperative to describe these studies and our reasons for rejecting them
from the analysis. We did this for two reasons: fa) this is perhaps
the most important, but judgmental, step in data synthesis, and {b) it |
is important to determine whether there are unique characteristics of
excluded studies. All studies were read and coded by two independent
reviewers. All discrepancies were resolved so that perfect agreement
was reached. A more detailed description of this procedure and the
studies excluded can be found in an earlier technical report {Wertman,
King and Bryant, 1982). 1In the next three sections we discuss both of
these concerns.,

Fxclusion Criteria. The decision to exclude a2 particular study from the
analyses was based on assessments of the various threats to the study’s
validity. The number and magnitude of the flaws in the study were the
deciding factor for inclusion or exclusion. The observed threats to
validity fall into ome or more of four basic classifications that have
been developed by Campbell and his associates (Campbell and Stanley,
1963; Cook and Campbell, 1979). Thus, the criteria used to reject
studies f{see Table 2) represent specific instances or threats to
internal, external, construct, or statistical conclusion validity.

Internal validity is broadly concerned with whether the treatment {i.e.,
school desegregation) in fact affected the outcome {i.e., academic
achievement of Black students). Threats to internal validity may be
posed by uncontrolled variables representing effects of history,
maturation, and the like ag orilginally described by Campbell and Stanley
(1963). Most of the factors listed in the table as threats to validity
do not require further explication. FHowever, the rationale behind a few
may not be so apparent. For instance, studies utilizing cross-sectional
survey designs {criterion 4a) were rejected from the analyses because
they typically do not control for extraneous variables in local school
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settings that may affect achievement above and beyond the effects of
desegregation, That is, they are usvally observations at one point in
time lacking both pretests and adequate controls.

Studies were also rejected that fajled to describe their sampling
procedures {(criterion 4b) and thus make it impossible to rule out
potentially confounding biases in the selection of comparison groups.
Finally, the use of different tests for segregated and desegregated
students at either pretest or posttest may pose "instrumentation”
problems stemming from diffevential test reliability and low inter-test
realiability,. These problems may either produce spurious treatment
effects or mask real effects. Fach of these specific threats may
confound the observad association between desegregation and achievement.

External validity refers to limitations in the generalizability of the
study with regard to¢ populations, settings, as well as treatment and
mcasurement variables. (One obvious reason for exclusion was studies
conducted outside of the United States. Another common threat to
external validity involved the confounding effect of compensatory
equalization of treatment (2.g2.. extra teachers for segregated controls)
or othct kinds of multiple treatment interference {critervion 3g). These
may disguise or distort findings Indicating how desegregation affects
achievement. Moreover, when the dates of test administration are not
described {criterion 5c), problems arise in adjusting the effect-size
estimates to a proper time interval as well as determining whether the
pretest actually occurred prior to desegregation,

Constyuct validitv refers to the appropriateness of the theoretical
constructs, variables, and measures used, If the study did not really
deal with desegregation and/or achievement, it was not included. Other
studies were rejected on these grounds, but for less obwvious reasons,
These include those that at first appear to measure academic achievement
‘of desegregated Blacks, but which, in fact, measutre a Jifferent
construct such as I.Q. (an ability measure); those that measure a
different treatment, such as bus transportation; or a different
population such as Whites or Chicanos (see criterion 3al. )

Statistical conclusion validity is concerned with the appropriateness of
the statistical analyses. This includes not only the analyses employed
but also the sufficiencv of the data reported for calculating effect
sizes, For example, a study may improperly use ANOVA in the analysis of
2 non-equivalent control group design (i.e., criterion 6h) that violates
assumptions of homogeneity of variance and of heteroscedasticity. Other
studies may correctly employ statistical procedures wbere there is
inadequate statistical power from sample sizes too small to reject the
null hvpothesis. Finally, studics which grossly combire achievement
results of different grade levels must be rejected because the rate of
achievement gain tends tTo increase more slowly with advancing grade
level and thus grade-equivalent scores are really not comparable {as
they are normed within each grade separately). Combining scores from
various tests across grade levels further threatens internal

validity insofar a2s instrumentation effects arise from variatiomns in
test reliability and other test characteristic (e.g., item difficulry
and content).
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Applving the criteria listed in Table 2 resulted in the exclusion of 74
studies, Most suffered from more than one problem. A number of these
criteria are sufficiert in themselves (i.e., "fatal flaws") to eliminate
a study. All butr three studies had such flaws. Overall, we have had to
exclude the majority of studies examined including a2 number used in the
previous meta-analyses performed {Crain and Mahard, 1978; Krol, 1978).

A comparison of studies Included and excluded is provided in Table 3.
With the exception of Crain and Mahard (1978), we included only about
half of the studies used in other major reviews. The 31 studies
included in our anmalyses are listed in Appendix A. The studies were
decomposed into effect size data for each grade and for reading and
mathematics achievement, and thus yiclded 106 separate "cases.” The
overall analysess however, used the study as the unit of analysis by
averaglng the results within each study and combining these averape
cffect sizes. g

Tabie }

Comparison with Previous Resesrcn Swnineses

T of PRESENT CaS5ES USED BY PaST iwVESTIGATORS
PRESENT .
CaSES CRAIN & . )
KR{L AAHARD WEINBERG 5T, JOmK

REJECTED (m=229) 13% 60t 25% 26t

ACCEPTED (m=106} | 36% 87t 51t §7t

A considerable amount of effort was spent in decumenting this aspect of
the research synthesis. Tt represents an ilmportant, but often
overlookeds part of formal data synthesis procedures, and one that can
produce differing results. While meta-aralysis, itself, is a formal,
quantitative method, the selection of the sample to include in the
analysis is not. Without appropriate, documented selection criteria,
the results can be as subjective and blased as the literature reviews
they seek to replace (cf. Jackson, 1980).

One "disadvantage'" of meta-analysis (see Table 1) is its susceptibility
to publication bilas, It 1ig assumed that the research literature
contains only studies showing positive, statistically significant
results (i.e., publishable studies). The 31 studies found "acceptable”
contained only two published articles. Desegregation research is
largely (and perhaps appropriately) a fugitive literature. We feel that
the retrieval strategy described above has captured the "target
population"” of studies (Cooper, 1982).

The NTE Core Studies

After this screening process had been performed and the 31 resulting
studies analyzed, the NIE Degegregation Studies Team convened an expert
panel toa select the best studies in this area. The panel of six
scholars including this author was supposedly balanced in thelr-
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attitudes and publishked work on desegregation -~ two pro, two con, and
two neutral.? The panel met” in July, 1982 and initiated discussion of
the most appropriate studies to be included in reviewing the literature.
The criteria listed in Table 2 were examined by the panel and after some
discussion & subset of them was used to select the highest quality
studies availlable. 1In general these were NECGD studiles comparing verbal
and/or math achievement of desegregated and segregated Blacks. The
criteria actually used are starred in the table.

These criteria were entered into the computerized data base and 18
studies were found that satisfied these requirements. These studies are
starred in Appendix A. One new study by Walberg (1971) was added at the
request of some of the panel members. This study had been "rejected" in
the original analyses since it suffered from an extremely high rate of
attrition (criterion 3h) that differed for segregated and desegregated
students (J.e.» 27 and 48 percent, respectively). The number of
students in the desegregated control group was quite small, ranging from
14 to 53. Moreover, grade levels were corbined {(criteriom 4d). The
Walberg study added eight “cases" to the data base. Moreover, one of
the paneliste wrote to one of the authors of another study (Sheehan,
1979) to obtain missing means and standard deviations. This allowed the
inclusion of two additional cases,

These studies ¢differ substantially from those used in wmost previous
reviews. With the excepvion of Crain and Mahard (1978), where 21l but
one study was included, fewer than half were included in prior reviews.
For example, Bradley and Bradley (1977) included only five of these
studies while St. John (1975) reviewed only nine of them.

RESULTS

The Glass effect sizes (ESs) for the 31 studies considered _
methodologically acceptable for performing a meta-analvsis are Presentea
in Tzble 4. The fourth row labelled "Grand" presents the overall
effects averzged by study (i.e., the average of the average effect sizes
for each study) and the ESs by thrce major research designs. " In .
addition, these four categories are broken dowm by grade in the bottom
twelve rows., The ESs for reading and mathematics are combined in this
initial analvsis to provide a single measure of overall effectiveness,
Since some reviewers have noted greater gains for mathematics than
verbal achievement (St. John, 1975; Krol, 1978), ESs for these two areas
of achilevement were also examined aznd arye reported below.

The overall ES for the 31 studies is 45 standard deviations. The ES is
relatively unsffected by various weighting schemes. This figure is
considerably larger than those reporteé by Crain and Mahard (1982) and
Krol (1978). However, the ESs for the wore well-designed quasi-~ _
experiments are considerably smaller (i.e., .32 and .18). It is clear
that the studies using the weaker OGPP design are inflating the estimate
of the ES (i.e., 1.22). As wag noted earlier, this latter design
confounds maturatior and initis] differences in student selection with
the effect of desegregation. Such design effects resulting from
differences in study quality are commonly reported (cf. Wortman, 1983).
In practically all such cases the weaker designs produce larger
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estimates of effcets. Thus design quality must be considered in
corducting an integrative review. As Jackson {1980) notes. "The results
of the analysis may be misleading if there is uet at least a rodest
number of studies with goed overall design.”

The bottor twelve rows of the table present the results by grade. The
generzl pattern is for an increase in ES for grades 1-8 followed by a
decline for the later grades. This finding centradicts theose reported
by Crain and Mahard (1978) and St. John (1€75). The .Glass ES for grades
K-6 was slightly, but not staristically, lcwer than the ES for gradcs
7-12 (.43 and .55, respectively). Given the varyving duration of these
studies, Stephan (19€2) calculated the ES per month for the NIE Core
Studies. v found a rattern consistent with Crain and Mahard (1982) and
St. John (1975).

All of these estimates of ES are susceptible to bilas due to selection or
absence of {nitial subjuct equivalence., The result for these studies
vhere it was possible te employ the pretest adjustment to

remove initial differences between segregated and desegregated groups
are presented in Table 5. These studies used the non-equivalent control
group design and reported sufficient pretest information tc calculate
ESs. )

Table §

Agiusied ang u=3Tiusiec methogds for Lhe
meta-analvsis of Quzsi-eaperime-tls

{omputalion Overall Sele:tiog i N Selezlion
e L hog mean ES Problems 1 Proolems

Unadjusted 0.42 {n=32) 0.57 (n=20) 0.20 {ne1D}

Pretest
Agjustes 0.16 {n=32) .16 (=20} 0.20 (=19}

PRirwise

t-value L,%2.73. 2 < .02 | Lyg°2.3%, p< .O) L;g=0. n.s.

8Tn two cases it was not possible to determine whether or not there were
selection problems.

The first column of the table indicates a sizeable and statistically
significant difference between the "overall” unadjusted, Glass
effect-size estimate and the pretest adjusted estimate (.42 and .16,
respectively). The Glass estimate is similar to that reported above in .
Table 4. All studies were initially coded along a nurber of dimensions
including most of Cook and Campbell's threats to validity before any
effect sizes were actually calculated, The second and third columns
ompare studies with and without selection probiems. The Glass ES
estimate is higher for those studies with "selection protlems" than the
averall ES vhile the pretest-adjusted estimate remains the same as
before (.57 and .16, respectively). Again, the iwo estimates are
sigrificantly different by statistical criteria. On the other hand,




vhere gelection was not considered a probleme the two estimates of ES
are exactly the same (.20). This number is slightly higher for the
pretest-adjusted estimates since two cases were omitted where it was not
possible to determine 2 priori whether selection was a problem.

The difference between the pretest-adjusted ES and the ES for studies
without selection problems may result from differential regressioen.
Since the students involved in these studies generally score belew the
mean for their grade, thelr scores will regress to the higher mean at
post-test scolely due to the measurement error in the tests.: Moreover,
with an initial difference of .26 standard deviatiens, the control
segregated students will regress more. 7This implies that the pretest
correction overadjusts slightly, Assuming a reliable test reliability
ef 0.8 to 0,9 for these students will account for the .04 difference.

The pretest—adjustment jethod thus appears to remove the initial
differences due to subject noneguivalence. It is the author's opinien
that this provides a fairly accurate estimate ¢f the overall actual
benefit of desegregation on minority, Black achievement. According to
Glass et al, (1981, p. 103), each .1 ES is equal to .1 grade equivalents
or one month of educational gain. Thus desegregated students may be
gzining about two months due to attending an integrated environment.

The analysls indicates enly a slight, but statistically non-significant,
galn for the few cases where results greater than one scheol year were
reported. Sipllarly, there were only a very few cases where the

- percentage Black was repcrted. When the difference between percentage
Black in the control (i.e., segregated) and treatment (i.e.,
desegregated) groups was calculated, it revealed that most of the
effects were obtained in those studies where the difference ranged from
76 to 85 percent. That is, students moving from almost completely
seé%egated environments to predominantly White schoeols showed a sizeable
(1.06 ES uvsing the Glass method) effect. This finding is consistent
with the Coleman Report,

Finally, the Glass effect size estinates for reading and mathematics
were examined separately. These results arpe presented in Table 6. As
with the overall ES, both effects are positive indicating 2 benefit for
desegregated. students. Contrary to previous research (Krel, 19783 St.
John, 1975} the ES for reading achievement was considerably larger than
that for math (.57 and .33, respectively)., This difference was not
statistically significant, however. Thus 2 single overall estimate of
achievement effects appears to be an appropriate measure of the impact
of desegregation. A

Tabie &

Fep- Eféeci-5i2e Tor path V3. Reeding dehieve=ert Hezsures

Achievement Kear B!}ss
measure ES & (%)

rath (ne=3}) ©.33 (0.38)

1.88, g#=1.87, p < 1B

Fes¢ing (n=31) 0.57 (D.54)

Hote--Krel found & tendency for math athieverent 1o show 8 greater

effeci=size than reaging aChituvenent (3]6-1.93, p=.0B).
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The WIE Core Studies

-

A similar aralysis was performed on the 19 studies selected by the NIE
panel of experts. The rcsults are presented in Table 7. The
information is presented by study with overall effects presented at the
end. The pattern of regults is quite gimilar to those presented above,
All ESs are again positive Indicating a beneficial impact of
desegregation on achievement. The ESs are slightly lower partly duc tro
the inclusion of the negative ESs for the Sheehan (1079) and Walberg
(19?1) studies.

The overall mear. unadjusted Glass ES is .25. The unadjusted ES estimate
is comparable to the ,23 reported by Crain and Mahard (1982) and, more
recently, the .24 by Crain (1983) for the ‘best designed studies. It is
only slightly less than the .28 ES that Crain and Mahard (1982) claim
for "the estimated treatment assuming the best possible research

desig However. all of those estimates ignore the bilas introduced hy
the in}§§31 nonequivalence of the students. When adjusted for pretest

differentes, rhe ES is reduced to ,14. -Compared to the original 31
studies, the decrease for the Glass ES is..17, but.it is only .02 for
the pretest adjusted ES. The reason for this is that negative ESs have
been added by the panel to the core studies which largely, but not

entirely, reflect pre—existing differences among segregated and
desegregated students. 1In these cases, however, the differences favored
the segregated studénts. 1In fact, there 1s a large correlation between
pretest and posttest effects sizes (r = .76) indicating that
pre-existing differences largely remain at the posttest. Thus subject
equivalence 1s a persistent source of bias in these studies. It is for
this reason that the pretest adjustment method was employed. This
adjusted ES provides a less biased estimate of the overall effectiveness
of desegregation. The adjustment is equally successful for studies with
large ESs (greater than 1.0) such_as Rentsch (1967).
As with the larger set of 31 studies, the core studies chow the effects
for reading achilevement to be modestly larger than those for mathematics
(.28 and .23, respectively). BHowever, when these figures are decomposed
by duration or length of dcsegregation, there is an interactiorn with
mathematics showing larger effects for those studies longer than one
year. While there are relatively few cases available, this mayv explain
the difference between the overall results in this study and those ~_ (:
reported by others. It mzy be that studies of longer duration —~
?ompr§sed the majority of those reviewed by Krol (1978) and St. Johr
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SUMMARY

The =ynthesis of scientific research using formal statisticzl procedures
such as Glass' meta-analysis presents special prohlems when studies are
methodologically flawed. The research literature or the effectiveness
of school desegregation on mincority Black achfevement is almost totally
comprised of quasi-experiments or wcaker resecarch designs. while Glass
has recowmended including all studies in a research synthesis, his worlk
has largely dealt with studies that are "well designed."” In those
instances where "poorly designed” studies have been included, design
effects have been found (Glass and Smith, 1979; Gilbert et al., 1977;
Wortman, 1981) indicating major differ¢nces In estimates of effects -
between studies with strong and. weak designs. The typical approach to
this problem is to examine the higher-quality studies taking ianto
accounts where possible, the flaws or threats to validity. This was the
approach taken In this study. Specific methodological criteria- for
including studies in the research synthesis were developed and applied
to the school desegregation literature. All studies were found to have
some serious flaws, but 31 were considered acceptable for analysis.
Fven within this set, there was variation in design quality and a )
considerable design effect. The NIE panel of experts decided to include
only the highest gquality studies 2nd this further reduced the set to 18
studies. The study bv Walberg (1971) was felt to be of sufficient- .
quality to be added to this set although it had originally been »
"rejected" for a variety of methodological flaws.

The NIE Core Studies had an overall effect size "of .25 standard
deviations. This 1s almost identical to the effect size estimate
reported by Crain and his asscciates for well-designed studies. Since
most ©f these studies suffered from initial subject nonequivalence, an
adjusted effect size was calculated by subtracting out the effect size
at the pretest prior to desegregatior. This resulted in-an effect size
of .14. Given differential statistical regression to the mean,-this is
probably a slight underestimate. This is similar to that found for the
larger set-of 31 studies and also to Krol's (1978) finding. 1In
examining the results of the two analyses reported above, the best
overall estimate of the effect of school desegregaticn on Black
achievement appears to be about %2 of a standard deviation.. This _
estimare is based on those cases not having selection prohlems and is
comparable to the adjusted estimates.

Cther subsidiary analyses comparing type of achievement, duration of
desegregation, grade level, and difference in percent Black for
sepregated and desegregated students were also examined. - Reading was
found to be slightly higher than math achievement although this may vary
with length of desegregation. The larger set of studies revezled a
curvilinear pattern of effects with an increase from grades K-7 and a
decrease from 8-12. This result does not agree with other fin@ings




indicating larger benefits the earlier desegregation occurs. Mo effect
was found for amount of desegregation (i.e., less than one year compared
to morc than one year). Some support was found for the finding of the
Coleman Report that effects are greatest in the most integrated
environments.

What do these findings mean? The effect size fcund in both

analyses reported here indicates about a2 two-month gain or benefit for
desegregated students, The meaning attached to this finding represents
‘a judgment. This is where social science- ends and social policy begins.
However, we have examined the scientific literature on coronary-artery
bypass graft surgery for comparative purposes. This is a widely
accepted medical procedure that is currently performed on well over
106,000 persons annually at a cost of nearly $2 billion. Much of this
expense is reilmbursed by third-party payers including the federal
government. A research synthesis of the higher-quality studies {(i.e.,
randomized) found 2 benefit of .8 standard deviations representing only
a 4.4 percent increase in survival rates (Wortman and Yeaton, in press).
This is a modest increase at a considerable social cost when compared to
school desegregation. Moreover, programs aimed at the young such as
school desegregation typically are wore cost effective than those for
elderly such as bypass surgery.

Although the methods developed above have been uyseful in dealing with
problems of student 2quivalence, they cannot adjust for the second major

" problem noted by St. John {1975) of “equivalence of schools.” The ‘
actual details of the educational programs involved in the desegregation
studies are not reported. Thus it is not possible to determine
effective from ineffective programs., The real problem as Gerard and
Miller {(1975) conclude is "to foster integration of the minority
children into the classroom social structure and academic program."”
Recent studies have addressed this issue and developed procedures for
improving educational practice in desegregated«classrooms {(Aronson and
Bridgeman, 1979; Slavin and Madden, 1979). A number of the papers by
menwbers of the NIE expert panel focused on these procedures. Such ’
research based on sound social sclence theory is likely to lead to
increased educational benefits for desegregated students.

The political reality confronting the achievement of school

desegregation today 1s the need to allow students in bhighly segregated
urban inner citieg access to schéols in the surrounding white collar
suburbs. Such "metropolitam plans" have been found to achieve
desegregation without white flight, They are also quite controversial
and typilcelly require cross-district busing. The results in St. Louis
are encouraging. Here voluntary cross-district busing combined with
inner city magnet schools have produced two-way desegregation with some
Whites returning to the c¢ity schools. It should be noted that the plan.
is an altermative to court—ordered mandatory metropelitan desegregafion.‘
Moreever, it should be added that such plans resemble the early T
voluntary plans in the Northeast. As a2 social policy, these plans
-~capitalizing on good suburban schocls, a cooperative ervironment, and
wotivated volunteers — produced the largest effects of. the studies
examined. o
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FOOTNOTES

| Cohen's estimate of effect size, d, is nearly identical. The
denominator includes information from both treatment and control groups,
the pooled-within standard deviation. Hedges (1982) maintains that this
produces a less blased estimate of effect. However, this estimator
ignores problems caused by the effect of the treatment on the
experimental (i.e., desegregated) group staidard deviation.

2Unf-or;unately, it was not possible to calculate effect nizes from this
study either since standard deviations were not reported., Similar
problems plague the earlier reports as well.

I1n fact, one of the "neutral” members had testified numerous times
agalnst desegregation in court cases.
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