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This pdper regviews what'is known about the iﬁpa@t on' .

primary purpose of this review is to identil\fy .the = * - °.
childr&nygthat may be in need of special hellp during the |

determife the type of help needed to enhance theirf;
achirevement. This paper also rejects the use of o
achieévement test“scOres as an argument for or against
desegregation. ' Regardless 62 what the test scores say,
legal and historical imperatives‘require-an end'to past
.wrongs. LT . . -

The aythor also ‘notes that deSegregation studies are
often flawed. ‘Methodological weakness abound. Most
importantly, ‘very flew of these studies’examine
classroqms.' Most examine schools, and all too often, an -
integrated school provides racially sSegregated-
classrooms. Given ‘@all these caveats, the evidence .
appears to indicate a positiveweffect on stqd'ent
achievement, especially where integration takes place at
the classroom level; rigid tracking is avoided; children ®
gain access to integrated ‘schoolingrat a very young age;
and the-program endures over.'time. These findings
.support the legal and historical argupents for .

- contfnuation of efforts to.racially integrate schools.
-, { - T ’ N
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transi}ion to the desegregated environg@ent., and to - 1*f§5

" student achievement after schools are desedregated.. The -
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STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 1IN AN INTEGRAQED SETEING -

by Patr1c1a M. Lines/#\ . IR

. o o September, 1983
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= ) _INTRODUCTION: - ° . "

/’

-~

For years, many educators urged school - desegregatlon,
L 3 basing their’arguments on a belief that this would
enhance the education of minority children. They

le Y .

forwarded a varidty‘of theoriés to explain why racrally .

: balanced schools should aid or retard achievem&ht- Most
. focused on school resources, arguing that predomlnantly
" white schools are better endowed, and that equal .
educational opportunity for minorities would -require
equal access to these superior resources -- not anly
physical resources, but such things as pupil-teacher-
: ratios, more experienced teachers and: d1vers1f1ed
‘ facilities, and the presence of advantaged cHildren .who
"teach" their less advantaged peers. Other theoretical =
explanations are also plauysible, If minority pUplls
feel st1gmatlzed by an all-minority school, for, example,
removal 6f the stigma wpbuld boost ‘their educational-
attainment ‘without having an adverse effect on majority
students. If comb1n1ng two or mote cultures in. a- single-
school produces a lively and exciting atmosphere.
unattainable among masses of homogeneous chlldren,
everyohe might ga1n.

For just as many years, other ‘social scientists have - -
believed that the research showed a decline, or no;
impact, in student achievement following desegregatlon
This group argued that minority chlldren, who are often
-educationally disadvantaged, could 'ndt compete With
majority chlldren without special compensatory prOgrams.
They sometimes argued that without education gains,
there was no justification for the high cost of busing.
The money would be better spent in other ways. Or they
argued that desegregation in the face of a hostile - ~
community attitude toward the program could. damage the
. ‘sel f-esteem, of black «<«hildren more than attendance at an
. all-black school. They uryed quallty educat;on 1n g

. 4
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~legal and h1stor1calerongs, and °a,need to

",3ust1f1y a failure -to desegregate where desegredatioj ~Lsf-'3

“SCIentISt crltlc;z1ng bu51ng programs, admits, thabr"more
*is ‘at-stake in desegregation policy than the»academ1c«

in the early days of-this debate. Cqurts have ordered e
desegréqhthn”remédles to gorrect ‘past wrongs, ‘not to - -
adhésve a,dhange in ‘test scores. While thetre was some
'sion’ in. Brdwn.v. Board ‘of Educat1dn/l\ on
improvement of. selfvesteem and equity in resourceg, .
;1nclud1hg resources avaxlable from® peers .in a’ school
this was not central ‘to the case. Brown 1{\based on

correct the
‘Thus, adverse educatlon outcomes, if they ex1st, -do n t

q

legally required; they must be dealt with. in the~

‘1ntegrated settlng /2\ . - _ S "

/ .
. <Ay « .,

w . :u -

fNoJ even Dav1d Armor, the most outspoken social

FEEEA

progress-of students."/3\ Armor cont1nues to maintaln, o
however, that. . - -

‘It is one matter to agree that SChool \
«desegregatlon is a hlghly es1rable policy and
- . .quite another to make 1t compulsdry regardless
. - of other considerati The moral B -
ﬂy,\rmperatlves permlttL g coerc1on in social
" policy make it unlikely;, in my opinion, that .
our courts would have abandoned the
traditional neighborhood school policy in : ’.
; favor of mandatory busing without the ‘belief
that they were. actually benefitting the
educatlon of black students /4\

P

Armour . really hasn't examined jud1c1al oplnlon on the
point. The court have always been concerned with the
‘historidal coercion'of Blacks, who were segregated
regardless of other consideratiohs. ' And yhere more

“‘coer51on 1s'needed to put the matter straight, the

_courts have ' not 'hesitated to employ it. Even in Brown,

where the: issue of black student achlevement is. ¢ _

‘discussed; "it 1s done so :as part of the Court's

rhetoric:

4

Segregatlon of wh1te and colored children
in public, SChools has a detrimental effect
upon the colored children. The impact is
greater when it has the sanction of Taw; for
the pddicy of separating the races is usually
1nterpréted as denotlng the41nfer1or1ty of the- .
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. ; " intdgrated school’system./6\ - N

3]h.segr:egate children. Were inequality a matter of °

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 racial[ly]

c A

' “The Court alsd noted that "Ro separate [minority ' T
-'thldren]'“ . . frop others of similar age and

gualifications because of race generates a feeling of

#inferiority.as to their status in thepcommunity that may

affect their hearts and minds' in a way unlikely ever to

_be undoné."/7\ ' ‘ '

The Court also cited some social science research, but
this material was mostly general and theoretical./8\
The Court may have been thinking about measures of
equality, but the primary significance of Brown was to
reject the "separate but equal" doctrine of Plessy v.
Ferguson./9\- The language relating to vaguely defined"
eaucat}ons benefits for children was not the essence of
the éaggf Even if assumptions about educations benefit
cannot’ be scientifically established, it is not an
invitation to allow segregation to continue. The Court.
in Brown relied upon the inherent ineguality resulting
.from a-:situation where people have no choice m, the ]
‘matter, and are segregated upon the assumption that they
are inferior. DR . .

‘While the Supreme Court has decided many desegregation
cases since, it has wisely avoided discussing measures
of 3cademic performance in support of these decisions. .
In a'case decided immediately after Brown, invalidating N
segregated schools in Washington 'D.C,, on the basis of ,
the due process clause rather than thg” equal protection ’.
clause (which applies only to states), ‘the Court made no
reference to any education l.effeFts:
H
A Segregation in public education is not
reasonably related to any proper governmental
* -objective, and thus it imposes on Negro
children of the Dis¥rict of Columbia a burden
. that constitutes an arbitrary deprivation of
their liberty im violation'of the Due Process o
- Clause./9\ ‘ Co
Moreover, when, determining whether a constitutional
violation has occurred, the Court has continued
steadfastly to require proof of intentional acts to

education outcomme, this would not be required. But

<
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regardless, of outcome, good or bad, the Court will not
require a district to desegregate merely because of
racial imbalance, so long/as that imbalance is due to
factors beyond the contrdl of school officials./10\

For the most part, lower courts have not had to deal
with the social scientist's inquirieg into the effects
on academic achievement when deciding school segregation
cases, as most lawyers have the good sense not to
introduce it into evidence. Where social science ¥
research has been introduced as a basis for deciding a
case, it has been rejected.

a

For example, the early coleman analysis of the Equal
Education ?éportunity Survey (EEOS)/11\ suggested that
children frHm lower-income families Qenefit
educationally from exposure -in school to substantial
nunbers of children of upper socioeconomic status.
Because whites are generally richer than Blacks, lawyers
attempted to p\\Buade the lower federal courts to
maintain a majority of white pupils in some of the
schools in qgrder to establish a middle class'milieu
there. They even brought in Dr. Thomas Pettlgrew of
Harvard University as an expert w1tness in support of

he desirability of this result. Th® court had :

ifficulty with the majority white requirement, howsever,
‘because it left many other schools virtually all-black.
Here was a clear case of conflict between advice based
on social sc1ence ev1ggnce and classic legal
requirements for correction of intentional segregation.
Thus, the Court Mejected the social science evidence as
relevant to the case./12\

This question reappeared in Brunson v. Board of
Trustees,”13\ where the district was less than ten
percent white. The school board sought to concentrate
the white pupils in a predominantly white school, again
citing the Pettigrew thesis, and ,arguing the lack of”
education advantage in having schools which were more
than 35 to 40 percent black. In other words, most of
the black children in the district should attend all

: black schools, so that a few of the black children could

benefit from the presense of a majority white school.
The court again’ re]ected thlS kind of reasonlng

*

In a separate opinion,, Judge Sobeloff discussed this

_1ssue directly, p01nt1ng out that: "Brown articulated

“the truth that Plessy chose ta dlsgegard that

“xeéegatlon of blacks to separate facilities represents a
de

laration by the'state that they ate ,inferior and not

to be asspciated with."/l14\ Sobelbff then directly
attackedJﬁhe scientific arguments, as adequate &a: decide
t raised QisForlcal and moral issues. ke




4

Specifically, he rejected the notion that a school
required a majority of whites:
)

This idea-. . . is nofmore than a
resurrection of the axiom of black ineriority
as justification for separation of the races,
and no less than a return to the spirit of
Dred Scott. The inventors and proponents of
this theory grossly misapprehend the
philosophical basis for desegregation. . . .
Certainly it is hoped that under integration
members of each race will benefit from
unfettered contact with their peers. But
school segregation is forbidden simply because
its perpetuation is'a living insult to the
black children and immeasurably taints the
education they receive./15\ '

Sobeloff was not rejecting scientific evidence as
unsound or irrelevant to policy. He was.rejecting the

idea that any proof of education Qutcome was reIeyant t%

a desegregation decision:

This is no mere. 1ssue of expert testimony. It

is no mere question of "sociology and ’
eduational theory." . . . [R]eadiness even to

entertain the idea reflects . . . a profound
misunderstanding of the social and '
constitutjonal history of thlS natlon and the .
Negro peoé@e / 16\

In like 'manner,’ courts have rejected~research showing
"white flight" following desgregation/ as a basis for .
keeping a hatdful of schools majority white when legal
principles require a comprehensive desegregatlon
plan./17\ .

The courts have also rejected social sc1encefresearch as
a gu1de when it argued in favor of a. certala type of
desegregatlon, if the legal arguments pointed another
direction. Specifically, in the Richmond, virginia

case, Bradley v. School Board, the district court

reviewed the evidence on.achievement following
desegregation, including the Coleman report, and was

. ‘convinced that a metropolitan wide desegregation plan
- was needed in order to help, the minority children

recover from the deleterious effect of prior legal

'segregatlon in Richmond./18\ The ev.idence failed to

stablish any wrongful intent to segregate the

metropolltan area./19\ As the wrongful acts extended
only to the city of Richmond, the remedy could ex tend
only that far, regardless of the expected educatlon
benefit of extendlng it further.

:‘3-&55,—’ S
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The judges in these cases were making legal and moral:-
decisions. .It is extremely important to understand why
they separate the research from historical and legal
. imperatives. Indeed, following the latest resebrch’
findings may provide a capricious guide to\ policy. At
one point, for example, the research suggest that it
would be most beneficial to desegregate younger . L
p ‘ children./20\ Pursuing this logically, without i
‘ reference to moral standards,, would lead governments to
desegregate the early grades, but not the* older
bhlldren. The arbitrariness of this should be obvious.
4 ~
The research may suggest even more absurd results, from .
a legal and moral point of view. Some researchers ¢
believe they have detected a difference in male and .
female responses to integratidn. Based on her own, and
a few other studies, Nancy St. John, for example,
observed a tendency for black boys to benefit more than
black girls in recently desegregated.schools./21\ 1If
this dnalysis is followed, amony acks, boys, but not
glrls,\would be assigned to scho®-s with white pupils.
Since therg is some evidence that white girls fare '
better than white boys following desegregation, one
-might also suggest placing them with black boys, while ;
. maintaining separate schools for the black glr%s and
‘ white boys. Those who argue that schools- shoulld do only

what improves test scores would undpubtedly balk at thiy
suggestion.

. Pursuing the research as a guiding star leads into even
thicker morasses. The EEOS data show a’strong trend in
southern metropolltan areas toward higher test scores
for children in totally black schools; a similar, but v |
weaker relatlonshlp exists in the rural South; in the :
North it is negligible./22\ If a rise in test scores
were the only ]ustlflcatlon for desegregation, the ’
metropolitan South should be exempted: black pupils “
would be placed in 100 percent black schools. Professor
Armor, who examined a sample of black ninth graders,

“found upper ability males in the Northeast yere more :

,.$' likely to plan for college if they attended éesegnegatedf

. séhools, and the reverse in the Midwest. /23\ This  would,
: suggest desegregation for black upper abhAlity males ‘in

the Northeast, but not for lower abilit¥ peers, or male

black students elsewhere in the country. Moreover, it
aﬂ is likely that the groups which benefit will change from
' time to.time. Allow1ng the evidence of educational

benefit to guide desegregation pollcy leads inevitably L
to CaprlCIOUS results.

o

| Fortunately, the Constltutlonal mandate requlres a
\ - remedy for 1ntent10nal acts of segregation. Where

Lines, p."6 .11



public off1c1als denied equal protectlon to a class of "\
citizens, redress must be made. This does not require
proof of education benefltJ

Theére are valid uses for social science research, ‘ .
however Such evidence should be consulted in order to
§§§ptify problems, and solutions to those problems. 1If
egregation can be proven to have a detrimental impact

on education outcomes for any population, then we must
undetrstand why, and offer special .programs and special
assistance to those populations. It has been properly °
used to help courts fashion a remedy that includes ‘ :
remedial components./24\ If desegregation can be prove
to have a beneficial effect on education outcomes for ?\
any population, then we must again try to understand '
why, and work on enhancing this effect, and extending it
to other populations., As such, s001a1 science becomes a

. valuable diagnéstic tool. 1Its irrelevance to the

. i constitutional issues is clear; but its educational

- relevance cannot be ignored.

14

ng The‘Quallty of the Data-
Ay . .
. '\‘. ._‘ . .

-

Before coggultihg the research, it is ‘also important to
note that desegregatlon studles are often flawed./25\
- Meth#ddblogical weakn%ss abound. Most importantly, very
+ few of these, studies éxamine classrooms. Most examine
. 7 sthools, and all too often, an .integrated school
. contains ra01ally segregated classrooms.

{
The;researqh.usually defines educat,jonal ‘attainment by

»apility'or intelligence tests, a wavering and uncertain
measure which varies over time for an individyal, and
for whole groups of children. Moreover, because it is
so uncleatr what it is society really wants schools to
do, there is no guarantee "that tests measure the right
things. At best, test ‘scores prov1de a somewhat
reliable and objectnve measure-of a child's acquisition
..of spéc1f1c, 11m1ted ckllls. e
< ”
But this is not the only defect in the techniques. Sdme P TS
of it, such as the ‘Caleman Report is based on survey .
\v// data. Yet, surveys do ndét "prove" causallty Moreover,
where several factors are bound together inr a
statistical relationship, it is difficult to determine
- which is related to which. A var1ety of interpretations
may also be extracted erm the same data. The close
.associations of affluence, parental achievement, class
status, good health, school quality, and higher test
.ot scores, for example, make it difficult to assess_the

. «)“ '
. . ﬁ\ines ¢ P 7 12 - ‘ '
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\,impact yf/an;\;solated factor.'“;' ' “ :' S SPZaR
" Both surveys and studles ‘of actual 1ntegratlon efforts ’ k}v R
» are. further. plagued by the .absence of adequate -
comparlson, or control./groups. -Surveys are' also
extremely sensitive to the statlstlcal procedures
o ﬁollowed,' THus.,, in order to- evaluate fully the
. 2 . concYuSion ‘made’ in the research, it would. ba-geeessé@y L
-t re-examine data, procedures,‘statvstlcal metHods, and : v s
even arlhhmetlc. The list of potentjal. defects is long Lt
enough to €bscure the results and make it, foolhardy to “ . o
put much falth 1n any single stud% or report.- o ' <<;’
g N = ~ AR o L4
~Itiis also d1ff1cult to- compare one desegregat1on . N
program with another.‘ The. studies of desegregatlon . - »4
,t rarely utlllze the same stagdard for- defining - “} _;‘;;“‘@gl A
) "segregated" and "desegrega a" schools in one. E%udy, '
. whlte childgen may-be considered desegregated if they
attended sohool w1tp 20 or 30 Black children.in their
grade level of 200 or. 300 students. In fact . ,
-gegregation may be afgtate of:mind in heterogeneous'
schOols - Some dgrhools ‘may "feel" integrated, even ‘yith,
a.60% m1nor1ty popul atdqn:: Obﬁers may feel segregated-

,
fe e,
s .
-
£y
1

T

A

fa- 4@% minority. *Much depends‘on the Self perception o L ' ;//
) those Ain the school compared to nearby. scnools. S . y
Y e : PR o T
?ynilly, né: experlment has compared test scores of. . ., e
« varYous racial grpups,xich afd - -poor, ‘as’ classroom - - s
“Yac1al ang. soc1oeCono compf¥sition was systematlcally '

- varied, Analysig has h d to e”t instead-on, surveys at = A
#< worst and long individual studies oféﬁesegregatlon o I
‘efforts-at best. kaese have led “to. 1ncon$15tent : o

L conclus1ons,°or nane at; @l o o
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With the actual emergence for the first time of
desegregated schools in the 51xt1es, sock@l spientlst
mhave£been able to collect.data on student achievement

and-.have. producedfa.multitude of studies on: the . subject. . : 8
-;Q} "One of the earlieSt andFmost comprehensive 'stdidies of ; }
. . _this_issue was undettaf%naby James Coleman. The Coleman - '

.Repoft, based, upon_ an ejamination.of ‘data colledted in o - )

ﬂEW's 1965 Equal1ty‘of Educational Opportunity Survey,
‘lends some supporq to the “peer group learn1ng" theory. =
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< It noted a small relatlonshlp between pupllsl
_ achievement test scores and the percentage of Whites in -
’ .the-school, and stronger relatlonshlp between test
- ‘scores apd soc1o§%onom1c backgrounds /26\ Coleman
concluded:

¥4

)

. 'The‘hlgher achievement of all rac1a1 and
o ethnic groups in schools’ wi th greater

L ., ~proportions of white students is largely,
L_ B " perhaps wholly, related to effects associated
o - with_the rstudent body's "educational background
o and 5sp1ratlons. This means that the apparent
. beheficial effect offa student body with a T ’\V
high. proportlon of.white students comes not
. wooy S from rac1a1 composition per, se, but ‘from the

’ - , better -educational batkground and higher
x . ' ! eduégtlon aspigatlﬁns that are .on the avxerage
o found ‘amang., white students /27\« Y\
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< Coa .
. Chri to er Jencks, using the samé data as Coleman,
) ) - comp first and sixth grades in schools in the urban .
B + North,which were 50 to 75 percentzwhlte. ‘Black figst
'+ graders in ‘these, schpols scored ‘below thd national

above. Whlte.flrst graders scored below their peers\
elsewhere, while white sixth graders in the same school:
scored very close to- the white national average. This

. "analysis mis+-be receivgd'with reservations: first

S grade children might have had different socioeconomic

g charagteristics than sixth grade children in the same

schools, the tests were dlfferent, and the first grade
test wasg not reliable: /28\ Nonetheless, the analys1s

“offers tentative support for. maintaining that ra 1l el

\palande increases both black and ‘white pupils' ¢t
scores. It also underhines the "peer ‘group lear

L .-theory since white puplls experjénced no decllne.'
- . scoregs when attendlng at schools 25 to 50 percen

Co . - Several other surveys of more limited populatio haye
- 3 Yo produced mixed results./29\ . ’
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Studies of. actual desegregat1on reveal more confus1ng
results. Early reviews o'f. the research by Meyer
Weinberg, Nangy St. John and Robert O'Reilly report, on
the whole, statistically 1ns1gn1flcant results /30\
However, most of these early studles also report a-few
-significant differences in minority pupils' test scores, .
in predominantly white and predom1nantly minority - ©
schools, at some grade levels on .somé tests./31\ , More
often than not, the di¥ferences show higher -scores 8t
minorities attending majority white schools: wWhite
pypils' scores. are reported less frequently, and’ \
s1gn1f1cant,f1nd1ngs are scarcer. However, tHe evidence

s «t0 show any negative impact on these v
children./32\ A relatlvely recent review by Robert L. T

_C in "and Rita E. Mahard of 93 desegregatlon studles

ound ‘some improvement' for Blacks following -
desegregaé;en -- enough to-erasé about half, the’ gap in _
test scor between Wh1tes and Blacks /33\ . P ' )

None of - these rev1ews were as bareful in selecting
studies for inclusion as was Rznaia A. Krol.in his study

"reported in*19%8. Krol introddced new sophlstlcatlon

into the analysis of desegregation data./34\ ~He sought (
t6 analyze ex1st1ngw§tudles by means of meta analysis, & °

"0k a procesg of analyzing ex1st1ng analyses. He,

identified 129 studies that satisfied six relatlvely
rlgld,crlter1a' 4 study had to be. longitudindl rather:

. than a cross sectional spurvey made at a s1ngle point in

time; the study had to measure achievement in

quantitative terms; the study had to report the number

of students and the-variation in scores w1th1n the. .
population; studles of attitudes oniy were hected; and o %
the study had to measure achlevement, rather” han,I.Q. £

as a measure of student achIevgpent This left him with »
0129 separate analyses reported "in 55 studiées. Krol | . ~
found that in a slim majority of the analyses, the’

average achievement score for the desegregated group )

oxceeded that of the segr@gated group by as much as .16 :
standard deviations./35\ 1In only 10 cases did the
segregated*group score less than’ the desegregated.

growp./36\ Krol concluded that there seem £0 be small. ,
positive gains follow1ng desegregatlon, and’ that "[o]ne o o
cafinot say based on thig study that desegregat1on e A
produces harmful effects."/37\ y ‘

Armor and other members of a panel sponsored by the’

- qgtlonal Institute of Education hale also -applied meta ) }'

alysis, to 19 carefully selected studies. .The panel ©
developéé even more rigid criteria than did Krol, = - .. ' .
requiring, for etample, the ex1stence of a segregated
. \ . | .
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) . controL group, in addition to pre- and posb/test } - L '
n~7 0 measurements (defining segregation as 50% or more ' .
' » - Black). Of 47 different tests at various. grade levels, \
' they found 11 with s1gn1f1cant d1fferencé§ of theseyz . _
' nine were positive and two’ negatlve /38} Only one . & .
ganellst was willing to view the math results favorably.

The panel was mixed in 1ts 1nterpretat10n of readlng
effects./39\ _ oty

. But the pollcy 1mp11cat10ns qre noty{ as Armor suggests,
that "[t]here is little justificwti for forcing
parents and children into expensiyey; t1me—consum1ng
cross=town bus rides when there is no educational
advantage.“/40\ The ‘policy 1mp11ca;10ns are best drawn
from h1story and law. Social scjence research can help

achieve the legal ‘requirement -- and make theé ) _
consequences ‘less’ less pleasant., The effécts of legally ﬁ
_Ssegregated schools must be reversed. Given the moral

and legal .requirements, it becomes imperative to break - e
the - reseerch down more finely, to find clues for the

frequent'lack of results, and 1dent1fy better methods of

ach1ev1ng desegregatlon.
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x4 WAYS TO ENHANCE ACHIEVEMENT IN A DESEGREGATED SETTING |
s . : 3 . . . . . "" ’ , . d“ i*

f“_ -~ ,
This brief rev1ew of the research suggests e1ther no
change, or a smaTl gain as a result of desegregatlon.
It may be more helpfulzto 1dent1fy the correlates of
suécess, when found in a relat1vefy rigorous study, A
few ,clues have appeared, "and they may §Uggest frultful :

questions for future research efforts. ,
\V ¢ : . St . .

- . - . vy - .9 B
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. . .. Classroom Integration . .
. - ¥ . ’\ \
In some. studies, a closer analysis has revealed the
absence of real dksegregat1on, that 1is, classroom
desegregat1on.' The -widespread use of’ablllty grouang,
or tracking,-in-perhaps 75 to 90> percent of all
schools/41\ sometimes xesults in studies,f L
"desegregated" yourigste}s wh? were actually separated
from middleaxclass whites and isolated in -their :
classroom. After the two years of "desegregation"

R1vers1de, Ca11forn1a, for example, someone noticed thatf

most minority students had been grouped together or
‘placed with low 'achievers. -They con®inued to perform \ )
below norms, The most ablé minority group children,
‘however, were placed in majority white classes and
1ncreased their .test scores./42\ - T™e study, in effect,
reveals nothing about the effects of desegregation- on

" minority group pupils generally..

-7

-

-Sometimes educators defehd °such classroom assignments as
educationally necessary. Tracking is urged by those who
believe at teacher$ are better able to gear their

presentafions if the|students are relativel mogenous.

But -this pract1c often has the effec& of i at1ng poor
.and mihority students from majority, wealthier”students,
‘bath because of educationally disadvantaged backgrounds .
and errors in classification. The implementation of:
tracking can seriously thwart desegregat1on plans.

« Thus, the education justiftcation for it 'should be
carefu}ly examlned : ‘ -

. Tracking, or ab111ty group1ng on. a more or-less
‘systemat1c and permanant basis, has failed.to provide

. .@hy conclusive advantage to .any of the ‘students
tracked./43\ Students of average,and low achievement
tend-to do less well when 'segrégated by achievement

- levél,/44X Students in lower tracks also tend to - *
\d1splay lower self-esteem, 'and higher rates:of .

» misconduct, dropping,out, and delinquency./45\ Lower
tracked students are less likely, to planﬁto attend

college /46\ All in allw traeking appears to be a .

. x . ® 7
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T . practite with serlouq negatlve 1mp11cat10ns for equat . o r A

AN * education opportunity, and no countervalllng educational ., v [ =
e Justjfication. . In effect, tracking is.gnother form of t.

2 = segregatlon, extenélng to c¢las Qoms a practic

+ >, ~ once applled to bu1ld1ngs. )

. " . e e

) BRI R ' : Duratiodféﬁ Segregation

AN - -
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) ¢ :
€ Desegregatlon may\also be ‘too shor‘llved ‘to be real%( . .
few days in an integrated- ‘'school are unl ikely -to produce - o
a.lasting or measuiable\educatlonaitfhange, and” even a N
> o full school year may bg insufficie One study of a
' city=-to-suburb busing ‘program, Hartford's Project p- .
) v ‘Concern,/47\ noted a cumulatlve effect after the program. ‘ N
Vo - had been undﬁrway for three years. Children who had . t:
SR been §n the subutban system all three years scoregd-, e )
S - consistently higher than children who part1c1pated only e
¥ ‘' one oY ‘two years. No statlstlcal analy51' was-made ‘of '
. the data, however. 'Cqleman also reported.(a small -
. \«p051b1ve relation between the number of yeQrs m1nor1€y
— . ' studentks ,spent in white schools and “improvement - in their
/ . _.achiev ént test scores., / 48\ Thls re tLon remalned
' "-fgvmen»t é 'socioeconomic. statu& of .the ,8chdool was.held
_ comstan¥. -Similarly, accordipg®to surveys in Boston/49\
¢ : and Pittsburgh,/50\ black chlzdren ~in white schools *for-
- ", :t _ two years scored higher in arithmetic. 2an Indiana . S
e " study/S1\ reported” that black_first graders were at
. ) . roughly comparable levels in segregated and desegreqated
' .\ schopls, but by the thlrd grade, those in rntegrated L -
-, 1 schools moved ahead. Their advantage gontinued ‘into the - N
sixth grade. Slmllarly, ﬁ\cbmparlson of majority white . .
and majority. black schools jn*an upstate New York . , ‘
‘town/52\ revegled no significant differences in .,
achievement test scores, but a cufulative, advantage. - | v
‘appeared for’ black ‘students exper1enc1ng at least two . F
years, in majority sc¢hools. On the other hapd .Craine and -
A Mahard's secondary an&lyses of a large: nimber “Qf A
. - desegregation studies suggests that dusgtion’ of T
b K desegregatlon has no further impact on, test scores./53\°
) ' And ‘Krol's meta analy51s found no difference in outcome o .
because of duraticon-of the desegregated experience. /?ﬁ\ .o \

None of the stpdies selected by the current NIE panel

_examined ‘a perloQ greater than thre years. W1th1n this - o
seriouys 11m1tat10n, there was no evMdehce of'a : ) ‘
cumulatlve effect resulting from desegregatlon /55\ ) . ' .
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. - . Age of Child - ’ ’ -
. ’ ’ . (f ! N “©
: Man? stud1es suggest that 1ntegrat10n gn the early
X » grades may-be the’ decisive’ element :in 1mprov1ng . :
' . acHie¥ement scores of’minorlty ghildren. Crain and ’
. hard carefully re-examined 93y desegregation studies,
regrouping the data into 323 samples.. Their results
. o lend considerabie- support for the view®that children
benefit.most if desegregated "dur1ng the very earliest
. primary schéel grades."/56\ St. John reaches a similar
ﬂvconclusxon ./57\ Krol, on &H¥e other Hand, found no
evidence-that 'age made ‘a'difference./58\ The NIE meta , - e e

P

J ~ analyses ylelded mixed results for students desegregated <
' - at an early age /59\ oL _ .. . .
<\\;\ , But ig individual studies, the‘age factor perslstenbly
;- . reappears. Ftudies in individual cities reveal some

(e differentes. A Nashville study.-of 75 black children
. enrolled in desegregated schools found, for example,
v - Jthat those who' enter?d the desegregated schoolls in the-
) _ early grades, gscored " higher on academic achievement
' < tests than peets from, e same neighborhoods, jwho
‘e . - remained in sagnegatq' 'schools? . In the flfthWand six th o
t . grades,-however, the segregated chi¥iren performed - " -
. 'better, than their black peers -in. the white schools./60\ '
_'A study of 87 low income blacks.in a suburban New York f\/
- ‘town reported that the-.ypungest ‘children- showed the '
Y N “ g&@atest test score 1mprovement in achievément "after
; . " tran&ferring to upper income whiteschools. /6l\ - In New
-0 ) Rochellef\only kindergarten children-showed a S Co
: s1gnxf1eans\gaan when transferred from all- black to ’
white schools./62\ An Ann Arbor - study a¥so féund that ,
= transferred klpdergarten pupllé Aminérity-to- maﬁorlty) R
Wshowed the greatest .0Q gains, but because of the small ..
'; number, the researcher wa nables to conclude‘tha\sthe
gain was stat1st1cally icant. /63\ Hartford
Project Concetn report score gains for-
participating children grades K-3; the first grade’

" children were above gradk le but by the fourth o
the scores of children in’

grade, the difference befwe
“the suburban schools and chlldren remaining invHartford
schoqls (80% black) had’become less noticeable, By~ the
. fifth grade sgores were even./64\ Inh Satramento;
- desegregated ildren in grades 1-4 surpassed their
* peers in reading and ‘arithmetic scoxes. Still . o
segregated flfth graders, however, ‘beat" desegregated
_ children on the read1ng test; desegregated fifth’graders
“ . came out ahead in arithmetic scores, but the margim was,
v ~ slimmer than it was for the younger children./65\ ‘In
Evanston, elementary school pupils apparently made small
’j gains following desegregation, while eighth grade pupils °
;did not, although other factors may have caused : )
1) . >
, . Lines, p.. 14 19 | K
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© ex’ample, produces a sense -of inferiority)
. shake-.

"effects.

Z-Very few of the studies examlned Lhe soc;al ahd” =
--political’ Qontext of the desegregation’effort. 'The
.w1111ngness of the, comgmunity to. ‘desegregate: and the use,

"importhnt educatidnal impact.
- of the research at best prov1des ORly clues tq

'ﬂSegregatlon._

I " | «
backslldlng among older studen®f. /66\ Less-data is
available fqr analy21ng the . effects of. desegregatlon on
whitge scores, since many.of the desegregatlon programs -
studied .placed only a few black chilren ik white

sghools, leaving 1ts racial comp051tlon v1rtually .'
unchanged. 'J

\
o -

. e . . : {1 .

The apparént responsiveness of'young'mlnorlty children
in so many school districts lends some support to a-
theory based on the effects of. the stlgma attached to a
predominantly black school. If racial isplation, for
hildren
probably acquire it early and find it difficult to
Dlsparate responses'of younger ‘and older .
children.are 1nexp11cable within theé other theoretical )
‘Cledrly, the age factor 1s one- that would be
‘worthwhlle to study further. -
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'ﬁf Soc1a1 and Polltlca Support . > PR

of voluntary efforts may well enhance the- posltlde )
impact of these efforts. /67\ _One’ researcher be11eves

'i that wldespread oommunlty re51stance to bu51ng, coupled

with a rapid desegregation -program, will "erode. the
scores of students /68\ % - A

, .
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Conclusions

-

. ' v '
Desegregatlon, the classic tool for serving. the-

underserved, has conslderable potential for.achieving
this goal. Not only daes it correct historical and
legal wrongs, but i done properly, it can have an
‘While the present state

51gn1f1cant features of a sound plan, it appears. at the/)
very least that desegregation plans should avoid -
tracking and other dev1ces that promote in- bu11d1ng

Willis Hawley 6utlines the following additional
recommendations for a sound desegregation plan: .

s

-

0 Encourage substantial interaction amdng races both in
- academic settings and in extracurricular activities. :

.0 If possiple, organ¥ze so that schools and classrooms

have a "critical mass" of each racial group being

Lines, p. 15 20 ' \



; desegregated . _ , -
‘0, Minimize the'scale of the students' educational . .«
- experlence and decrease the number of students with
_ . whom -a° given teacher has contact (e. g smaller
- - - schools and classes). " s
.,/ﬂ‘,f,.f 0 Develop rules and procedures for governlng schools

"%  that are clear, “fair, and consistent and administer
. “them with per51stence and equity (sees this as
norfmally valuable but spec1al when adaptlng to new

e . 10, . Sltuzglons i.e. deseq). jk
*%-o Maintdin-a relatively stablie dtudent body over time.

. " o ﬁecrult afid ;retain a racially dierse staff of
-".-f'_“ teachers who are unprejudlced supportive, and’
insistent on" hlgh performance and rdcial equality.
- 0 - -Recruit or retra1n pr1n51paLs and otHer

N adminlstrators who are supportive of desegregation
' "~ and ekert legdership td, that effect. - '

Ca ., o Develop ongoing programs of staff development.
T + 0 Involve parents at the classpoom level.in ~actual
- 1nstruct10nal and/Or learning activities.
: ”» Interest communlty and parents in the aesegregatlon
. - process.169\ h i

) “w f ot b oTae

Q

‘4

These seem to be sensible" recommendatlons, and in the
. ~ absence of any .better gulde, good sense should prevail.
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(1970). She reviews 12 pre-Coleman surveys, some of
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An Agpra sal

Meyer Weinberg, Desegregation Research
44-82 (Phi Delta Kappa, Bloomington, Ind., 1970)
reported over 30 formal studies which attempt .to assess

‘ .

the effect of integration on pupil achievement. Most of -

the studies failed to.control for socioeconomic or other
factors, although a possibility existed that the high
scoring black pupils were a select group.

In the few stpdies where some attempt was made to

control selectivity factors, results were very mixed. A -

study of 1388 black ninth graders in Pittsburgh, for
example, revealed a positive relation between arithmetic
achievement and percentage of whites in the schools,
after controlllng for sex, and for individual and
nelghborhood socioeconomiec status. Nancy St. John-and

"Marshall Smith, "School Racial Composition, Aspiration

and Achievement"; (mimeograph, 1969). The Dumbarton
Research Council, in a syrvey sample from Oakland,
1ncluded chlldren with comparable parental -income,
%@ucatlonal and ‘occupational status. The researchers
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