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Abstract

THE EFFECT OF CLASSROOM RACIAL 
COMPOSITION ON ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 

AND ON CONCOMITANTS OF ACADEMIC 
ACHIEVEMENT

by
John J. Cardwell, Jr.

Adviser: Professor Kenneth B. Clark

In the face of mushrooming school integration nourished 
by "changing" neighborhoods and recent court rulings, many 
white parents who initially had accepted integration now 
complain that "too many" Blacks in desegregated schools will 
lower the level of academic achievement among whites. Many 
Black parents, seeking upward mobility for their children, 
maintain that schools must have a substantial number of white 
students before their children can achieve academically.

This study was designed to determine: (a) if, in fact,
school racial composition is associated with the academic 
success of students, and (b) the process by which desegre­
gation affects students' levels of academic achievement.

Fifth- and sixth-grade Black students (N=131) and white 
students (N=338) in a northeastern school district served as 
subjects. Sampled classrooms were assigned to one of four 
levels of racial composition— 12% Black, 22% Black, 35% Black, 
or 48% Black. A series of factorial and single factor analyses

iii



was performed with level of classroom integration generally 
serving as the independent variable and academic achievement 
or concomitants of achievement serving as the dependent vari­
able .

Dependent data were: (a) academic achievement, meas­
ured using the Iowa Tests of Basie Skills and the STEF Test,
(b) Black-white shared meaning regarding school-related con­
cepts, measured using a form of Osgood's semantic differential, 
and (c) interracial attitudes obtained using a paper-and- 
pencil test which extends the logic of social distance and 
social schemata.

Controlling for the effects of student SES, IQ and fate 
control, the study predicted that shared meaning would be di­
rectly proportional to the level of academic achievement 
among Black students and that there would be more Black-white 
shared meaning in integrated classrooms (35% and 48% Black) 
than there would be in segregated ones (12% and 22% Black).
The study also predicted that racial distance would decrease 
as classroom integration increased.

Results indicated no significant differences in academic 
achievement associated with classroom racial composition for 
either Black students or white students. However, the data 
did reveal that having large proportions of Blacks in de- 
segrated classrooms was associated with several concomi­
tants of academic achievement. An important finding was that 
students in integrated classrooms had significantly more 
Black-white shared meaning (P <.01) than did students in seg­
regated ones. Furthermore, Blacks in high-shared meaning



classrooms scored higher than did Blacks in low-shared mean­
ing ones on the "vocabulary" (P <.05) and on the "arithmetic 
concepts" (P^.10) subsections of the Iowa Tests.

Retrospective analyses showed that Blacks in integrated 
classrooms were more psychologically related to school (meas­
ured using the semantic differential) than were Blacks in seg­
regated classrooms (P<\05). The data also showed that 
Blacks and whites were more in agreement concerning their 
psychological relatedness to school when they were members of 
integrated classrooms.

Policy implications were discussed after taking into 
consideration limitations of the study. The salient policy 
implications were as follows:

(a) Looking at student diversity via connotative 
reaction to school-related concepts is a step 
in the direction of transferring the study of 
learning problems out of political and power 
arenas and into arenas of rational scientific 
inquiry.

(b) Classroom desegregation is not a process in 
which every Black gain is associated with a 
white student loss.

(c) Interracial concurrence regarding school-related 
concepts (shared meaning) and not interracial 
friendship (affective racial distance) appears 
to be the most important condition in the de­
velopment of a facilitative educational climate 
for desegregated Black students.

(d) Classroom racial composition is firmly estab­
lished as an educationally germane dimension hav­
ing substantial potential influence on the aca­
demic achievement of desegregated Black students.

(e) Black-white shared meaning is the most essential 
of those intangible qualities found in desegre­
gated schools— qualities which the Courts have 
decided are so important to the academic success 
of desegregated Black students.
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Formulation of the Problem

In the wake of the 1954 Brown decision making law-sanc­
tioned school segregation unconstitutional, social science 
researchers conducted many studies designed to assess the 
impact of school desegregation on the academic achievement 
of both Black students and white students. These studies 
attempted to determine the influence of desegregation on 
concomitants of academic achievement, as well as on academic 
achievement itself. Many of the studies were designed speci' 
fically to determine if racial heterogeneity per se was 
responsible for any effect desegregation may have had on 
students' academic achievement.

Generally, desegregation research which has taken 
place since the Supreme Court Decision in 1954, can be 
categorized into three major types: (1) studies which were
designed to illustrate differences in academic achievement 
between Blacks and whites under racially segregated condi­
tions, (2) studies which compared the academic achievement 
of Black students under segregated and nonsegregated condi­
tions but did not control for covariates of desegregation, 
and (3) studies which also compared the academic achievement 
of Blacks under segregated and nonsegregated conditions but 
did attempt to control for those covariates of desegregation 
which may have had an influence on academic achievement.
In other words, the latter studies attempted to isolate the 
effect of racial heterogeneity per se on the academic 
achievement of Black students.
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The Southern School News reported a series of studies 
which were typical of the type of research that occurred dur­
ing the early days of school desegregation. A major emphasis 
of this research was to illustrate the difference between 
the academic achievement of Black students and white students 
in segregated schools. For example, the Southern School News 
(1954) reported results of a survey conducted during the 
1953-54 school year in the State of Texas. The survey 
assessed standard test scores of 80 per cent of the state's 
school children. In pointing out the difference between the 
academic achievement of Blacks and whites in segregated Texas 
schools, the researchers noted whites had very satisfactory 
standard test scores while the standard test scores of Blacks 
were unsatisfactory. Similar surveys with similar results 
were conducted in Dade County, Florida and in Nashville, 
Tennessee and reported in the Southern School News (1956).

Studies which demonstrated the difference between the 
achievement of Blacks and whites under segregation were not 
limited to the South. Ferguson and Plaut (1954) reported 
the results of a survey of over 10,000 public high school 
seniors. The survey covered over 30 public high schools in 
11 northern states. Ferguson and Plaut found that -of the 
more than 3,000 Blacks surveyed, fewer than 25 were in the 
upper 1/4 of their class. White students, on the other hand, 
demonstrated a high degree of academic achievement.

The first type of study, then, supported the Supreme 
Court Decision in showing that, under segregation, Blacks did
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not achieve academically as well as did whites.
Once the schools began to desegregate, a second type of 

study assumed significance. This type of study assessed 
the difference between the academic achievement of students 
whose elementary school experience was segregated and those 
students who attended racially mixed elementary schools.

The Dumbarton Research Council (1966) discussed research 
which is illustrative of the second type of study. The 
research was conducted in Oakland, California. Forty per 
cent of Oakland's public high school graduates who had at­
tended only Oakland schools since the first grade served as 
subjects. The results revealed that Blacks who had attended 
racially-mixed elementary schools performed better than did 
Blacks who attended all-Black elementary schools.

Samuels (1958) reported another study which is an excel­
lent example of the type of study that compares the academic 
achievement of students under both segregated and desegrega­
ted conditions. Samuels' subjects were two matched groups 
of Black elementary school students in New Albany, Indiana. 
He compared the academic achievement of those Blacks who 
were attending segregated schools with that of those who 
attended desegregated ones.

By matching his subjects on IQ and SES, Samuels attempt­
ed to control two variables which were most likely to vary 
between Blacks in all-Black schools and Blacks in mixed 
schools— variables which were also likely to affect academic 
achievement.
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Analysis of achievement test results revealed that the 
two groups of Blacks achieved equally in the first grade. 
However, in grade three and again in grade six, the group of 
Blacks that attended the mixed school scored progressively 
better than did the group that attended all-Black elementary 
schools.

No attempt was made in Samuels1 study to control for 
school factors, i.e., characteristics of the school environ­
ment which could influence academic achievement. The second 
type of study (the type of study of which Samuels1 research 
is an example) was concerned mainly with the existence of an 
effect on academic achievement associated with desegregation 
and not with the reasons for the effect.

A third type of research did attempt to determine the 
precise cause of desegregation-related changes in academic 
achievement. Two examples of the third more controlled type 
of study which arose after desegregation are as follows:
(1) The Equal Educational Opportunities Survey, (Coleman 
Study) by the United States Office of Education (1966), and
(2) Racial Isolation in the Public Schools (RIPS) by the 
United States Commission on Civil Rights (1967). These 
studies attempted to control some of the many variables
(in addition to racial composition) which affect achievement 
under desegregated conditions.

The Equal Opportunity Survey by Coleman, et al was based 
on a national probability sample. Data were gathered via 
achievement tests, verbal tests, and questionnaires.
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Student achievement was the major dependent variable with 
family background, attitudes, social class, and school 
characteristics as major independent variables. The data 
were analyzed to give between-group differences and present­
ed to reveal the proportion of variance explained by a par­
ticular factor.

The RIPS study was a reanalysis of the Coleman, et al 
(1966) data. It was designed to study the relative effects 
of social class and racial composition of the school on the 
academic achievement of Blacks. The data were analyzed 
using cros s-tabulations.

The three types of studies discussed above illustrate 
a progression in complexity from the first to the third 
type. One result of there being several types of desegre­
gation studies is that many different designs, controls, 
and variables have been used. Despite the various types of 
desegregation research and the ensuing complexity of method­
ology, recent reviewers of the desegregation literature 
(St. John, 1970; O'Reilly, 1970; and Weinberg, 1970) have 
concluded that desegregation does improve the academic 
achievement of Black students. The reviewers point to a 
few cases where the evidence has pointed to no gain in the 
academic achievement of Blacks associated with desegregation, 
but only in rare cases did the research reviewed show an 
actual decrease in the academic achievement of Blacks as a 
consequence of school desegregation. Although the reviewers 
reported that whites show no marked increase in academic
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achievement, the evidence is strong that whites do not show 
a decrement in academic achievement when they are in deseg­
regated schools.

When they are considered in summary form, studies of 
school desegregation appear to present consistent findings. 
However, when these studies are examined more closely, their 
results are seen to be conflicting. Light and Smith (1971) 
examined 22 desegregation studies with respect to experimen­
tal designs, controls, dependent variables, and outcomes. 
These authors reported that the variety of experimental 
techniques used and measures taken in the 22 studies was 
enormous. The principal conclusion drawn by Light and Smith 
was that contradictions among the results were more striking 
than were similarities. For example, of those studies which 
considered reading, verbal ability, and math achievement as 
dependent variables, some showed achievement gains in only 
one area. The conflicting results may be a function of much 
of desegregation research being plagued by complex methodo­
logical and design problems.

In summary, then, desegregation research progressed 
from research designed to document differences between the 
academic achievement of Blacks and whites under segregated 
conditions— to studies devised to demonstrate the effect of 
desegregation on academic achievement— to research planned 
to isolate the cause of any impact desegregation had on aca­
demic achievement. As the research attempted to isolate the 
specific reason desegregation influenced academic achieve-
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ment, and attempted to determine the impact of racial mixing 
per se on academic achievement, the designs, controls, and 
significant variables became more complex. Even though re­
views of the desegregation literature report a general find­
ing that desegregation improves the academic achievement of 
Blacks and does not negatively affect the academic achieve­
ment of whites, the presence of various type of desegrega­
tion research has led to serious contradictions in the 
general findings. These contradictions apparently are the 
product of methodological and design problems associated 
with the complex multifarious desegregation studies.
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Methodological and Design Considerations in 
Desegregation Research

Racial Composition and Achievement

Although there is general agreement among desegregation 
researchers that the racial composition of a school affects 
academic achievement, the precise proportion of whites in 
the school or classroom has not been considered in detail.
For example, does having 60 per cent whites in the school 
produce effects different from those that would be produced 
in a school with 90 per cent whites? What is the functional 
relationship between proportion whites in a school and the 
achievement of Black students? Desegregation studies 
generally have considered categories too broad to give any 
information regarding spebific proportions of Blacks in a 
school. For example, the Coleman, et al (1966) study and 
other studies using the Coleman data relied upon the follow­
ing categories of proportions of whites: "none", "less than
half", "half", and "more than half". Most other desegrega­
tion studies did not attend specifically to classroom racial 
composition. These studies considered desegregated schools 
as a single class of events and as a consequence simply 
compared Blacks in several desegregated schools with Blacks 
in all-Black schools.

Berkun and O'Reilly (1970) reviewed a group of ten 
desegregation studies which were conducted in New York State. 
These studies used a variety of proportions of whites
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ranging from less than 8 percent to more than 75 per cent.
Based on their review of these studies, Berkun and O'Reilly 
concluded:

The results, however, are consistent with 
the findings of other more extensive studies 
(Coleman, et a l , 1966; Wilson, 1967) in that 
they indicate that high proportions of (lower 
status) minority group pupils in integrated 
school settings are associated with inconsis­
tent or negative results in relation to the 
educational effectiveness of school integra­
tion. When the proportions of disadvantaged 
Negro students fall in the range of from 10 
to 30 per cent, appromimately, the results 
tend to indicate facilitating effects on 
achievement. There is also the hare sugges­
tion from the data that very small propor­
tions of Negro students in integrated schools 
may not be educationally desirable 3 although 
this question is much in need of more defini­
tive study. (p. 237) (Emphasis mine)

This Berkun and O'Reilly study pointed out the need to 
consider categories of proportions of whites which are 
smaller than the categories used in the Coleman, et al, 
study.

A close inspection of the Coleman data reveals that the 
categories used by Coleman were not sufficiently sensitive 
to explain his major findings. Using the categories, "none", 
"less than half", and "more than half", and looking at "the 
proportion white classmates last year", Coleman was unable
to explain^changes in the academic achievement of Blacks\\
which occurred between these broad categories. For example, 
a close look at the average reading comprehension scores of 
Black sixth-graders in the Metropolitan Northeast (the 
type of sample used in this research) by proportion of white
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classmates last year (see Figure 1) shows that there was the 
largest positive relationship between reading scores and 
proportion of white students after white students exceeded 
50 per cent. These data also showed that the reading scores
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of Blacks go down sharply between the categories "none" and 
"less than half" proportion white classmates last year. In 
attempting to investigate the increase in Black achievement 
which occurs when "more than half" of the classmates last 
year were white, one can see that the greatest positive 
relationship between reading achievement and proportion of 
white students occurs only after the proportion of whites in 
the classroom last year exceeded 50 per cent. This suggests, 
then, that the critical range of Blacks in the classroom 
(regarding achievement gains associated with racial composi­
tion) is somewhere between one Black and 50 per cent Black. 
Coleman's broad categories do not allow one to investigate 
this critical range more closely.

In summary, the literature pertaining to the effect of 
school racial composition on academic achievement suggests 
that achievement gains Blacks experience under desegregation 
are greatest when there are over 50 per cent whites in the 
school or classroom.

Critical Covariates of Desegregation

Researchers have often failed to recognize in their de­
signs that transferring students from a segregated school to 
an integrated one frequently is associated with changes in 
the student's educational milieu other than the obvious 
change in racial composition. Any one or all of these 
changes, e.g., IQ and social class composition of the school 
may account for some or all of the effect desegregation has
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upon the student's academic achievement; consequently, in 
order to isolate the influence of racial composition per se 
on student academic achievement, all of the covariates of 
desegregation which have the potential to influence student 
academic achievement must be identified and controlled. A 
discussion of the critical covariates of desegregation and 
a consideration of the potential impact of these covariates 
on student academic achievement takes place in the following 
sections.

SES is Related to Academic 
Achievement Under Desegregation

Differences between the social classes concerning aca­
demic achievement have been demonstrated repeatedly. 
Middle-class groups show greater achievement than do lower- 
class groups. It is important, therefore, to recognize in 
assessing the effects of desegregation, that inherent in the 
process of desegregation is a redistribution of not only 
race but also socio-economic status (SES). Race and SES of 
the individual student are directly related to his level of 
academic achievement (Cooper, 1964; Feldman and Weiner, 1964 
and Deutsch, 1960). A white school which has been desegre­
gated, then, not only contains Blacks, but probably contains 
more lower-class students than it did before desegregation. 
This social class factor must be taken into account when 
assessing the impact of desegregation on academic achieve­
ment in the school, particularly when the mean academic 
achievement level of the school rather than individual



achievement levels are considered.
Not only does the SES of the individual student influ­

ence his academic achievement, but the SES milieu of the 
whole school affects the academic achievement of those 
students brought into the school. For example, the Coleman 
study found that the higher achievement of all racial and 
ethnic groups in desegregated schools with greater propor­
tions of white students is largely attributed to the effect 
associated with the student body's educational background, 
aspirations, and other SES-related variables. Wilson (1967) 
also reported that allowing for individual differences in 
social class, the social composition in integrated schools 
made a substantial and significant difference in subsequent 
academic success for its Black students. SES milieu as well 
as individual SES, then, appear to be critical variables to 
consider when assessing the effect of desegregation on aca­
demic achievement.

IQ is Associated with Academic 
Achievement Under Desegregation

Another variable associated with race which also affects 
academic achievement is IQ. Scores on standardized individ­
ual and group intelligence tests have been known to vary 
according to race. Blacks typically have lower IQ's than 
do whites (Clarke and Clarke, 1953; Deutsch and Brown, 1964; 
Dreger and Miller, 1960; and Osborne, 1960). IQ test scores 
predict performance on achievement tests. In studying de­
segregation, then, (a process which by definition redistri-
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butes racial groups) one is also studying redistribution of 
IQ. Since IQ influences achievement, IQ appears to be an 
important variable to control.

IQ also is related to SES— the higher SES having the 
higher IQ tHiggens and Sivers, 1958; and Montague, 1964), 
The SES milieu influences on academic achievement probably 
are confounded with IQ milieu influences. In other words, 
in addition to an individual's IQ influencing his academic 
achievement, the IQ milieu of a host school may influence 
the individual's academic achievement.

SES and IQ Interact to 
Influence Academic Achievement

In addition to being concerned with a student's IQ and 
social class, the desegregation researcher also must be con­
scious of the relationship between the contribution of an 
individual's IQ and social class to his academic achieve­
ment. McCandless (1967) discussed this issue as follows:

From the intelligence test differences 
between social classes, we would expect 
differences in school progress, middle- 
and upper-class children being expected 
to do better school work than lower-class 
children. The actual differences in aca­
demic achievement between social classes 
are even more dramatic than the differ­
ences in intellectual level. On the 
whole, lower class children achieve less 
than their intelligence tests predict 
they will, whereas, middle-class and 
upper-class children approach their aca­
demic potential more closely (p. 317).
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A, further illustration of the complexity surrounding IQ and 
achievement in the desegregated situation is a study by 
Curry (1962) who found, in comparing the achievement of 
students with high IQ's with that of students with low IQ's, 
that there were SES-related differences in achievement among 
the students with low IQ's but not among those students who 
had high IQ's. High IQ, then, appeared to overcome the de­
trimental effect of lower SES. The Curry study demonstrated 
the interaction which exists between a student's IQ and his 
SES.

Though no definitive explanation of the influence of IQ 
and social class is likely to come out of the literature, 
the research done does point to the importance of control­
ling for IQ, for social class, and for the interaction 
between IQ and social class when attempting to isolate the 
effects of racial composition on achievement.

>SES and Race Interact to 
Influence Achievement

Since race is so highly correlated with social class, 
any study of school desegregation must answer the question 
"is the positive effect on academic achievement observed 
among Blacks a result of their being with whites or is it 
due to their contact with higher social class students"? 
Coleman, et al (1966) found that as the proportion of whites 
in schools increases, the achievement of both Black students 
and white students increases. However, Coleman attributed 
this increase in achievement to the higher social class



that is usually found among whites rather than to racial 
composition per se. Using the student's report of the 
proportion of whites in his class, Coleman found that 
achievement increased in direct proportion to the proportion 
of white classmates. Using Coleman's data, however, it is 
impossible to isolate the effects of race from the effects 
of social class; consequently, no unambiguous results con­
cerning the interrelation of social class and racial compo­
sition can be obtained from Coleman's data.

Wilson (1967), in a study designed to investigate the 
relative effects on achievement of racial and SES isolation 
in the schools, made several refinements on the Coleman, et 
al methodology which make his results more definitive than 
Coleman's. Among the more important of Wilson's refinements 
was his establishment of a quasi-longitudinal framework and 
his institution of a control for intelligence. Wilson 
concluded that when the effects of SES were controlled, the 
school's racial composition did not show any relationship 
to achievement for either Blacks or whites.

While the studies cited regarding the effects of social 
class and racial composition on the academic achievement of 
Blacks are ambiguous, they do illustrate the need to control 
for those two variables.
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The Classroom is the Critical Unit 
for Analysis in Desegregation Research

McPartland and York (1967) in their reanalysis of the 
Coleman, et al (1966) data, reported that the classroom was 
the critical unit in desegregation research. In a subse­
quent analysis, McPartland (1967) designed a study specifi­
cally to determine whether Black achievement gains under 
desegregation were a result of integration at the classroom 
level or at the school level. McPartland used that part of 
the Coleman data obtained from 5,075 ninth grade students 
in integrated schools in the Northeastern United States. 
McPartland's results should be interpreted with the know­
ledge that: (1) there were no controls for IQ, (2) individ­
ual classroom and school racial and SES factors were not 
controlled simultaneously, and (3) there were no controls 
for individual school effects. The independent variables 
were family background, proportion of whites in the school, 
and proportion of whites in the classroom, while the depend­
ent variable was verbal ability.

McPartland1s analyses showed the classroom to be the 
critical unit. The academic achievement of Blacks in class­
rooms with a large proportion of whites was greater than 
that of Blacks in classrooms with small proportions of 
whites. Achievement was associated with the proportion of 
Blacks in the classroom, rather than with the overall school 
racial composition. McPartland did note, however, a 
facilitating effect if the school were mostly white. In
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other words, Black students in mostly white classes exhibit­
ed increased academic performance if they also attended 
mostly white schools. This finding suggests that there may 
be an interaction between classroom racial composition and 
the racial composition of the school as a whole.

School and Classroom Balance Are 
Critical Variables to be Considered 
When Studying Desegregation

Koslin, et al (1970) discussed classroom balance as an 
important intervening variable in understanding the effects 
of school integration. The Koslin study defined classroom 
balance as the evenness of racial composition across classes 
within a grade within a school. "The more the racial com­
position of each class mirrors the racial composition of the 
grade as a whole, the more balanced the classrooms. The 
more the racial composition of the classroom differs from 
the overall grades racial composition, the more 'unbalanced' 
the classrooms (p. 5)." Unbalanced classrooms within 
schools create a social environment in which race is a 
salient criterion for categorizing people. Balancing the 
classrooms removes race as a criterion. Koslin et al (1970) 
reported that classroom racial balance was strongly related 
to students' interracial attitudes.

The balance phenomenon has been reported elsewhere in 
the literature in relation to school integration. In a 
study which controlled for IQ and SES, Radin (1966) compared 
Blacks in an all-Black school with Blacks in a school which
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was 45 per cent Black. Radin reported that the achievement 
gains of Blacks in the mixed school were greater than those 
of Blacks in the all-Black school. In this case,however, 
the differences between achievement gains were not signifi­
cant. Weinberg (1970) in a review of Radin's research at­
tributed the lack of significance to the imbalance of the 
mixed school— balance being the condition where the propor­
tion of Blacks in the school approximates the proportion of 
Blacks in the surrounding community. In the Radin study,
21 per cent of the surrounding population was Black but 45 
per cent of the sample school was Black.

In other research using Weinberg's definition of balance, 
Lockwood (1966), in a series of studies designed specifical­
ly to determine the effect of such balance on achievement, 
found that Blacks who had attended balanced schools achieved 
significantly higher than did those Blacks who attended un­
balanced schools.

The balance phenomenon then has been shown to be opera­
tive at both the classroom and school levels. Since
McPartland (1967) has suggested that the classroom is the 
appropriate unit for analysis, it follows that classroom 
balance would be relevant to desegregation research.

The Length of Time in a Desegregated 
School is an Important Variable in 
Desegregation Research

Because research in racially mixed schools began almost
as soon as schools were integrated, the length of time a
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student Iiad been in his new school was an issue.1 For in­
stance, during the initial period of desegregation research, 
many studies were conducted in schools which had been deseg­
regated for fewer than 24 months. These early investigators 
had the problem of not knowing whether or not the length of 
time the schools had been desegregated had an effect upon 
their results. A related problem was the failure of the 
researchers in designing their research, to discriminate 
between (a) stable desegregated schools and (b) those 
schools merely making the transition from white to Black 
reflecting neighborhood population shifts. How long must a 
student attend an integrated school before his achievement 
is affected? Are there antecedent conditions which precede 
achievement gains which are necessary for these gains to 
take place?

Anderson (1966) compared 75 Black sixth graders who had 
been in desegregated schools for up to six years with a 
comparable group of Blacks who had attended all-Black 
schools during the same period. The proportion of Blacks 
in the integrated schools ranged from 8 to 33 per cent. As 
expected, Anderson found that the academic achievement of 
Black students in the desegregated schools was significantly 
better than that of Blacks in the all-Black schools. There 
was, however, an exception to this overall academic superi-

^ Klineberg (1935) in a study done in New York found that 
Black children coming from the South systematically 
gained in IQ with increased time in northern schools.
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ority demonstrated by the desegregated Blacks. Those Black 
students who had not been moved to the mixed schools until 
the fifth or sixth grade (a year before the study was done) 
actually scored lower on achievement tests that did Blacks 
in the all-Black schools.

Anderson's findings were supported by Coleman's,et al 
(1966) study which found that the average reading comprehen­
sion scores of Blacks who had first attended classes with 
whites in grades 1, 2, and 3 were higher than the scores of 
Blacks who had first attended classes with whites in the 7th, 
8th or 9th grades (p.332). Coleman also found that those 
whites who had had the earliest exposure to non-whites in 
school (1st, 2nd or 3rd grade) were less likely to prefer an 
all-white class than were whites who had not had non-white 
classmates until the 7th, 8th or 9th grades.

Wilson (1967), studying the effects of social class 
composition on Black achievement, also supported Anderson's 
findings in recommending that elementary schools were the 
most effective points at which to initiate integration.

Fate Control is an Important Variable 
in Desegregation Research

Fate control or internal-external control was defined 
by Rotter (1966) as the concept in which a person perceives 
that his rewards are either contingent upon his own behavior 
or that they are controlled by forces outside of himself. 
Rotter's concept has been used to explain a variety of be­
haviors related to academic achievement, i.e., educational
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aspirations, study habits, and academic performance. Of 
particular relevance to desegregation research are studies 
using Rotter's concept, i.e., Coleman,et al (1966), which 
suggest that Blacks when compared with whites appear not to 
possess internal control and that internal control is a 
correlate and possibly a determinant of academic achievement.

Fate control was reported by Coleman, et al (1966) to be 
an attitude factor which appeared to have a stronger rela­
tionship to achievement than did all the "school" factors 
taken together, and which for Blacks, was directly related 
to the proportion of whites in the schools. Coleman based 
his conclusions for sixth graders (the population closest 
to that used in this research) on their responses--"agree", 
"not sure", "disagree"— to the statement "people like me 
don't have much of a chance to be successful in life." The 
RIPS (1967) study also found desegregated classrooms to be 
associated with increases in the proportion of Blacks who 
disagree with the statement "good luck is more important 
than hard work for success." Perceived control over en­
vironment, then, appears to be an important mediating 
variable or at least a variable which is associated with 
groups of Blacks who demonstrate academic achievement 
gains under desegregation.
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Social Science Concepts Can Be Applied 
To Help Explain the Desegregation Process

In addition to making many criticisms concerning the 
methodology used in desegregation research, recent reviewers 
of the desegregation research literature (Weinberg, 1970; 
and O'Reilly, 1970) pointed out the need to explore the dy­
namics of the interracial classroom. The effect being in an 
integrated classroom has upon the academic achievement of 
Black students probably is not the result of an osmotic pro­
cess whereby Black students assume the characteristics of 
their higher-achieving white classmates. Rather, as O'Reilly 
(1970) suggested, the effect is probably due to "...a slow 
and cumulative process resulting most directly from complex 
social and cognitive interactions in the classroom setting" 
(p. 206). Expressing a viewpoint which supports O'Reilly's, 
Weinberg (1970) reported, based on his review of the deseg­
regation literature, that social-psychological perspectives 
are growing in importance in education research.

It is reasonable to expect that in a middle-class white- 
oriented classroom, Black students could benefit academical­
ly from exchanging information with white students who typi- 
cally demonstrate a higher level of academic achievement.

 ̂Of course, one might assume that whites also may benefit 
from the exchange with Blacks. However, we are interested 
in academic achievement and whites typically achieve at a 
higher level than do Blacks; hence, they are in a position 
to communicate to Blacks information which would enhance 
the academic achievement of Blacks in the classroom.
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The information exchange is often very subtle and informal. 
In addition to exchanging specific factual information 
which could enhance academic achievement, Blacks and whites 
in an integrated classroom can exchange information concern­
ing concepts such as achievement orientation, level of as­
piration, anxiety level, self-regulation, or simply "how 
things are done" in the classroom.

In order for any viable communication to take place 
between Black students and white students in an integrated 
classroom, Blacks and whites must have a common frame of 
reference concerning the concepts being communicated. In 
other words. Blacks and whites must share meaning regarding 
school-related concepts.

Triandis (1960) tested the hypothesis that if two 
people have similar meanings for concepts, they should be 
able to communicate more effectively. Triandis* research 
was conducted in an industrial setting employing supervisors 
and their subordinates as subjects. A laboratory replica 
of this study also was reported (Triandis, 1960). Both 
studies found that a high degree of shared meaning between 
two people was associated with communication effectiveness. 
Logic and empirical findings, then, support our contention 
that shared meaning between Blacks and whites in an inte­
grated classroom enhances communication between the two 
racial groups.

One could make the valid argument that both Black stu­
dents and white students do learn the basic school-related
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concepts and hence do have a common frame of reference. 
However, what occurs most commonly is that all students 
learn the denotative meaning of concepts, i.e., they learn 
to verbalize what is expected. However, a school-related 
concept is perceived or described in terms of a set of attri­
butes— denotation being only one. These attributes for the 
most part have linguistic equivalents which permit their 
communication. Connotative meaning is operationally defined 
to include many of those attributes which describe a concept 
(see Footnote 3).

Two students might agree concerning the denotative 
meaning of the concept TEST yet have differing responses to 
the concept. This difference in reaction could impede 
communication between the students concerning how much one 
should study, how attentive one should be when taking a test.

3 Osgood (1969) made the subtle distinction between connota- 
tive and denotative meaning: "The connotative meaning of
a linguistic sign I define as the habitual symbolic pro­
cess, which occurs in a sign-user when: (1) a linguis­
tic sign is produced (with reference to speaker); or 
(2) a linguistic sign is received (with reference to hear­
er)." (p. 132)
This connotative meaning is ̂ contrasted to denotative 
meaning which Osgood (1969) defined as follows:
"The denotative meaning of a linguistic sign I define as 
a conventional, habitual correlation between: (1) with
reference^to the speaker, a non-linguistic stimulus 
pattern, S, and a linguistic reaction, /R/; or, (2) with 
reference to the hearer, a linguistic stimulus pattern,
/S7, and a non-linguistic stimulus pattern S (or a response, 
R, appropriate to this non-linguistic stimulus pattern).
X use the symbols /S7 and /R7 to refer to linguistic signsj 
as received or produced respectively, the symbol S for the 
thing signified (significate or referent), and the symbol 
R for a non-linguistic response." (pp. 131-132)
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etc. Therefore, even with denotative agreement among Blacks 
and whites in the classroom, an absence of connotative agree­
ment would present an intangible but effective barrier to 
the critical Black-white exchange.

The connotative meaning of a concept is different from 
attitude toward or belief about that concept (see Appendix 
A). Attitudes generally refer to an affective tendency to 
evaluate concepts— thus the evaluation dimension is the 
simple defining dimension for attitudes. On the other hand, ’ 
beliefs are considered to be non-evaluative opinions about 
concepts. Connotative meaning has both attitudinal and 
belief components.

A school-related concept has the same meaning for 
Blacks and whites if that concept is located in the same 
position of a semantic space which is common to both groups. 
Two groups have a common semantic space if for both groups 
the same relations exist between the attributes of the 
school-related concept under consideration. It is logical 
that without this equivalence of semantic space, the speci­
fic meaning (i.e., location of a concept in the semantic

*

space) of school-related concepts could not be compared. If 
this common semantic space did not exist, communication 
between Blacks and whites regarding the meaning of school- 
related concepts would be seriously impeded.

We have argued and presented empirical studies to sup­
port the idea that shared meaning between Blacks and whites 
in an integrated classroom enhances communication between
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the two groups of students. We have further posited that 
this exchange of information between Blacks and whites 
would result in a higher level of academic achievement 
among Blacks. If these two concepts are valid, what would 
be the relationship among (a) desegregation, (b) academic 
achievement of Blacks, and (c) Black-white shared meaning?

Our review of the literature identified the classroom 
as the appropriate unit to study. The literature review
also revealed that only after the proportion of whites in a
classroom exceeds 50 per cent does there appear to be a 
positive association between the proportion of whites in the 
classroom and the level of academic achievement for Black 
students. Viewed from the perspective of Blacks, the direct 
translation is that until the proportion of Blacks reaches 
50 per cent, there is a positive association between the 
proportion of Blacks in the classroom and the level of aca­
demic achievement for Blacks. From 0 per cent to 50 per 
cent, then, appears to be the critical range to consider
when looking at the effect of the proportion of Blacks in a
classroom on the academic achievement of Black students.

What is the relationship between the proportion of 
Blacks in the classroom (within the range of 1 Black to 50 
per cent Black) and Black-white shared meaning? Logic would 
argue that prerequisite to shared meaning among Blacks and 
whites in an integrated classroom would be communication 
between the racial groups. Both the quality and quantity 
of Black-white contact should help to determine the nature
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of inter-group communication and hence the amount of Black- 
white shared meaning. Spontaneous, intimate Black-white 
contact in an integrated classroom should facilitate an in­
crease in Black-white shared meaning.

Social psychological theory predicts the relationship 
between the nature of Black-white contact in an integrated 
classroom and the proportion of Blacks in that classroom. 
Asch's (1952) work on conformity and his theory of social 
pressure suggest that when Blacks are in low proportions, 
i.e., one or two Blacks in a classroom, they would experience 
feelings of isolation and anxiety. Interpreting Asch's 
theory in this manner assumes that Blacks realize that their 
frame of reference is different from that of their white 
classmates. It is this realization which causes the Blacks 
(who are in an extreme minority) to lose confidence in their 
judgment and gives rise to their stress and anxiety. As the 
proportion of Blacks in the classroom increases, according 
to social pressure theory, the anxiety experienced by the 
Blacks would be reduced. This reduction would lead to an 
increase in Black-white contact.

On a phenomenological level in secondary schools, the 
behavior of isolated Blacks supports the predictions of 
social pressure theory. For example, a study of desegregat­
ed high schools in the South by the Office of Civil Rights 
(1970), stated that Blacks reported considerable insecurity 
concerning their social activities. The OCR study also 
noted that Blacks were isolated in the classrooms. However,
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where Blacks w^re in the majority or had large numbers, 
they report less insecurity. This phenomenon was reported 
to be operative for whites when they were a minority in 
formerly all-Black schools (Houten, 1965). Smith (1966) 
noted a similar "minority syndrome" following his visit to 
vocational high schools in Baltimore. He reported that when 
the proportion of Blacks was low, Blacks grouped together 
and maintained low interaction rates with whites. Inter­
action increased when the proportion of Blacks increased.

In addition to the social psychological principles 
operating in the classroom, the numbers of Blacks, per se, 
affect the nature of Black-white contact. In a classroom 
that is either predominantly white or predominantly Black, 
the choice and opportunity for members of the majority race 
to have spontaneous and intimate contact with a member of 
the minority race is severely limited. The maximum opportu­
nity for high quality interracial contact occurs when the 
classroom is 50 per cent Black. The expectation, then, is 
that as the proportion of Blacks increases up to 50 per cent, 
the amount of Black-white shared meaning would increase.

Hypothesis 1: Within the range of 0-50% Black,
as the proportion of Blacks in the 
classroom increases, the amount of 
Black-white shared meaning will 
increase.

How is Black-white shared meaning in an integrated 
classroom related to the academic achievement of Blacks? 
Earlier, we argued and presented empirical studies to support



the idea that shared meaning enhances communication. Assum­
ing that Black-white shared meaning does enhance Black-white 
communication, shared meaning should be positively associ­
ated with the level of academic achievement among Blacks. 
Whites in a white-oriented school system typically achieve 
better academically than do Blacks. It is reasonable to 
expect, then, that in sharing meaning regarding school- 
related concepts, Blacks learn from whites many subtle and 
not so subtle ways to improve their academic achievement. 
This is not to suggest that Blacks become acculturated to 
whites. It simply says that in sharing meaning with whites, 
Blacks are in a position to receive information— information 
which could help them academically. Whites, on the other 
hand, also gain information but not necessarily information 
which would help them academically.

Hypothesis 2: As the amount of Black-white shared
meaning increases, the academic 
achievement of Blacks will increase.

If Black-white shared meaning increases with the pro­
portion' of Blacks in the classroom and if the academic 
achievement of Blacks increases with an increase in shared 
meaning, then it would be reasonable to expect that the 
proportion of Blacks in the classroom would be positively 
associated with the academic achievement of Blacks.

Hypothesis 3: Within the range of 0-50% Black, as
the proportion of Blacks in the 
classroom increases, the academic 
achievement of Blacks will increase.
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Interracial attitudes obviously are a critical variable 
to be considered when investigating the consequences of 
mixing the races in a race-conscious society. Interracial 
acceptance in a desegregated situation is important as a 
short-range goal in itself, but also it is significant as a 
variable which may facilitate any positive effect desegrega­
tion has on the academic achievement of Blacks. The Coleman 
report, in discussing the relationship of integration to 
achievement, made the following observation:

An education in integrated schools 
can be expected to have major effects 
on attitudes toward members of other 
racial groups. At best, it can de­
velop attitudes appropriate to the 
integrated society these students 
will live in; at its worst, it can 
create hostile camps of Negroes and 
whites in the same school. Thus, 
there is more to "school integration" 
than merely putting Negroes and whites 
in the same building, and there may 
be more important consequences of in­
tegration than its effect on achieve­
ment (pp. 28-29).

Katz (1967), Pettigrew (1968), U.S. Commission on Civil 
Sights (1967), and others have suggested that desegregation 
may lead to positive interracial attitudes which, in turn, 
would promote academic achievement among Blacks. On the 
other hand, the integrated classroom per se as Pettigrew
(1969) stated, relying on Katz (1964) and as Coleman implied, 
may not promote positive interracial attitudes:

The commission report...makes a crucial 
distinction between a merely desegregated



school and an integrated one...desegre­
gation involves only a specification of 
the racial mix of students...it does 
not include any description of the 
quality of the interracial contact.
Merely desegregated schools can be either 
effective or ineffective...(Pettigrew 
1969, pp. 74-75).

Three survey studies were undertaken which investigated 
the relationship between racial isolation and interracial 
attitudes. Results from these studies were reported in the 
Appendix of the RIPS (1967) study. The first survey used a 
sample of over 1,5 00 Blacks living in the North. The second 
study was based on a national sample of over 1,300 whites, 
while the third study sampled over 1,400 Black students and 
white students in the 1965 graduating class who had attended 
Oakland schools continuously from the first grade.

One of the focuses of the three surveys was to compare 
people regarding their interracial attitudes. The compari­
son was made between those who had attended desegregated 
elementary schools and those who had attended segregated 
schools. A desegregated school was defined as one where the 
Black student population constituted between 0 and 50 per 
cent of the entire student body. Though there are many 
points at which the studies can be criticized (O'Reilly, 
1970), the results can be summarized as having shown that 
Blacks and whites who attended desegregated schools, as 
opposed to those who attended segregated ones, were more 
likely to show less interracial distance.
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The three survey studies mentioned above did not assess 
the relationship between different levels of desegregation 
and interracial attitudes. They simply considered the broad 
categories of "segregated" (more than 50 per cent Black) and 
"desegregated" (less than 50 per cent Black). in light of 
the review of literature which suggests that the range of 
0-50 per cent Black is critical and that the classroom unit 
is the appropriate unit for study, the significant question 
is, "what is the relationship between various levels (within 
the 0-50 per cent Black range) of proportion Black in the 
classroom and interracial attitudes?"

Reporting the results of his review of the general body 
of research on social interaction in the classroom, O'Reilly
(1970) stated that the effect of school integration on inter­
racial acceptance may be either positive or negative depend­
ing upon a number of variables, one of which is the nature 
of peer group interaction in the classroom. O'Reilly noted 
that, based on the subjective reports of students, teachers, 
and principals, one of the major strengths of integration 
programs was an increase in interracial understanding.

We have predicted that there would be an increase in 
Black-white shared meaning as the proportion of Blacks in a 
classroom increases from 0-50 per cent. This increase in 
shared meaning, e.g., interracial understanding should be 
associated with a decrease in interracial social distance.
The three major surveys discussed above suggest that desegre­
gation in general is associated with positive interracial



attitudes. The general body of research, on social inter- 
action in the classroom suggests that if social conditions 
in the classrooms are correct, interracial acceptance will 
be enhanced. Assuming that Black-white shared meaning 
increases as does the proportion of Blacks in the classroom 
(up to 50 per cent), we predict that interracial attitudes 
would become more positive.

Hypothesis 4: Within the range of 0-50% Black,
as the proportion of Blacks in 
the classroom increases, inter­
racial attitudes will become more 
positive for both Blacks and whites.
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Method

Scope of the Study

The education process generally has been investigated by 
considering cognitive gains without paying too much attention 
to education as a complex social process. However, concern 
with noncognitive variables has increased recently as educa­
tion administrators attempt to assess the effects of massive 
school reorganizations, i.e., bussing and redistricting of 
students. Interracial attitudes and attitudes toward school 
are seen as valid educational outcomes as well as important 
variables mediating academic achievement in the cognitive 
realm.

Between 1966 and 1969, more than $7,000,000 was spent, 
supplemented by local district funds and Title I money, to 
encourage racial balance and integration programs in New York 
State's elementary and secondary schools. The New York State 
Education Department contracted with a New York City-based 
research institute (Riverside Research Institute) to assess 
the impact of these racial balance programs on the psycho­
social development of students exposed to the programs. 
Specifically, the institute was to (a) formulate a strategy 
to evaluate the immediate and protracted effects of programs 
to correct racial imbalance and promote equal educational 
opportunity, and (b) to develop a battery of age-graded in­
struments (which could be used in the evaluation) to measure
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noncognitive outcomes associated with racial isolation and 
integration.

Field research was initiated in the summer of 1969 in a 
large school district in New York State. Because the percent­
age of overall school funds allocated to integration was so 
small, it was anticipated that the impact of the integration 
effort would be small— hence difficult to measure. With this 
prewarning, the research institute designed a very sensitive 
sampling strategy. Over 4,000 students in the district were 
sampled and given a battery of instruments.

The research reported here represents a study completed 
using a sub-sample of the institute's larger sample. The 
study utilized raw data collected in connection with the in­
stitute's more comprehensive research program. The author 
participated in the data collection phase and became inti­
mately aware of the procedures used in collecting data. He 
actively participated in the design and validation of the 
instruments used. Technically, however, this investigation 
originated as a discrete study with the development of the 
research design. The author was responsible for the research 
design and implementation. This responsibility included: (a) 
formulating the problem, (b) conceptualizing the theoretical 
approach to investigate the problem, (c) designing the study, 
(d) selecting the sub-sample of students, (e) screening and 
refining raw data, (f) designing and implementing specific 
statistical analyses, and (g) writing the study including the 
results and the discussion of the results.
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Overview of the Design

This was an exploratory study designed to investigate 
the relationship between the proportion of Blacks in a class­
room and academic achievement of Blacks. Social psychologi­
cal theory suggests that the proportion of Blacks in a 
classroom may be a contributory condition of academic 
achievement under the contingent condition of Black-white 
shared meaning. Theory in the field of social psychology 
further suggests that the proportion of Blacks may be a con­
tributory condition of Black-white shared meaning. Using a 
series of single factor and factorial designs, we investi­
gated the association between classroom racial composition 
and academic achievement. Shared meaning was investigated 
as a tenable process variable mediating between the academ­
ic achievement of Blacks and the proportion of Blacks in 
the classroom.

Fifth-and sixth-grade Black students and white students 
served as subjects. Subjects were classified as belonging 
to one of four levels of racial heterogeneity depending upon 
the proportion of Blacks in their classroom. In investiga­
ting the association between the proportion of Blacks in the 
classrooms and achievement, we equated the classrooms for 
variables which could possibly correlate with the dependent 
variable (academic achievement). This matching had the ef­
fect of removing these variables from the group of causal in­
fluences affecting the results, thereby of narrowing the 
range of possible variables affecting academic achievement.
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A series of analyses of variance was performed to determine 
if the levels differed regarding academic achievement.

The analyses investigating shared meaning as a mediating 
variable between classroom racial heterogeneity and achieve­
ment were exploratory and the data collected did not contain 
sufficient information to definitely establish shared mean­
ing as a process variable. The intent was merely to estab­
lish the concept of Black-white shared meaning as a tenable 
concept leading to the critical prediction that the academic 
achievement of Black students would increase as the propor­
tion of Blacks in the classroom increased. No attempt was 
made, then, to determine precisely how shared meaning inter­
acts with classroom racial heterogeneity to influence aca­
demic achievement.

In investigating shared meaning as a likely process 
variable, two separate analyses were performed. The first 
analysis was designed to investigate the relationship be­
tween classroom racial heterogeneity and shared meaning; the 
second, shared meaning and academic achievement. In the 
first analysis, level of racial heterogeneity was the inde­
pendent variable and Black-white shared meaning the depend­
ent variable in a single factor design. Using the same 
matched sample of classrooms, the second analysis, classi­
fied individuals into high or low shared-meaning groups 
based upon the level of Black-white shared meaning in their 
classroom. A stepwise multiple discriminant analysis was 
performed to investigate the relationship between several



indices of academic achievement and the two shared-meaning 
groups.

Interracial attitudes were considered to be a possible 
concomitant of academic achievement. Using the matched sam­
ple discussed above in a single factor design, the relation­
ship between interracial attitudes and classroom racial 
heterogeneity was investigated.

Sample Selection

Subjects were selected for inclusion in the study based 
upon criteria established to increase the sensitivity of the 
experimental design. Since classroom racial heterogeneity 
was a major independent variable, one obvious selection cri­
terion was that subjects be a member of a stable classroom 
group. Length of time in a desegregated school was an ad­
ditional criterion used in selecting subjects because pre­
vious studies had shown time in a desegregated school to be 
a factor affecting academic achievement. Another selection 
criterion was that all of the classrooms used be balanced, 
i.e., Black students were to be distributed evenly across 
classrooms within a grade within each school. A final 
selection criterion was that the subjects be selected such 
that four distinct levels of classroom racial heterogeneity 
be created. This selection criterion further dictated that 
the classrooms selected be matched regarding within-class- 
room SES variance, mean classroom SES for Blacks and for 
whites, mean classroom IQ for Blacks and for whites, and
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mean classroom fate control for Blacks and for whites. A 
subject was included in the sample if he were a member of a 
classroom which met all of the criteria; consequently, 
classroom units rather than individual subjects were sampled.

To meet the criterion which stipulated that all subjects 
be a member of a stable classroom group, we sampled classes 
from among the elementary schools in the district. The 
classes in these schools (grades K through 6) function as a 
unit throughout the day, whereas junior high and senior high 
school classes break up into other units during the day.
From within the elementary schools, we chose to sample the 
two highest grades (5 and 6) for two reasons: (1) to maxi­
mize the amount of time subjects had been in a desegregated 
school and (2) to assure that the subjects had the reading 
skills necessary to complete the instruments used in the 
research.

The length-of-time criterion was met when we selected 
fifth and sixth grades. Schools in the district had been 
desegregated for over six years; consequently, the fifth- 
and sixth-grade subjects we sampled had been in a desegre­
gated school for either five or six years. Of course, any 
students transferring into the school system may not have 
been in a desegregated school as long as had those students 
who began their schooling in the district. However, there 
was nothing to suggest that the number of students trans­
ferring into the school system was different across any of 
the experimental groups.
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Because district policy required that all elementary 
school classrooms be balanced, the classrooms we selected 
were likely to be balanced. Inspection of the racial pro­
portions for all of the elementary schools revealed that, 
indeed, the classrooms were balanced, i.e., Black students 
were distributed evenly across classes within each grade in 
each school. In selecting fifth and sixth grades, then, we 
met the balance criterion.

The sample was further refined using data from the 75 
fifth- and sixth-grade classrooms in the district. Criteria 
were related to the following variables: {a) classroom
racial heterogeneity, (b) within-classroom SES variance,
(c) mean within-classroom SES, (d) mean within-classroom IQ 
for Blacks, (e) mean within-classroom IQ for whites, (f) mean 
within-classroom fate control for Blacks, and (g) mean withr- 
in classroom fate control for whites. Classrooms were se­
lected so that four levels of classroom racial heterogeneity 
were constituted and so that the classrooms were matched 
regarding the SES, fate control, and IQ variables. In order 
to have been included in the sample, a classroom had to have 
met all of the matching criteria as well as the racial heter­
ogeneity criterion.

An SES index based on property values was constructed 
for each individual. Each student was assigned an SES index 
score (from 1 to 8) which reflected the average value of the 
houses on his Black (see Appendix F). No attempt was made 
to make an absolute statement regarding SES. The intent was
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to insure comparability of SES across classrooms.
IQ scores were acquired from school records. The 

"total IQ" score from the Lovge Thorndike Intelligence Teet. 
was used.

The fate control score for each student was obtained 
using the Student Outlook Test (see Appendix E). The items 
used were similar to Gurin's, et al (1969) items which 
tapped students' beliefs about the operation of personal 
and external forces involved in racial conflict in the 
United States. The items represented Gurin's "Control 
Ideology" and "Personal Control" factors. They assessed 
the student's sense of personal control as well as his 
general beliefs about the role of internal and external 
forces in determing success and failure in the culture at 
large.

The 10 items in the questionnaire used here were pre­
sented in a two-option, forced-choice format. The options 
were worded so that both alternatives were plausible res­
ponses and neither was obviously more socially desirable 
than the other. The vocabulary of the items was controlled 
so that the level of reading difficulty (Spache, 1962) was 
appropriate for third grade reading levels.

The scores on the Student Outlook Test were rearranged 
so that a "1" represented high fate control, and a "2" rep­
resented low fate control. Adding the 10 items (equally 
weighted) generated scores on this instrument ranging from 
10 to 20, with 10 representing high fate control. A fate
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control score was calculated for each subject.
To set up homogeneity criteria, data for each variable 

were grouped in the form of frequency distributions within 
class intervals. The class interval with the largest fre­
quency was used as the homogeneity criterion. In other 
words, classrooms were matched on the modal value of each 
variable. Assignment of classrooms to levels was based upon 
the proportion of Blacks on the classroom roster sheet at 
the beginning of the school year in which testing was con­
ducted. The levels were created using the following ranges: 
Level one, at least one Black to 16 per cent Black; Level 
two, 17 per cent to 29 per cent Black; Level three, 30 per 
cent to 42 per cent Black; and Level four, 43 per cent to 
55 per cent Black.

As was stated earlier, the class interval in which 
most data points occurred for each variable was used as the 
homogeneity criterion. To be included in the sample a 
classroom had to have an SES variance between .40 and 2.50, 
a mean SES between 2.00 and 4.50 for Blacks and between 3.00 
and 5.00 for whites, a mean IQ of between 93 and 97 for 
Blacks and between 104 and 108 for whites, and a mean fate 
control score of between 11 and 12 for both Blacks and 
whites. These class intervals were constituted by inspect­
ing the distributions and determining the number of inter­
vals to be used for each variable in light of the range and 
the distribution of individual observations. In each case, 
the class interval selected to be the criterion represented

43



that interval which contained the largest frequency.
After the classrooms that did not meet the above 

criteria were eliminated from the sample, 22 of the initial 
75 remained. Table 1 shows the percentage Black in each 
classroom in each of the four levels along with the grade 
for each classroom. The racial composition of the schools 
also is shown in Table 1. Table 2 shows the mean frequency 
of Blacks and whites in the classrooms in each level.
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TABLE 1
PERCENTAGE BLACK IN SCHOOL AND IN CLASSROOM 

BY GRADE AND LEVEL

Per cent Black Per cent Black
School in School Grade in Classroom Level

6 04 I
5 15 I

A 13 5 12 I
5 15 I
6 07 I
6 13 I

B 10 5 12 I
5 19 II
6 18 II
6 27 II

C 32 5 32 III
6 30 III
5 31 II!
6 21 II *

D 31 5 39 III
6 44 IV
5 44 IV
6 39 III
5 36 III

E 51 5 55 IV
6 50 IV
5 43 IV

J,'" ■ ■■■■ i*Note.--Because of the multiple criteria used in selecting
the sample, classrooms in grade 6, school D appear 
to be unbalanced. The 21% and the 44% represent 
the extremes of racial heterogeneity in grade 6, 
however, the classrooms overall were balanced.
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TABLE 2
MEAN FREQUENCY OF BLACKS AND WHITES 

IN CLASSROOM BY LEVEL

■ Proportion Black in Classroom
Student
Race

LEVEL
12%

I LEVEL II 
22%

LEVEL III 
35%

LEVEL IV
48%

BLACK 3 5 8 10
WHITE 22 18 15 11

TOTAL 25 23 23 21

Matching classrooms regarding SES variance and mean SES 
assured that the classroom had a similar SES milieu.
Tables 3 and 4 give the classroom SES variance and the mean 
classroom SES for Blacks and for whites.

TABLE 3
CLASSROOM SES VARIANCE ACROSS 
PROPORTION BLACK .IN CLASSROOM

Proportion Black in Classroom
Classroom LEVEL I 

12%
LEVEL II 

22%
LEVEL III 

35%
LEVEL IV 

48%
1 2.23 .44 .62 .81
2 2.47 1.22 .62 2.09
3 1.48 1.32 .77 1.18
4 1.82 1.08 .69 .95
5 1.73 1.67 1.94
6 2.15 .56
7 1.71



TABLE 4
CLASSROOM MEANS— BLACK AND WHITE 

SES ACROSS PROPORTION BLACK IN CLASSROOM

Proportion B].ack in Classroom
Classroom LEVEL I 

12%
LEVEL II 

22%
LEVEL III 

35%
LEvE

L
IL IV
L8%

Black White Black White Black White Black White
1 3.00 4.38 3.00 3.36 3.67 3.42 4.18 4.13
2 2.33 3.88 3.00 3.57 3.00 3.31 2.45 4.29
3 3.00 4.58 2.75 4.00 3.56 4.21 3.92 4.09
4 3.33 4.76 3.20 3.82 3.14 3.29 4.33 4.10
5 3.75 4.15 2.57 4.00 2.25 4.22
6 4.00 4.72 3.86 3.58
7 3.50 3.57

Mean 3.28 4.32 3.00 3.71 3.31 3.63 3.47*■ .."r i 4.17Note.— See Appendix F for method of calculating SES index.

Tables 5 and 6 show the mean IQ and fate control scores for 
Blacks and for whites across level.

TABLE 5
MEAN IQ FOR BLACKS AND FOR WHITES 

ACROSS PROPORTION BLACK IN CLASSROOM

Proportion B]Lack in Classroom
Student
Race

LEVEL I 
12%

LEVEL II 
22%

LEVEL III 
35%

LEVEL IV 
48%

BLACK 96.20 93.57 96.97 95.74
WHITE 105.97 105.29 105.52 105.32
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TABLE 6
MEAN BLACK AND WHITE STUDENT OUTLOOK SCOKE 

ACROSS PROPORTION BLACK IN CLASSROOM

Proportion Black in Classroom
Student LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III LEVEL IV
Race 12% 22% 35% 48%

BLACK 11.59 11.71 11.84 11.71
(17) (17) (38) (49)

WHITE 11.28 11.20 11.64 11.33
(14) (59) (73) (49)

Note.— Number of sub; ects in parenthesis.

Each, level contained classrooms from at least two 
different schools {see Table 1). This minimized the chance 
that a "levels" effect would be compounded with a "schools" 
effect.



Instruments.

A battery of paper and pencil instruments was used to 
collect dependent data.

Achievement Bata

Data were gathered using the "reading comprehension", 
the "arithmetic concepts", the "arithmetic problem solving", 
and the "vocabulary" sub-tests of the Iowa Tests of Basie 
Skills. Further achievement data were gathered using 
STEF Beading Test (form 4a). The Iowa Tests had been adminis­
tered as part of the school's regular testing program. The 
STEP Reading Test, on the other hand, was administered along 
with the battery of instruments used in this research.

The Semantic Differential

The Osgood, et al (1957) semantic differential technique 
was used to measure the meaning school-related concepts have 
for students. The SD technique determines the meaning a con­
cept has for a student based on the student's rating of that 
concept using pairs of bi-polar adjectives (see Appendix A 
for rationale),

A SD (see Appendix D for the SD instrument entitled "Test 
of the Special Meaning of Words") with 19 concepts and 11 
scales was used. The concepts were selected with the expecta­
tion of obtaining meanings related to school, self-concept, 
fate control^and socio-economic class. School-related con-
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cepts were: STUDENT, TEACHER, SCHOOL, SCHOOL RULES, LEARNING,
TESTS, and CURIOSITY. The amount of Black-white shared mean­
ing was based on the student's reaction to these school- 
related concepts. Concepts relevant to self were: I AM, MY
TEACHERS THINK I AM, and MY CLASSMATES THINK I AM. Concepts 
related to socio-economic class and fate control, were: DAY
DREAMING, NEXT YEAR, MONEY, MY NEIGHBORHOOD, JOB, SUCCESS,
LUCK, FRIEND, and LIFE. Only the school-related and/or self- 
related concepts are relevant to this research. Socio­
economic and fate control concepts were not used because SES 
and fate control were controlled in the design.

The test employed two sets of 11 scales— one set for ani­
mate concepts such as STUDENT and TEACHER and a different set 
for inanimate concepts such as LEARNING and TESTS (see Appen­
dix D). Scales representing each of the standard "evaluative", 
"potency", and "activity" dimensions were included in the 
instrument. The scales used, however, were not restricted to 
those three dimensions. In order to minimize socially desir­
able responses, we excluded scales of obvious social desir­
ability from the animate concepts and scales which were clear­
ly descriptive were excluded from the inanimate concepts.

Several modifications of Osgood's original instrument 
were made so that the instrument could be completed by grade- 
school children. Following the Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum 
(1957) suggestion that grade-school children seem to work 
better with a five-step scale, five-step scales were used.
All scale points were clearly labeled following the suggestion
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of Maltz■(1963) and-McNeil and Phillips (1969).
Because grade-school children have reading constraints, 

the difficulty of the concepts and scales was controlled. 
Concepts and scales were A or AA words on the Thorndike-Lorge 
list (Thorndike-Lorge, 1944), or appear on the Dale-Chall 
(Dale-Chall, 1948) or Stone (1956) easy word lists. All 
words used in the instrument were at no higher than a third- 
grade reading level, hence, they should have been familiar to 
the fifth and sixth graders used in this study.

The People Test

In order to measure students' interracial attitudes, a 
proximity measure of social distance was used. This technique 
infers affective interpersonal distance from the manner in 
which students arrange drawings of people on a page. For ex­
ample, if a student arranged two figures close together on a 
page, the inference would be made that the student sees the 
two people represented by the two figures as being affective­
ly close (see Appendix C for rationale).

The People Test (see Appendix B) consisted of line 
sketches of Black boys, Black girls, white boys, and white 
girls. There were two forms each of sketches outlining Black 
boys, Black girls, white boys, and white girls. The forms 
differed in arm position, hair style, and clothing. The draw­
ings represented children who were approximately the same age 
as were the students taking the test. A raceless and sexless 
stick figure was used to represent the "self” of the child
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talcing the test. The complete set of figures was organized 
so that each figure was paired with each other figure— two on 
a page in a 10-page booklet. Position of the stimulus figures 
on the page and the order of presentation were varied by using 
several forms of the booklet.

Students were required to paste a figure, taken from a 
pressure-sensitive label superficially fastened to the page, 
onto the page in proximity to a figure printed on the left 
side of that page. This arrangement was used to prevent sub­
jects from combining the wrong figures. After being intro­
duced to all of the figures, subjects were instructed to place 
the figures on the page using a line drawn horizontally across 
the page as an up-down anchor. They were to place the fig­
ures close together or far apart depending upon how much the 
figures were "alike” or "belong together".

The People Test had proven to be reliable in tests con­
ducted with third-,fifth- and ninth-grade subjects (see Appen­
dix D for reliability coefficients). Construct validity had 
been demonstrated with studies showing developmental changes 
being predicted and measured using the instruments (see 
Appendix D for studies).
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Instrument Admih'istrdtton

All of the classes sampled were given a battery of in­
struments during regular class periods (see Appendix G). No 
student refused to complete the instruments even though they 
were given the option to refuse. The testers in all sampled 
classrooms were white females. Only those students present 
on the day of testing were given the instruments. No attempt 
was made to give a retest for those students who were absent 
during the initial testing period. Even though the term 
"test" was used in the instructions, the testers reported 
that students appeared to enjoy completing the instruments.
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Results

Data from the People Test, the Test of the Special Mean­
ing of Words, the Student Outlook Test, and the STEP Test, 
had been transferred to code sheets (see Appendix H). From 
the code sheets, the data were merged with Iowa Test results, 
SES indices, IQ data, and student identification numbers (sex, 
grade, and race coded within number) on magnetic tape.

Shared Meaning and Classroom Raeial heterogeneity

After reordering the semantic differential data and 
transferring them to magnetic tapes, we performed two major 
types of analyses. The analyses were designed to test an 
hypothesis that shared meaning between Blacks and whites would 
increase as the proportion of Blacks in the classroom in­
creased.

To reorder the semantic differential data, each rating 
was assigned a number from 1 to 5 depending upon the position 
from left to right, checked on the subject's test (see Appen­
dix H). This process resulted in a scale by concept by sub­
ject matrix of data. Figure 2 illustrates this matrix of data. 
In each cell of this cube was a number from 1 to 5 represent­
ing a particular subject's response to a particular scale.
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Fig. 2.— Rectangular solid of data generated 
by the semantic differential.
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The first major type of analysis measured the degree to 
which Black students and white students in the four levels of 
racial heterogeneity shared meaning concerning school-related 
concepts. In order to share meaning, regarding particular 
concepts, two groups must share the basic dimensions along 
which their judgments vary with respect to these concepts.
That is, they must agree with respect to how the various 
scales are used when judging the concepts. For example, do 
subjects agree regarding which scales are functionally equiv­
alent? That is, if a scale such as GOOD-BAD correlates very 
highly with a scale such as FAIR-UNFAIR for one group of sub­
jects, would the two scales also correlate very highly for 
another group of subjects? If' so, this would indicate an 
evaluative type of dimension for both groups of subjects and 
the subjects would be considered to be in agreement concern­
ing one basic dimension along which concepts could vary.

Operationally, frame of reference assessment lies in a 
comparison of factor structures obtained separately for each 
experimental group (Blacks in Level I, whites in Level I, 
Blacks in Level II, whites in Level II, etc.). A factor rep­
resents the degree to which various scales are functionally 
equivalent.

In deriving factors, subjects1 judgments on the follow­
ing inanimate concepts were used: SCHOOL, SCHOOL RULES, LEARN­
ING, TESTS, and CURIOSITY. These five concepts have the prop­
erty that (1) they are all school-related, and (2) they are 
all judged on the same scales. The Special Meaning of Words
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Test is structured so that inanimate and animate concepts 
have different scales. It was necessary to use concepts with 
the same scales in this analysis. The school-related concepts 
which were not used by virtue of their being animate concepts 
were STUDENT and TEACHER. Since the purpose of this analysis 
was to determine the basic dimensions along which school- 
related concepts could be judged, it was felt that eliminating 
the two animate concepts would not have a great impact on the 
results. Appendix I shows means for each experimental group 
for each concept and each scale.

Each subject provided a complete set of 11 judgments {one 
judgment for each scale) on each of the five concepts. Since 
basic dimensions of judgment were of interest, a sum was taken 
over both concepts and subjects within each experimental 
group. This process resulted in a file of 11 responses for 
each experimental group. These responses represented a sum of 
all of the subjects' responses to the five school-related con­
cepts . The responses to the 11 scales were then intercorre­
lated, generating an 11 by 11 intercorrelational matrix of 
every scale with every other scale. A similar 11 by 11 matrix 
was calculated for each experimental group.

A principal components factor analysis was performed on 
each intercorrelation matrix. This method of factor analysis 
was used because it yields an unique solution, i. e., there 
is only one possible set of factors for any given correlation 
matrix (Osgood, 1964, and Suci, 1960, used the principal com­
ponents factor analysis technique). The unique factors gen­
erated by the analysis were rotated to simple structure using
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a verimax rotation scheme. The first three factors accounted 
for over 80% of the common variance, so Factors I, II, and III 
were examined for each experimental group.

A display of factor loadings over .30 by factor and by 
experimental group indicates that there was general agreement 
among the groups regarding factor structure. Table 7 shows 
this general agreement. No attempt was made to name all three 
factors because the comparability of factor structures rather 
than their substance was at issue.

Inspection of Table 7 reveals that for each of the eight 
experimental groups, Factor I was clearly an evaluative factor, 
loading heavily on evaluative scales such as: DIRTY, CLEAN, 
UNFAIR-FAIR, and DANGEROUS-SAFE. Blacks in Level IV and whites 
in Level I included EMPTY-FULL in their evaluative factor. In 
the only other departure from congruence involving the first 
factor, whites in Level IV included HEAVY-LIGHT.

The second factor was not as easy to interpret as was 
the first factor, but scales loading heavily on Factor II were 
similar across groups. EASY-DIFFICULT, INTERESTING-DULL, 
HARD-SOFT, and QUIET-NOISY, were all loaded heavily on Fac­
tor II.

Factor III contained scales which were similar to those 
in Factor II. Inspection of Table 7 shows a general agree­
ment across groups regarding the structure of this third fac­
tor.

There appeared, then, to be general agreement among the 
experimental groups with respect to the three factors which 
were obtained separately for each group. Establishing this
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TABLE 7

FACTOR LOADINGS OVER .30 BT FACTORS AND RESPONDENT GROUP

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

FACTOR BLACK 
LEVEL I

WHITE 
LEVEL I

BLACK 
LEVEL II

WHITE 
LEVEL II

BLACK 
LEVEL III

WHITE 
LEVEL III

BLACK 
LEVEL IV

WHITE 
LEVEL IV

Dirty .50 Empty .49 Dirty .57 Dirty .74 Dirty .71 Dirty .70 finpty .40 Heavy .30
ONE Unfair .52 Dirty .51 Unfair .78 Unfair .58 Unfair .53 Unfair .35 Dirty .33 Dirty .40

Dangerous .74 Unfair .68 Dangerous .48 Dangerous .57 Dangerous .48 Dangerous .42 Unfair .69 Unfair .68
■ • • Dangerous .48 ■ ■ » • • ■ * » • i • • Dangerous .40 Dangerous .32

Interesting 60 Soft .68 Quiet .40 Interesting 33 Quiet .50 Interesting 51 Quiet .47 Quiet .66
TWO Soft .39 Easy ,55 Near .58 Soft .73 Soft .60 Soft .64 • 4 4 • • •

Easy .36 * • * Soft .65 Easy .48 Easy ,40 Easy .57 • 4 i • * *

Quiet .36 Quiet .76 Interesting 45 Empty .51 Soft .31 Quiet .37 Soft .59 Empty . 48
THREE Empty .36 • m a Hot .72 Unfair .41 Near .68 Empty .44 Easy . 34 Soft .35

Near .42 * * 4 * • * • * * 4 • • 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 *
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factor similarity made a more detailed profile comparison 
among the groups feasible. In other words, both Blacks and 
whites agreed with respect to the frame of reference used 
when considering school-related concepts. Since both groups 
had this common frame of reference, it was possible to com­
pare the groups with respect to the specific meaning of school 
related concepts, i.e., to assess the amount'of Black-white 
shared meaning.

The second analysis compared Blacks and whites across 
levels concerning their responses to specific school-related 
concepts, both animate and inanimate. Operationally, this 
type of analysis consisted of ascertaining the mean judgment 
on each concept within each of the experimental groups and 
then comparing group means. The following concepts were con­
sidered in this analysis: SCHOOL, SCHOOL RULES, TEACHER, STU­
DENT, TESTS, LEARNING, CURIOSITY, MY TEACHERS THINK I AM, and 
MY CLASSMATES THINK I AM. These concepts are either school- 
related or they relate the "self" to school.

The mean response for each experimental group to each of 
the 11 scales was calculated. This generated a file of 11 
mean responses for each experimental group for each concept 
under consideration. Within each of the four levels of 
racial heterogeneity, the mean responses by Blacks to each of 
the nine concepts were compared to the mean responses by 
whites to respective concepts.

Meaning differences between groups on a single concept 
are best indexed by the generalized distance function (D).
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Cronbach and Glazier (1953), Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum 
(1957), and Osgood and Suci (1952), presented detailed dis­
cussions of the D statistic. The D score was found by taking 
the difference between the mean scores of two groups on 
each scale of the concept, squaring this difference, summing 
these squares, and taking the square root of the sum.

Within each of the four levels of racial heterogeneity, 
a D score • was calculated between the responses of Blacks and 
whites for each of the nine concepts. The result of this 
calculation was a four by nine (nine representing the nine 
school-related concepts) matrix of D scores. Table 8 shows 
the D scores which were calculated.

TABLE 8
BLACK-WHITE D SCORES BY LEVEL

Proportion B]Lack m Classroom
CONCEPT LEVEL

12%
I LEVEL

22%
II LEVEL 

■ 35%
III LEVEL

48%
IV

SCHOOL 1.26 U) 1.08 C3') .“So (1) .54 (2)
CURIOSITY 1.08 (4) .84 (2) . 66 (1) .88 (3)
LEARNING .71 (3) 1.20 (4) .52 (1) .64 (2)
SCHOOL RULES 1.40 (4) 1.22 (3) .65 (2) ; .50 (1)TESTS 1.31 (4) .96 (3) .85 (2) .63 (1)TEACHER 1.32 (4) 1.13 (2) 1.28 (3) .51 (1)STUDENT .74 (2) .88 (3) .91 (4) .68 (1)MY TEACHERS
THINK I AM 1.27 (3) 1.53 (4) .71 (2) .51 (1)MY CLASSMATES
THINK I AM 1.33 (3) 1.92 (4) .87 (1) .94 (2)

TOTAL RANKS 31 28 17 14
Note.— Rank across level in parenthesis.
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To investigate the hypothesis that Black-white shared 
meaning would increase as the proportion of Blacks in the 
classroom increased, a Friedman two-way analysis of variance 
by ranks was used which tested the null hypothesis that the 
four levels of D scores had been drawn from the same popula­
tion. The result of this test lead to a rejection of the
null hypothesis that the four levels of racial heterogeneity

2did come from the same population (x =12.18, df=3, P <".01). 
Inspection of Table 8 reveals that in Level I,Blacks and 
whites are furthest apart with respect to meaning similarity. 
In Levels II, III, and IV as the proportion of Blacks in the 
classroom increases, Blacks and whites came progressively 
closer together concerning the meaning of school-related con­
cepts. The data, then, support the hypothesis that shared 
meaning between Blacks and whites would increase as the pro­
portion of Blacks in the classroom increased.

62



Shaved Meaning and Academia Achievement

To test the hypothesis that academic achievement would
increase with an increase in shared meaning, two shared-
meaning groups were constructed. Individuals in the sample
were assigned to either a low or high shared-meaning group
based upon the amount of Black-white shared meaning in their
classrooms. The amount of shared meaning in each classroom
was determined using D scores. The same nine concepts that
were used to investigate the relationship between level of
racial heterogeneity and shared meaning were used to calcu-

4late the D scores in this analysis.
D scores were calculated between the mean responses by 

Blacks in a particular classroom and the mean responses by 
whites in that same classroom. This procedure generated nine 
D scores (one for each concept) for each classroom. These 
nine D scores for a particular classroom represented the a- 
mount of Black-white shared meaning in that classroom.

The D scores for each concept were ranked across the 22 
classrooms in the sample. Each concept for each classroom 
could have had a rank ranging from 1 to 22. These ranks,then, 
were summed within each classroom. Classrooms were assigned 
to extreme shared-meaning groups (either high or low) based on 
the sum of the nine ranks.

The shared-meaning groups were formed to maximize the
------------------------------
Concepts used were SCHOOL, CURIOSITY, LEARNING, SCHOOL RULES, 

TESTS, TEACHER, STUDENT, MY TEACHERS THINK I AM, AND MY CLASS­
MATES THINK I AM.
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distance between them, yet retain a sufficient number of sub­
jects in each group for analysis. Of the 22 classrooms in 
the sample, 14 were retained for this analysis— nine in the 
low shared-meaning group and five in the high one (see Table 9).

TABLE 9
D Score Sum of Ranks Used to 
Form Shared-Meaning Groups

GROUP Sum of Ranks★

1st 2nd 3rd 4th /5 th StH TtF" 8th 9 th
LOW
Shared-Meaning 36 37 38 63 66 76 76 81 88

Middle 101 103 108 109 L16 120 126 137 -

High
Shared-Meaning 150 151 167 168 L69 - - _ -

The sum of ranks could have varied from 9 to 198

Once the low and high shared-meaning groups were formed, 
we sought to determine if the two groups were different on the 
basis of five achievement scores. The scores used were "a- 
rithmetic concepts", "reading", "vocabulary", and "arithmetic 
problem-solving" raw scores from the Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skitls. In addition, raw scores from the STEF Test were used. 
The proportion of Black students in the classroom was used as 
a sixth variable in the analysis. Since, in this analysis, 
we were investigating the relationship between shared meaning 
and achievement and since the proportion of Blacks in the 
classroom may have been related to both achievement and 
shared meaning, "proportion Black" was included as a variable
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for control purposes. In the analysis, we assessed the effect 
of shared meaning on academic achievement independently of the 
effect of "proportion Black" on achievement. This was import­
ant because in the schools sampled, the level of shared mean­
ing was confounded with the proportion of Blacks in the class­
rooms .

In investigating the association between shared meaning 
and academic achievement, we were interested in gaining as 
much information as possible regarding (a) the relationship a- 
mong the five achievement scores, and (b) the relative power 
of the various scores in discriminating between the two shared- 
meaning groups. In other words, did the level of shared mean­
ing affect all achievement variables equally? Were there in­
teractions among achievement variables which were related to 
the level of shared meaning in the classroom? To answer these 
questions, we used a stepwise multiple discriminant analysis 
technique (Dixon, 1971). This analysis was designed to con­
sider all of the variables at once, generating (a) group means 
and standard deviations, (b) univariate "F" values for each 
variable, (c) within-group correlation matrixes, (d) multi­
variate "F" values, and (e) information regarding the rela­
tive power of each variable in discriminating between the two 
shared-meaning groups.

Univariate "F" values calculated for each variable for 
black students revealed that only the "proportion Black" vari­
able was significantly different across shared-meaning groups 
(F=485.8, df=l,68,F <.001). This finding simply repeated the
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earlier finding— that the proportion of Blacks in the class­
room was associated with shared meaning (see Table 8).

Inspection of a within-group correlation matrix contain­
ing all five achievement scores and the "proportion Black" 
variable suggested that classroom racial heterogeneity did 
not affect all achievement variables equally. For instance. 
Table 10 shows that "vocabulary","reading", and STEP Test

TABLE 10
WITHIN-GROUPS CORRELATION MATRIX—  

ACHIEVEMENT SCORES AND PROPORTION BLACK

VARIABLE
1. Vocabulary
2. Reading
3. Arithmetic Concepts
4. Arithmetic Problem!

Solving
5. STEP
6. Proportion Black

1.00
.82 1.00
.45 .61 1.00
.30 .41 .69 1.00
.63 .77 .52 .39

-.15 -.18 .16 .03
1.00 
-.06 1.00

scores were negatively correlated with the proportion of Blacks 
in the classroom. On the other hand, "arithmetic concepts" 
and "arithmetic problem solving" scores were correlated posi­
tively with the proportion of Blacks in the classroom. Fur­
ther inspection of Table 10 shows that the achievement scores 
were not correlated equally among themselves. Arithmetic 
scores tended to correlate highly among themselves and 
reading-related scores correlated highly among themselves.
The concern, then, was to compare the low and high shared- 
meaning groups, taking into consideration the interrelation­
ships among the six variables.
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Computational procedures used in the discriminant analy­
sis considered one variable at a time. Variables were con­
sidered in the order in which they discriminated between the 
two shared-meaning groups (see Dixon, 1971, pp. 214^-214^ 
for the computational procedure). After the first variable 
was entered into the set of discriminating variables, the re­
lationship between that variable and each of the remaining 
variables was tested. The second variable entered was that 
variable which when considered simultaneously with the first 
variable showed the best discrimination between the two 
shared-meaning groups. This procedure was followed until en­
tering additional variables would not have added to the dis­
criminating power of the set of variables already entered.
The "F's" to enter at each step of the analysis were the 
"likelihood ratio tests of the equality over all g; groups of 
the conditional distribution of variable given the (remain­
ing) entered variables (Dixon, 1971, p. 214£)".

The classroom racial composition variable was the first 
variable to be entered. Since it was the first variable, no 
multivariate "F" was calculated and the "F" to enter was 
identical to the univariate "F" mentioned above (F=485.8, 
df=l,68, P<.001) .

Taking into consideration the relationship between "pro­
portion Black" and each of the remaining variables, the pro­
cedure revealed "vocabulary" to be the variable which added 
most to our ability to discriminate between the two shared-
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meaning groups. The "F" to enter for "vocabulary" was F=2.99, 
df=l,67, P'c.l. A consideration of the relationship among 
"proportion Black1',"vocabulary" and each remaining variable 
pointed to "arithmetic concepts" as the best remaining dis­
criminator. The "F" to enter for "arithmetic concepts" was 
F=3.41, df~l,66, P -c.l. This statistic means that (given the 
proportion of Blacks in a student's classroom, given the "vo­
cabulary" scores of the Blacks, and given the relationship 
among those two variables and "arithmetic concepts" scores) 
knowing the "arithmetic concepts" score added significantly 
(P v D  to our ability to discriminate between high and low 
shared-meaning groups. In other words, there was a differ­
ence between the shared-meaning groups regarding "arithmetic 
concept" scores when the interrelation among all three varie 
ables was considered.

When the correlation among all three entered variables 
was taken into consideration, the two shared-meaning groups 
were more different regarding "vocabulary" scores than they 
were when only the first two variables ("proportion Black" 
and "vocabulary") were considered. Indicative of this in­
creased difference is that the multivariate "F" for "vocabu­
lary" changed from F=2.99 to F=5.80 (from P < . 1  to P'c.05).

After entering the "proportion Black","vocabulary", and 
"arithmetic concept" variables, none of the other variables 
added significantly to our ability to discriminate between 
the two shared-meaning groups.

In summary, then, given the nature of the interrelation-
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ships among the six variables in this analysis, there was a 
significant difference between the two shared-meaning groups 
regarding "vocabulary" (P k-,05) and "arithmetic concept" 
(P-^.l) scores. Inspection of Table 11 shows that these dif­
ferences were in the predicted direction.

TABLE 11
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATION FOR ACHIEVEMENT 

VARIABLES AND PROPORTION BLACK— BLACK STUDENTS

LEVEL OF SHARED MEANING
VARIABLE GRAND

LOW HIGH MEAN
Vocabulary 45.i (15.9)* 50.9 (15.0) 48.5
Reading 47.1 (14.6) 48.1 (14.5) 47.7
Arithmetic Concepts 48.1 (11.1) 52.4 (15.7) 50.7
Arithmetic Problem 45.9 (9.0) 45.4 (12.6) 45.6

Solving
STEP 33.3 (12.9) 34.0 (12.4) 33.7
Proportion Black 15.0 46.0 34.1
£ 1Standard deviations in parenthesis

A multivariate discriminant analysis comparable to the 
one performed for Black students was completed for white stu­
dents. As was expected, shared-meaning groups were signifi­
cantly (P-^.001) different with respect to the proportion of 
Blacks in the classroom. However, after "proportion Black" 
was entered as a discriminating variable, none of the achieve­
ment variables showed a significant (P^.l) "F" to enter.
This indicates that for white students, achievement did not 
vary with the level of Black-white shared meaning in the 
classroom.
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Aoademie Achievement and CZassvoom RaciaZ Retevogeneity

Data from the Iowa Tests and the STEP Test were analyzed 
in a 2 x 4 factorial design with two levels of grade (fifth 
and sixth) and four levels of classroom racial heterogeneity. 
The "reading comprehension", "arithmetic concepts", and 
"arithmetic problem solving" sections of the Iowa Tests were 
combined (equally weighted) to give a "general achievement" 
raw score for each subject. The "vocabulary" section of the 
Iowa Test was analyzed as a separate dependent variable— a 
variable which was not as skilled-related as was reading com­
prehension. Raw scores from the two STEP Test sections were 
combined (equally weighted) to form one STEP Test reading 
achievement score for each student.

To investigate the relationship between achievement and 
racial heterogeneity in the classroom, we performed several 
analyses of variance (one for each achievement score) with 
grade and classroom racial composition, the independent vari­
ables and achievement scores, the dependent variables. These 
analyses were done separately for Black subjects and white 
subjects, since the primary objective was to determine if 
there were a difference in the academic achievement of Black 
students across different levels of classroom racial hetero­
geneity .

Table 12 presents the summary of an analysis of variance 
of Iowa Test achievement scores for fifth- and sixth-grade 
Black students by level.
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TABLE 12
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IOWA TEST ACHIEVEMENT 
FOR 5TH- AND 6TH-GRADE BLACK STUDENTS BY LEVEL

Source df.... ....  ' MS......... FGrade (A) 1 4251.11 3.59
Level (B) 3 274.60 —

AB 3 486.52 —

WITHIN 101 1182.85
MEANS

Proportion Black
Grade LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III LEVEL IV12% 22% 35% 48% ■ ■

Fifth and 
Sixth 141.7 : 137.7 135.3 141.0 '

Inspection of Table 12 reveals that for Black students, 
Iowa Tests achievement index scores did not vary across levels 
of racial heterogeneity.

Table 13 shows similar results for white students.

TABLE 13
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IOWA TEST ACHIEVEMENT 
FOR WHITE 5TH- AND 6TH-GRADE STUDENTS BY LEVEL

Source df • MS .... F .......
Grade (A) 1 56422.45 39.12*
Level <B) 3 1139.65 —

AB 3 1501.97 1.04
WITHIN 308 1442.31
*P v .001

MEANS

Proportion Black
Grade LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III LEVEL IV

12% 22% 35% ' 48%.....
Fifth and 

Sixth 160.4 160.0 : 148.0 160.8

Scores on the vocabulary section of the Iowa Tests 
showed a pattern similar to that of the achievement index
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scores. Paralleling the results of the achievement index 
analyses, a one-way analysis of variance for the vocabulary 
scores of Blacks showed no significant "main effect" for 
racial heterogeneity. Table 14 presents a summary of this 
analysis of variance.

TABLE 14
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IOWA TEST VOCABULARY 

FOR BLACK 5TH- AND 6TH-GRADE STUDENTS BY LEVEL
Source df MS p

Grade (A) 1 789.27 3.31
Level (B) 3 505.91 2.12
AB 3 504.04 2.11
WITHIN 101 238.73 2.11

MEANS
Proportion Black

Grade LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III LEVEL IV
12% 22% 35% 48%

Fifth and 
Sixth 44.0 44.7 50.0 47.0

Table 15 illustrates that the vocabulary scores of whites 
also showed no significant "main effect" for level of racial 
heterogeneity.

TABLE 15
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IOWA TEST VOCABULARY 
FOR WHITE 5TH- AND 6TH-GRADE STUDENTS BY LEVEL

Source df MS F
Grade (A) 1 6616.65 29.04*
Level (B) 3 482.33 2.12
AB 3 267.11 1.17
WITHIN 308 227.86
*P ^.01 MEANS
II II 1 i i ii Proportion Black
Grade LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III LEVEL IV

12% 22% 35% 48%
Fifth and 

Sixth 57.3 55.7 51.4 58.6
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These results indicate that for neither Blacks nor whites 
was there a significant effect on vocabulary scores associated 
with classroom racial heterogeneity.

An entirely different test of educational achievement, 
the STEF Teat, showed results which were similar to those ob­
tained using the several sections of the Iowa Test. Table 16 
presents a summary of the analysis of variance for Blacks.
Once again, there were no significant differences regarding

TABLE 16
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF STEP TEST SCORES FOR 
BLACK 5TH- AND 6TH-GRADE STUDENTS BY LEVEL

Source df MS ..... F ........
Grade (A) 1 156.24 —
Level (B) 3 46.66 —

AB 3 217.78 1.32
WITHIN 120 165.24

MEANS
Proportion Blacks

Grade
LEVEL I 

12%
LEVEL II 

22%
LEVEL III 

35%.....
LEVEL IV 

48%
Fifth and 

Sixth 34.7 : 34.2 31.4 30.1

achievement scores across level of racial heterogeneity for 
Blacks. Table 17 shows similar results for whites concerning 
achievement on the STEF Test.

73



TABLE 17
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF STEP TEST SCORES FOR 
WHITE 5TH- AND 6TH-GRADE STUDENTS BY LEVEL

Source df MS F
Grade (A) 1 3195.90 16.75*
Level (B) 3 272.56 1.43
AB 3 193.29 1.01
WITHIN 324 190.80
*P ̂ .001

MEANS

Grade
Pro portion Black

LEVEL I 
12%

LEVEL II 
22%

LEVEL III 
35%

LEVEL IV 
48%

Fifth and 
Sixth 41.5 39.8 36.5 38.9

In summary, achievement scores were not different across 
level of racial heterogeneity for either Blacks or whites.
The hypothesis that Blacks in classrooms with a greater pro­
portion of Blacks would show higher academic achievement than 
do blacks in classrooms with lower proportions of Blacks was 
not supported by these data.

Black-white Affective Racial Distance

The first step in this analysis was the calculation of a 
score representing -personal social distance. To do this, the 
interval (in centimeters) between the self figure on the 
People Test and the same-sex opposite-race figure was used 
(see Appendix H). The personal social distance score repre­
sented the subjects' estimate of the social distance between 
themselves and those people of the same sex but of opposite
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race.
The second step in the People Test analysis was to com­

pute a normative raeial distance score for each subject.
This was done by measuring the distance (in centimeters) be­
tween same-sex and opposite-race target figures (see Appen­
dix H). For example, if a Black male student were completing 
the instrument, his critical datum was the distance he placed 
between the Black boy figure and the white boy figure. The 
critical distance for a white female completing the instrument 
was the space measured in centimeters between the white girl 
figure and the Black girl figure. The score formed here repre' 
sented the subjects’ estimate of the accepted socially shared 
distance attributed to racial differences.

A critical third step in this analysis consisted of an 
unweighted-means analysis of covariance designed to statisti­
cally remove the effect of the normative distance from the 
personal distance. Both the self-target (personal) distances 
and the target-target (normative) distances are made up of two 
components— an affective component and a normative component. 
In other words, the social distance a person places between 
himself and a person of the opposite race is determined par­
tially by his affective reaction to the other-race person and 
partially by his perception of the standardized socially ac­
cepted distance between the races. The assumption is made 
that the normative distance influences a person when he is 
making the self-target comparison. A further assumption is 
made that the affective component of the self-target compari-
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son is larger than the comparable affective component of the 
target-target comparison.

Statistically controlling for the effect of the target- 
target comparison (normative distance) on the self-target 
distance (personal distance) generates a score of affective 
racial distance. The logic here is that the affective racial 
distance remaining after the normative distance has been con­
trolled represents the personal affective distance. This 
affective distance is a conservative estimate, however, being 
underestimated by the amount of affect represented in the 
normative distances.

In other words, in controlling for the effect of the 
normative distance on the personal distances, one also elim­
inates that affect associated with normative distance.

An analysis of covariance (race by level) with the ef­
fect of the normative distances statistically controlled was 
performed to determine if racial heterogeneity in a classroom 
influences affective racial distance. The adjusted means rep­
resented the racial distances. Table 18 is a summary of this 
analysis.

Inspection of Table 18 reveals that there was no levels 
(racial heterpgeneity) "main effect" for affective distance. 
This indicates that students' affective racial distance was 
not influenced by the racial composition of the classroom.
The hypothesis that the proportion of Blacks in a classroom 
is positively associated with racial closeness was not sup­
ported by the data.
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TABLE 18
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF AFFECTIVE DISTANCE 

BY RACE AND LEVEL
Source df ■ MS' ■; •........ F

Race (A) ■ "  1 : 12.93 2 ."38' ' ' '
Level (B) 3 50.32 . 1.64
AB 3 . 55.04 ■ ....  1.79
WITHIN .... • 4:4 8 30.67

MEANS (UNWEIGHTED)
: Proportion Black ....

' Race ' 12% 22% 35% 48%
Black 14.3 ; 11.7 ; 13.5 ; 13. $
White 12.6 8,6 10.5 13 • 8
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Discussion

The effect of school desegregation on academic achieve­
ment has been a critical issue since the Supreme Court 
decided that de jure racial segregation in public schools 
is unconstitutional. Research undertaken in the fifties# 
immediately after the Court’s decision confirmed that# 
indeed# whites in all-white schools were achieving at a 
higher level than were Blacks in their oftentimes deficient 
all-Black schools. Post-desegregation research comparing 
the academic achievements of Blacks in all-Black schools 
with the achievements of Blacks in desegregated schools 
revealed that Blacks in desegregated schools showed somewhat 
higher levels of academic achievement. Faced with these 
encouraging findings# proponents of school desegregation 
attempted to uncover the principal factors associated with 
the rise in academic achievement observed among Black stu­
dents in desegregated schools.

Typically, the increases in level of academic achieve­
ment usually observed among desegregated Black students 
have been attributed to two factors: (a) the superior edu­
cational facilities of most host schools and (b) the academi­
cally superior student body found in desegregated schools.

Plaintiffs in the Brown case contended that segregated 
public schools are inherently unequal and cannot be made 
equal. The unsettled question# then# is: "Were the plain­
tiffs in the Brown case correct?" Even if public schools
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were to be made equal regarding physical facilities and 
other tangible factors, does segregation of children solely 
on the basis of race deprive Black children of equal educa­
tion opportunities?

The Court in Sweatt v. Painter answered, "yes" to this 
question. They found that a segregated law school for 
Blacks could not provide Black students with equal education­
al opportunities. In making this decision, the Court cited 
"...those qualities which are incapable of objective measure­
ment but which make for greatness in a law school" (emphasis 
mine). Again, in McLaurin v. Oklahoma State Regents the 
Court resorted to a consideration of intangibles3 "...his 
ability to study to engage in discussions and exchange views
with other students...", in ruling that a Black be admitted
to a white graduate school.

The unvoiced question becomes, then, what is the nature 
of the intangible and nonobjeotive qualities referred to by 
the Courts as being present in desegregated schools but not 
in segregated ones. From the Courts' rulings we know only 
that they are intangible, nonobjective, and critical to the 
success of Black students in school, and that they are 
linked to Black-white communication.

Now, if we were able to measure and analyze some of 
those intangible and nonobjective qualities that Blacks 
are supposed to have the benefit of under the Fourteenth
Amendment, then we would be in a position to:
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(a) convince education policy makers that, 
indeed, separate educational facilities 
are inherently unequal and do deprive 
segregated Black students of something 
which is essential to their educational 
success.

(b) provide a means by which Courts can gain 
objectivity and reliability in their 
assessment of what constitutes these 
intangibles so necessary for Blacks to 
achieve in school.

(c) define the precise nature of the resti­
tutions due Black students who are 
locked into segregated schools and can­
not gain access to whatever it is Blacks 
gain from going to school with whites.5

(d) make recommendations regarding the ideal 
racial mix in areas where desegregation 
is possible.

This study was successful in isolating the most essen­
tial of those intangible qualities associated with desegre­
gated schools which the Courts have decided are so vital to 
the academic success of Black students. This quality was 
shown, using carefully collected and analyzed data, to be 
extremely sensitive to the racial composition of a desegre­
gated classroom. Integrated^ classrooms appear to engender

7more of this quality than do segregated classrooms. But

5 Desegregation is practically impossible in the "Harlems" 
across the country.

® For the purpose of discussion we will define classrooms 
with between 35 and 50 per cent of its students Black as 
integrated classrooms.

7 For the purpose of discussion we will define classrooms 
with between 1 and 34 per cent of its students Black as 
segregated classrooms.
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before getting to a discussion of the intangible quality 
we found to be associated with racial composition, let us 
review the state of present knowledge, both popular and 
empirical, regarding the relationship between racial compo­
sition and academic achievement.

The most pervasive popular misconception held about 
desegregation is that no Black school can adequately teach 
Black students unless whites are brought into the school in 
great numbers. Regardless of the quality of the teachers, 
the size of the classes, or the efficiency of school proce­
dures, a predominantly Black school is viewed, by both 
Blacks and whites, to be academically inferior to a predom­
inantly white school. Of course, this view is not accurate. 
It both insults Blacks and attributes to whites inherent 
qualities which they do not have.

Opponents of school integration are wont to quote 
standardized test scores in arguing that desegregation 
lowers the level of academic achievement among whites.
There is also the latent fear among many people that "too 
many" Blacks in a desegregated school will lead to inter­
racial hostility.

Generally, empirical desegregation research has sup­
ported popular opinion in establishing a positive correla­
tion between the level of academic achievement found among 
Black students and the proportion of whites in the Black 
students' desegregated classrooms and contrary to popular 
opinion, empirical research has shown the achievement level
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of white students to remain stable regardless of the number 
of Blacks in their classrooms.

The most celebrated desegregation study, the Coleman 
Report and re-analyses of the Coleman data, indicates that 
a desegregated school must be at least 50 per cent white 
before any gains in academic achievement are begun to be 
made by integrated Blacks. Furthermore, Coleman's data 
suggest that the more integrated a white school becomes, the 
less Black students gain academically from being in a deseg­
regated school (see Table 1).

One overall implication of both popular opinion and 
empirical research is that desegregation does have some 
benefits for the integrated Black student, but that the 
number of Blacks in desegregated schools should be kept at 
a minimum.

Considering the Courts' suggestions and the empirical 
findings together, we realize that the present operational 
theory of how desegregation works assumes that not only are 
there intangible benefits which accrue to desegregated 
Blacks but that these benefits are dependent upon the degree 
of integration in the host school.

This study was designed to determine:

(1) if, in fact, desegregation or school racial 
composition per se has any influence on the 
academic success of Black students.

(2) the process by which school racial composition 
affects Black students' levels of academic 
achievement.
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Finding the classroom to be the critical unit to investigate, 
we set about to determine the effect of classroom racial 
composition, in and of itself, on academic achievement. We 
did this by looking at the achievement levels of students 
from classrooms with different levels of integration. We 
asked, for example, if Blacks in a classroom which was 12 
per cent Black achieved at a different level than did Blacks

pin a classroom which was 48 per cent Black. We asked the 
same question about whites.

Our method in ferreting out the critical intangible 
quality inherent in desegregation involved investigating 
possible causes of the differences in level of academic 
achievement observed among Blacks in classrooms with differ-

We chose this range because it was the range in which 
Coleman and others had found Black students to make the 
most academic achievement gains. Since we were inter­
ested in exploring the process by which racial composi­
tion affects the level of academic achievement among 
desegregated Blacks, it is only natural that we would 
choose the range of racial composition within which 
previous research had shown achievement gains among 
Blacks to occur. Our selecting the range of 0 to 50 
per cent Black should not be construed to mean, however, 
that we thought achievement gains could not occur among 
Blacks in predominantly Black classrooms. We simply 
selected those classrooms which, according to previous 
research would be most likely to show academic achieve­
ment gains among its Black students. Also, based on 
previous research, we gathered that the more integrated 
the classroom, within our 0 to 50 per cent range, the 
less likely we were to find academic achievement gains 
among Black students. Within this range, then, we were 
able to determine whether different degrees of racial 
heterogeneity have a differential effect upon the achieve­
ment of students. Furthermore, our selecting this range 
assured that achievement gains among Blacks would take 
place, thereby allowing us to investigate the process.
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ent levels of racial heterogeneity. To isolate the influ­
ences on the academic achievement of Black students which 
were attributable to desegregation alone, we had to make 
certain that the racial composition and not some other 
aspect of the classroom was causing observed differences in 
level of achievement.

By controlling extraneous variables, we maximized the 
probability that any differences found among the achievement 
levels of Black students in classrooms with different racial 
compositions were indeed produced by classroom racial compo­
sition. The critical extraneous variables we controlled 
were those which were likely to vary with classroom racial 
composition and which, themselves, would be expected to 
affect academic achievement. Classroom, social class milieu 
(mean classroom SES and classroom SES variance), mean class­
room IQ, and mean classroom fate control were controlled by 
matching classrooms with regard to the variables across 
four different levels of racial composition.

We posited, following the Courts' suggestion, that any 
gains in academic achievement made by Black students as a 
result of their being in classrooms with whites were prob­
ably associated with some facet of Black-white communication. 
We further posited that this communication could not have 
taken place unless Blacks and whites concurred to some 
degree regarding the connotative meanings of school-related 
concepts. This Black-white shared meaning and the ensuing 

Black-white communication we predicted would be associated
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with an increase in the “level of academic achievement among 

desegregated Blacks.

By introducing the concept of shared connotative mean­
ing into our study of academic achievement in a desegregated 
classroom, we took advantage of a long and successful 
history of the concept's use in investigations of human 
communications systems (Appendix A details our rationale for 
using the shared meaning concept). The shared meaning con­
cept proved to be different -from the academic achievement 
indices in which we were interested; yet, in being an index 
of Black-white communication effectiveness, it had potential 
utility in explicating the differences in level of academic 
achievement associated with Black-white communication. The 
point being made here is that the shared connotative meaning 
concept we employed in this study is not a new concept. It 
has had a history of successful use in other communication- 
related research and seemed to be applicable to our study 
of Black-white communication in desegregated classrooms.

Black-white shared meaning regarding school-related 
concepts as a prerequisite to Black-white communication was 
hypothesized as being the most important of those intangi­
bles referred to by the Courts. It was seen to be an impor­
tant intangible because whatever gains Blacks make as a 
result of being in a desegregated school, they most likely 
are mediated by some form of Black-white communication. 
Black-white shared meaning, therefore, is definitely a 
central factor in the whole desegregation process. If it
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is not there, the chance of any tangible or intangible in­
formation being communicated is severely reduced.

Once we had developed an hypothesis regarding the 
process by which desegregation affects the academic achieve­
ment of Blacks, we turned our attention to formulating hypo­
theses concerning how, in fact, different levels of class­
room racial composition do affect the level of academic 
achievement among both Blacks and whites.

Based on social psychological theory (social pressure 
principles), we made a prediction that Blacks and whites in 
integrated classrooms would demonstrate more shared meaning 

than would Blacks and whites in segregated ones. Following 
from the shared meaning-communication association posited 
above, we made a third prediction. This prediction concern­
ing the relationship between classroom integration and aca­
demic achievement was defiantly contrary to both popular 
opinion and previous research findings. We hypothesized 

that Black students in integrated classrooms would achieve 

tetter academically than would Blacks in segregated ones.

Our interpretation of the social psychological theory rele­
vant to communication in desegregated classrooms led us to 
make the novel prediction that the more integrated the 
desegregated classroom, the more Black students would bene­
fit academically from being in that classroom.

We made a fourth prediction which was concerned with 
Black-white racial distance in desegregated classrooms. We 
considered racial distance to be an important intangible
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variable in itself but we also considered it to be important 
because it is a possible mediator of academic achievement in 
a desegregated classroom. Following from our prediction 
that Blacks and whites would share meaning regarding school- 
related concepts in integrated classrooms, we hypothesized 
that they would also be closer with regard to affective 
racial distance in integrated classrooms. The fourth pre­
diction, then, was that there would he less Black-white 
racial distance in integrated classrooms than there would 

he in segregated ones.

To summarize to this point, we have proposed to isolate 
racial composition as an influence on the level of academic 
achievement among students both Black and white. We also 
have indicated that the study hypothesized that shared mean­
ing and attitudes are two important intangible qualities 
associated with desegregation which can possibly mediate 
Black student achievement gains.

What did we find?
The data supported our prediction that integrated 

classrooms would generate a higher level of Black-white 
shared meaning than would segregated ones. Furthermore, 
the more integrated the classroom, the more Black-white 
shared meaning we found in that classroom.

Also as we had predicted, Black students in classrooms 
with a higher level of Black-white shared meaning did 
achieve better academically than did Blacks in classrooms 
with a lower level of Black-white shared meaning. On four
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out of five achievement measures, Blacks in the high shared- 
meaning classrooms scored higher than did Blacks in low 
shared-meaning ones (see Table 11).

By looking at the six variables included in the shared 
meaning analysis simultaneously ("proportion Black", "vocab­
ulary", "reading", "arithmetic concepts", "arithmetic prob­
lem solving", and the STEP), we were able to get a clearer 
understanding of the nature of the achievement differences. 
Since we had already demonstrated that shared meaning was 
greater in the integrated classrooms, we were not surprised 
to find that the "proportion Black" variable proved to be 
the best discriminator between high and low shared-meaning 
groups. However, Black students' scores on both the "vocab­
ulary" and the "arithmetic concepts" sections of the Iowa 
Tests added significantly (P<.05 and<.l, respectively) to 
the discriminating power of the "proportion Black" variable. 
This means that given the "vocabulary" score and the "arith­
metic concepts" score of a student, we could have accurately 
placed him in either a high or a low shared-meaning group.
Of all the achievement variables, "vocabulary" and "arith­
metic concepts" scores explained practically all of the 
differences in achievement observed between the high and low 
shared-meaning groups of Black students.

Of most importance to the central thesis of this dis­
cussion, however, is that as we had predicted, Blacks in 
classrooms with a great deal of shared meaning do achieve 
at a higher level than do Blacks in classrooms with low
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shared meaning.
Now that we have demonstrated that the proportion of 

Blacks in a desegregated classroom is associated with Black- 
white shared meaning and that this shared meaning enhances 
the academic achievement of Black students, what about the 
achievement of white students? Does Black-white shared 
meaning in any way harm white students?

What happened to the academic achievement of white 
students in our sample as Black-white shared meaning 
increased?

The D scores we used in the shared-meaning analysis 
were not designed to determine which racial group moved to 
share meaning with the other. Nevertheless, inspection of 
the means in Appendix X reveals that as classrooms became 
more integrated, Btaok students moved toward whites regard­
ing the meaning of school-related concepts. White students 
did not change their connotative meaning for these concepts.

Since, as we had reasoned, white students showed no 
change in their connotative meaning for school-related con­
cepts, we expected no change in their level of academic 
achievement. The data supported our expectation. We found 
no significant differences between the achievement scores 
of white students in the high and low shared-meaning groups.

Black-white shared meaning, then, appears to benefit 
Black students while it does no harm to the whites. Clearly, 
Black-white shared meaning is a critical intangible benefit 
which Black students accrue under desegregation. .
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Our findings to this point have indicated that as 
classrooms become more integrated, Black-white shared mean­
ing increases. We also know that this increased amount of 
shared meaning is associated with a significant increase in 
the level of academic achievement among Blacks.

Given these findings, we would expect Black students in 
integrated classrooms where they share meaning with whites 
to achieve at a higher level than do Blacks in segregated 
classrooms where they do not share meaning with whites.

Surprisingly, our reasonable expectation is not support­
ed by the data. Blacks in the integrated classrooms did not 
achieve significantly higher than did Blacks in the segre­
gated ones.

What does this mean? We had shown that Black-white 
shared meaning was critical to the academic success of de­
segregated Blacks. And we demonstrated that the more inte­
grated classrooms fostered more Black-white shared meaning.
As logic dictates, we hypothesized that integrated class­
rooms would have a positive effect on the academic achieve­
ment level of Blacks. However, we found that Black students 
in integrated classrooms did not achieve at a higher level 
than did Blacks in segregated ones.

We reasoned that possibly popular opinion is right and 
as classrooms become more integrated, Black-white racial 
distance, indeed, does increase causing academic achievement 
to suffer.

What did our data reveal? Did they support our reason­
ing?
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No, the popular-opinion hypothesis of more racial 
distance in integrated classrooms was not supported by our 
data. Our hopes of explaining, by looking at racial dis­
tance, why Black students in integrated classrooms did not 
show achievement gains were not fulfilled. Neither Black 
students nor white students showed any change in affective 
racial distance as classrooms became integrated. The posi­
tion which argues that Blacks in integrated classrooms do 
not show an increase in level of achievement because of the 
increased racial distance associated with integrated class­
rooms was not supported by our data.

However, our finding the apparent independence between 
classroom racial composition and affective racial distance 
led us to "serendipitously" question our implicit hypothesis 
regarding the relationship between shared meaning and affec­
tive racial distance. That Blacks and whites did not show 
affective racial closeness in integrated classrooms even 
though they did have a greater amount of shared meaning with 
whites in these classrooms suggests an independence between 
shared meaning and affective racial distance. This sugges­
tion led us to suspect that a more probable interdependence 
for us to have proposed would have been one between Black- 
white shared meaning regarding school-related concepts and 
the psychological velatedness of Blacks to school.

In other words, we should have hypothesized that as 
Blacks begin to share meaning with whites and start to 
learn connotative meanings for school-related concepts
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which are similar to the meanings whites hold, these Black 
students would become psychologically related to school in 
general. This supposition would have been based largely on 
the assumption that basically the schools are white-oriented 
and in moving closer to the white students' connotative re­
actions to school, Black students automatically would be 
psychologically more related to school.

Our implicit hypothesis, then, should have indicated a 
possible relationship between shared meaning and psychologi­
cal relatedness rather than between shared meaning and af­
fective racial distance. Such an hypothesis would state 
that since Black students in integrated classrooms have more 
shared meaning with whites, they should be (a) more psycholo 
gically related to school than are Blacks in segregated 
classrooms, and (b) closer to whites regarding psychologi­
cal relatedness to school than are Blacks in segregated 
classrooms.

The only problem with this hypothesis is that if it 
proves to be true, then we have reason to expect even more 
strongly, that Blacks in integrated classrooms will achieve 
at a higher level than Blacks in segregated ones. On the 
other hand, we reasoned that if our hypothesis were wrong 
and Blacks in integrated classrooms prove to be less psycho­
logically related to school, this would help to explain why 
integrated Blacks show no gains in academic achievement.

Since Blacks and whites in integrated classrooms do 
share meaning regarding school-related concepts, it certain-
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ly would have been unlikely for us to have found that these 
Blacks did not also relate psychologically to school. 
However/ on the chance that our data would have surprised 
us again and shown integrated Blacks not to be psychologi­
cally related to school, we performed several retrospective 
analyses.

We used Osgood's semantic differential to assess the 
psychological relatedness of Black students to school in 
general. Concepts related to either "school" or "self" 
were used in the analyses. The similarity between a stu- 
dent's meaning for a "self-concept" and a "school-related 
concept" was used as a measure of the student's psychologi­
cal relatedness to school. The similarity between the 
following pairs of animate concepts was considered in the 
analyses: (a) I AM - STUDENT, (b) I AM - TEACHER, (c) I
AM - MY TEACHERS THINK I AM, (d) STUDENT - MY TEACHERS 
THINK I AM.

The I AM - STUDENT pair gives an indication of the 
degree to which a student identifies with the concept 
"STUDENT". To the extent that a student feels that he is 
a student, he is psychologically related to school.

The I AM - TEACHER pair represents the degree to which 
a student identifies with the teacher. A high similarity 
here also represents a high degree of psychological related­
ness to school.

The I AM - MY TEACHERS THINK I AM pair represents the 
extent to which a student perceives he is being accurately
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appraised by his teacher. If the distance between these 
two concepts is small, it is an indication that the student 
is a part of the school group. A small distance here would 
mean that the student perceives that the teacher accurately 
predicts the student's self-concept. For a student to at­
tribute this ability to the teacher, he must feel that he 
is a part of the school group.

The last pair, STUDENT - MY TEACHERS THINK I AM, gives 
an indication of the extent to which a student perceives 
the teacher including him in the school reference group. A 
high degree of similarity here would mean that the student 
sees the teacher thinking of him as a student.

To assess the similarity between the concepts used in 
this analysis, the mean judgments (of each of the 11 scales) 
for each concept for Blacks and for whites within each level 
of racial heterogeneity were calculated. A D score was then 
calculated between the mean judgments of each of the concept 
pairs for Blacks within each level of racial heterogeneity. 
Similar D scores were calculated for whites within each 
level of racial heterogeneity. The result of these calcula­
tions was two four by four matrices (four levels of racial 
heterogeneity and four concept pairs) of D scores. One 
matrix was derived for Blacks and another matrix for whites. 
Tables 19 and 20 illustrate the two matrices of D scores 
calculated— one for Blacks and one for whites.
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TABLE 19
REFERENCE GROUP CONCEPTS:

D SCORES BY LEVEL FOR BLACKS

Proportion Blacks in Classroom
Concept
Pair

LEVEL I 
12%

LEVEL II 
22%

LEVEL III 
35%

LEVEL IV 
48%

I AM - TCH 1.65 (3) 1.44 (2) 2.40 (4) .69 (1)
I AM - STD .78 (3) .90 (4) .77 (2) .51 (1)
I AM - MYTCH 1.50 (4) 1.29 (2) 1.30 (3) .73 (1)
STD - MYTCH 1.25 (3) 1.70 (4) 1.20 (2) .48 (1)
TOTAL RANKS 13 12 11 4
Note.— Rank across level in parenthesis.

A Friedman two-way analysis of variance was performed 
on the matrix of D scores for Blacks and on the matrix for 
whites to test the null hypothesis that the four levels of 
racial heterogeneity came from the same population. The 
results for Blacks showed that the four levels of racial 
heterogeneity did not come from the same population 
(X^r = 7.5, df=3, P'C.052). Table 19 shows that in Level I 
(12% Black), Blacks showed the least amount of psychologi­
cal relatedness to school. In Levels II, III, and IV, the 
Black students' psychological relatedness to school in­
creased.
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TABLE 20
REFERENCE GROUP CONCEPTS:

D SCORES BY LEVEL FOR WHITES

Proportion Blacks in Classroom
Concept
Pair

LEVEL I 
12%

LEVEL II 
22%

LEVEL III 
35%

LEVEL IV 
48%

I AM - TCH 1.18 (3) 1.17 (2) 1.29 (4) 1.08 (1)
I AM - STD .40 (1) .57 (3) .55 (2) .86 {4)
I AM - MYTCH .65 (1) .91 (4) .99 (4) .84 (2)
STD - MYTCH .66 (2) .90 (3) .62 (1) .92 (4)
TOATL RANKS 7 11 11 11
Note.— Rank across leve] in parenthesis.

Whites showed no difference across level with respect 
to psychological relatedness to school (X r = 1.8, df=3, 
P>.667). Table 20 illustrates this.

The first part of this hypothesis, then, was supported 
by the data— as the proportion of Blacks in classrooms in­
creases and classrooms become integrated, Black students do 
indeed become more psychologically related to school.

To investigate the difference between Blacks and whites 
regarding psychological relatedness to school, the difference 
between the D scores of Blacks and whites within each level 
was calculated. If Blacks and whites in integrated class­
rooms come closer together concerning their position with 
regard to the school as a reference group, then the differ­
ence between their D scores would be smaller as the propor­
tion of Blacks in the classroom increases. In other words,

96



Blacks and whites would share reference group belongingness 
as the difference between Black D scores and white D scores 
decreases. Table 21 presents the difference between the D 
scores of Blacks and whites for each concept pair for each 
level of racial heterogeneity.

TABLE 21
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BLACK AND WHITE D SCORES

Black-white Proportion- Blacks in Classroom
D Score Dif­
ferences

LEVEL I 
12%

LEVEL II 
22%

LEVEL III 
35%

LEVEL IV 
48%

I AM - TCH .47 (3) .27 (1) 1.10 (4) .38 (2)
I AM - STD .37 (4) .33 (2) .22 (1) .36 (3)
I AM - MYTCH .86 (4) .39 (3) .32 (2) .11 (1)
STD - MYTCH .59 (3) .81 (4) .50 (2) .44 (1)
TOTAL RANKS 14 10 9 7
Note.— Rank across level m  parenthesis.

A Friedman two-way analysis of variance performed on
the D scores revealed that there were no differences among
the four levels regarding differences between Black D scores

2and white D scores (X = 3.00, df=3, P>.432). As can be 
seen in Table 21, there were no significant differences 
among the four levels.

A Friedman two-way analysis done between Level I and 
Level IV, however, revealed that there was a significant 
decrease in the difference between Black D scores and white 
D scores as the proportion of Blacks in the classroom
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increased (X2r = 4, df=l, P^*.05). When considering extreme­
ly segregated and extremely integrated classrooms, then, we 
found that Blacks and whites in the integrated classrooms 
were closer together with regard to the degree to which 
they were psychologically related to school.

The second part of the hypothesis was supported by the 
data— as classrooms become integrated, Blacks and whites 
become closer to each other regarding their psychologically 
relatedness to school.

Where does confirming our hypothesis leave us with 
regard to our explaining why Black students in integrated 
classrooms do not show the expected academic achievement 
gains? We know that Blacks in integrated classrooms share 
meaning with whites. We also know that this shared meaning 
is associated with higher levels of academic achievement 
among Blacks. Furthermore, we presented empirical evidence 
to indicate that Black-white affective racial distance has 
no bearing on Blacks in more integrated classrooms not 
showing achievement gains. Confirming the retrospective 
hypothesis, then, that in integrated classrooms Black stu­
dents are more psychologically related to school and also 
that they are closer to whites in their psychological 
relatedness to school does not help us to explain why Blacks 
in integrated classrooms do not achieve at a higher level.
In fact, confirming the hypothesis makes it even more diffi­
cult for us to explain why integrated Black students do not 
show the expected achievement gains.
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We analyzed more closely the relationship between 
shared meaning and achievement in anticipation of clearing, 
up the dilemma. Shared meaning seemed logically to be the 
best place to look, particularly since it was Black-white 
shared meaning that prompted us initially to predict an 
increase in the level of achievement among Blacks in inte­
grated classrooms.

Inspection of the within-groups intercorrelation matrix 
between achievement scores and "proportion Black" revealed 
that, within shared-meaning groups3 there was a negative 

relationship "between reading-related achievement scores and 

the proportion of Blacks in the classroom (see Table 10).
It is true that the correlations were not very strong, but 
they were consistent. All three of the reading-related 
scores of Blacks ("vocabulary", "reading", and the "STEP") 
were negatively correlated to the proportion of Blacks in 
the classroom, whereas neither of the two arithmetic-related 
scores ("arithmetic concepts" and "arithmetic problem solv­
ing") were negatively related.

Our data strongly suggest, then, that if it were not 
for the shared meaning found among Blacks in integrated 
classrooms, we as did others, would have found Black stu­
dents in segregated classrooms to achieve at a higher level 
than do Blacks in integrated ones. Controlling for shared 
meaning, we found small but consistent negative relation­
ships between the proportion of Blacks in a desegregated 
classroom and the level of Black students' reading-related
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academic achievement. When we did not control for shared 
meaning, we found that there were no significant differences 
in academic achievement across the four levels of classroom 
racial composition. Shared meaning apparently neutralizes 
the negative effects on the academic achievement of Black 
students resulting from their being in integrated classrooms.

How does Black-white shared meaning neutralize the 
negative effects of Blacks being in classrooms with many 
other Blacks? Earlier in the discussion when we considered 
the relationship between shared meaning and the academic 
achievement of Blacks, we saw that when the best three 
disciminators between high and low shared-meaning groups 
("proportion Black", "vocabulary", and "arithmetic concepts") 
were considered together, "vocabulary" was by far the better 
achievement-related discriminator. Vocabulary skill, then, 
appears to be the important coexistent factor of shared 
meaning which possibly could synergize the effect shared 
meaning has in neutralizing the negative effect of integrated 
classrooms on Black students' level of achievement.

Whether Blacks' having vocabulary skills leads to more 
Black-white shared meaning or whether Black-white shared 
meaning causes an increase in the vocabulary skills of 
Blacks is a question for future empirical research. None­
theless, we do know that whenever there is an increase in 
Black-white shared meaning, there is a concomitant increase 
in vocabulary skills among Black students.

The important point is that vocabulary skills appear
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to be a critical concomitant of academic achievement among 
Black students in desegregated classrooms and that the 
presence of these skills is associated with a high level of 
Black-white shared meaning.

What is the answer, then, to our question, "Why, 
despite having a large degree of Black-white shared meaning,, 
do Black students in integrated classrooms not show a high 
level of academic achievement?"

Our analyses indicate that, when shared meaning is 
controlled, the level of reading-related academic achieve­
ment among Black students tends to decrease as the propor­
tion of Blacks in the classroom increases. Apparently, the 
level of Black-white shared meaning in integrated classrooms 
is sufficient to offset the negative effects of the large 
proportion of Blacks— the net result being no significant 
differences regarding level of academic achievement among 
Black students in classrooms with different racial composi­
tions.

Now that we have accounted to our unanticipated find­
ing and supported our initial contention that Black-white 
shared meaning is central to the process by which desegre­
gation affects academic achievement, the blunt question 
becomes: "Why despite our rigorous controls for Black
students' SES, IQ, fate control, and level of scared mean­
ing do we still find the achievement level of Black students 
to be negatively related to the proportion of Blacks in a 
classroom?" Why does the level of academic achievement
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among Blacks tend to decrease as classrooms become integrated?
One readily apparent explanation is the amount of time 

spent in a desegregated school. Students in this study had 
been in a desegregated setting for less than six years. It 
is quite possible that six years simply is not enough time 
for Blacks to learn the whites' connotative meaning of 
school-related concepts sufficiently well to cause a differ­
ence in the Blacks* level of academic achievement. It is 
reasonable to suspect, therefore, that while Blacks in 
integrated classrooms learn the white students' connotative 
meanings faster than do Blacks in segregated classrooms, the 
integrated Blacks learn only enough in six years to offset 
the negative effects of their being in highly integrated 
classrooms but not enough to actually increase their level 
of academic achievement.

Further research could investigate the precise relation­
ship between time in a desegregated school and Black-white 
shared meaning. If time were found to be an important 
variable, then efforts could be made to teach Black-white 
shared meaning directly. Of course, this would mean that 
racial differences regarding the connotative meaning of 
school-related concepts would have to be made explicit in 
the classroom.

Conspicuously absent from the discussion thus far has 
been mention of the role of the teacher in affecting the 
level of achievement among Black students in desegregated 
classrooms. If, as we have determined, the classroom is
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the critical unit to study, then the classroom teacher is 
certainly the critical actor. As classrooms become more 
integrated, is the teacher able to provide the "special 
help" Blacks need to overcome their starting with a differ­
ent set of connotative reactions to school-related concepts? 
Do teachers' expectations and behavior regarding Blacks 
change as classrooms become integrated? A clear task for 
future research is to determine how a teacher's, sensitivity 
to racial differences in connotative meanings affects his 
or her ability to raise the academic achievement level of 
Black students.

To summarize, we found in conducting this study, that 
Black-white shared meaning does mediate achievement gains 
made by Blacks integrated classrooms. However, we also 
discovered that the facilitating effect of the shared mean­
ing we observed to be present in integrated classrooms is 
only strong enough to neutralize the negative effect on 
Blacks' academic achievement associated with having a large 
proportion of Blacks in a desegregated classroom. Black- 
white shared meaning not only neutralizes the negative in­
fluence integrated classrooms have on Blacks' level of 
achievement, but it also helps Blacks in integrated class­
rooms to become psychologically related to school. Regard­
less of whether desegregated classrooms are integrated or 
segregated, our findings indicate that Black-white affective 
racial distance remains constant.

This research has limitations which should be dis-
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cussed before considering policy implications. The limita­
tions of this study primarily are due to (a) practical 
matters such as time, and access to student populations,
(b) the rigorous controls used in isolating influences due 
to racial composition per se, (c) the metric properties of 
instruments developed to measure some of the new concepts 
introduced, and finally (d) the exploratory nature of much 
of the research. Following is a discussion of the major 
limitations.

First, the rigorous controls we used to assure homo­
geneity of IQ, SES, and fate control made our final sample 
unrepresentative of student populations in general. While 
we did use modal values of control variables, the students 
not included in the sample had different values for these 
variables. For example, the SES level of Blacks in our 
sample was higher than is the average SES of Black students. 
Our findings, then, may not hold for Black students with 
very low SES's. This reasoning also holds for the other 
variables controlled in this study.

Our using modal values for SES, IQ, and fate control 
did not insure that our findings would be applicable to most 
classrooms. Using this technique, we simply maximized the 
number of classrooms we could include in the sample. Many 
classrooms, however, did not meet the criterion of being 
composed of Blacks and whites who had modal values on-all 
control variables. Of the 75 classrooms in the population 
of fifth- and sixth-grade classrooms, we included 22 in our
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sample.
To which students and classrooms are our results 

generalizable? We included over a quarter of the fifth- 
and sixth-grade classrooms in our sample; consequently, our 
findings certainly apply to a quarter of the fifth- and 
sixth-grade classrooms in the district. However, the re­
lationships and processes isolated in this study, probably 
are applicable to a wider range of classrooms. Technically, 
we cannot make that applicability claim, given our sampling 
technique. Nonetheless, our results do demonstrate the 
existence of the several phenomena we reported. Future 
research would make a technical determination regarding the 
pervasiveness of such phenomena. But in the absence of this 
research, there are many instances when the education of 
Black students hangs in the balance and when we are justified 
in taking action based on research with technically limited 
generalizability. This is particularly true when the 
research is concerned with processes, as is this study, and 
when there is no reason to suspect that the processes ob­
served in the sample are not operable in the population at 
large.

Second, this study considered only predominantly white 
classrooms. This was done because it is in these classrooms 
that other researchers had found academic achievement gains 
among Black students to occur. This study was designed to 
see if racial composition affects academic achievement, but 
in considering only predominantly white classrooms, we in-
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vestigated only half of the phenomenon.
What happens to academic achievement in predominantly 

Black classrooms? It is unlikely that being a minority in 
a classroom affects white students in the same manner as 
does being a minority affects Black students. However, 
since our main interest was in assessing reasons for improve­
ments in the level of academic achievement among Black stu­
dents, we felt justified in sampling from predominantly 
white classrooms where most achievement gains among Blacks 
had been found to occur.

Third, many of the concepts used in this study are new 
and frequently the techniques used to study them were 
necessarily exploratory. This means that we were able to 
describe most relationships only in general terms. For 
example, we discovered that Black students in classrooms 
with a great deal of Black-white shared meaning had higher 
vocabulary scores than did Blacks in classrooms with low 
shared meaning. We were not able to specify, however, the 
precise functional relationship between shared meaning and 
level of academic achievement among Blacks.

Finally, a replication of this study outside of New 
York State would be instrumental in determining whether or 
not the strong positive relationship we observed between 
the proportion of Blacks in the classroom and Black-white 
shared meaning holds for districts outside of New York. In 
other words, there is some question about the validity in 
other parts of the country of processes observed to work in
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New York.
With the limitations of this study clearly in mind, we 

now consider implications of this research for policy.
While there are still more questions than answers concerning 
the effect of racial composition on academic achievement, 
this study has generated some very significant findings 
which have practical implications for education policy.

Merely the fact of our studying connotative meaning as 
it relates to the academic achievement of Blacks is signifi­
cant. The significance lies in our emphasizing that stu­
dents come to schools with diverse backgrounds. This 
emphasis leads to our first policy implication:

Looking at student diversity via connotative 
reaction to school-related concepts is a 
step in the direction of transferring the 
study of learning problems out of political 
and power arenas and into the arenas of 
rational scientific inquiry.

This study demonstrated that the learning problems of indi­
viduals or groups can be solved or at least approached by 
considering an individual's connotative meaning rather than 
his ethnic identity.

Using denotative meaning in concert with the use of 
connotative meaning would make the techniques introduced in 
this study applicable to specific subject matter areas. The 
idea of group differences in denotative meaning has already 
been introduced in the form of "Black English". If tech­
niques could be developed to assess individual and group 
denotative meanings regarding school-related concepts and 
if the techniques for tapping connotative meaning presented
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in this study could be refined, then we would have made a 
significant step toward seeing exceedingly complex education 
problems transformed into more manageable communications 
problems.

A second implication of this study is:
Using connotative meaning3 we are able to document 
the adaptability of Black students--most of whom 
have traditionally been labeled uneducahle.

That the Black students in our sample differed from whites 
regarding their connotative reaction to school-related con­
cepts is a clear demonstration of the Black students1 ability 
to learn— to adjust to their everyday environment. An ad­
ditional demonstration of these students' ability to learn 
is their ability to change their connotative meanings for 
school-related concepts as the racial compositions of their 
classrooms change. Faced with the data from this study, no 
rational thinking educator.can say, in clear conscience, 
that Black students are uneducable.

In considering the complex social and cognitive inter­
actions which take place between Blacks and whites in deseg­
regated classrooms, we generated a third policy implication 
in emphasizing that:

The classroom is the critical unit in a desegre­
gated school.

We found that classroom integration and the relationship of 
classroom integration to school integration proved to be 
critical in any consideration of student academic achieve­
ment.
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Even though we were not able to study teachers in this 
study, the teacher emerged as a central figure. The failure 
of Black students in integrated classrooms to show achieve­
ment gains raised questions concerning the ability of teach­
ers to teach large numbers of Blacks. Questions also were 
raised regarding possible low expectations held by teachers 
in integrated classrooms.

A fourth policy implication supported by the results 
of this study is:

In pointing out that Blaok students may have a 
legitimate connotative reaction to school-related 
concepts which may be different from that of white 
students3 this study should promote among teachers 
a more positive image of their Black students.

With insight gained from accepting the reality of Black- 
white connotative meaning differences, teachers should be 
less inclined to lower academic standards for Black students. 
Instead, they should be more inclined to teach Black stu­
dents starting with a knowledge of the students1 connotative 
reaction to school-related concepts, i.e., to give more 
value to what Black students learn outside of school.

Vocabulary skills emerged in this study as an important 
area of academic achievement for Black students. This find­
ing leads to a fifth policy implication:

The presence of vocabulary skills among integrated 
Black students appears to help negate the negative 
effects their being in an integrated classroom has 
on their overall level of academic achievement.

In the integrated classrooms where Black-white shared
meaning was high, the vocabulary scores of Black students
also were high. Whether the shared meaning caused the
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vocabulary scores to be high or vice versa is a matter for 
empirical investigation. With a lack of empirical evidence, 
however, to teach Black students vocabulary could certainly 
do no harm and possibly could promote Black-white shared 
meaning and Black student psychological relatedness to 
school.

It is of significance that the data from this study
point out and reiterate in a sixth policy implication that:

Classroom desegregation is not a process in whieh 
every Black student gain is associated with a 
white student loss.

The racial composition of a desegregated classroom does not
appear to exert any influence (negative or positive) upon
the academic achievement of whites. Just as important,
within the range of classroom integration studied, the
psychological relatedness of white students to school and
Black-white affective racial distance are not affected
(negatively or positively) by the proportion of Blacks in a
desegregated classroom.

There is a suggestion in the data presented of an
independence between interracial friendship and interracial
understanding. Blacks and whites tend to converge regarding
meaning for school-related concepts as the proportion of
Blacks in the classroom increases; yet, they do not show a
concomitant convergence in interracial affective distance.
Our data strongly support a seventh policy implication that:

Interracial concurrence concerning school-related 
concepts (shared meaning) and not interracial 
friendship (affective racial distance) appears to 
he the most important condition in the development 
of a facilitative educational climate for desegre-
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gated Black students.

While interracial closeness may be, and possibly should be, 
a goal in itself, the effectiveness of school desegregation 
appears not to be dependent upon interracial closeness. The 
data strongly suggest, then, that interracial acceptance is 
not a necessary condition for an academically sound desegre­
gated environment.

That Blacks and whites in desegregated classrooms can 
differ regarding the meaning of school-related concepts and, 
yet, not show a concomitant interracial affective distance 
is evidence that diversity per se in a desegregated situa­
tion is not detrimental to affective racial closeness. Our 
conclusions indicate that Black-white homogeneity regarding 
school-related concepts is essential only insofar as Blacks 
and whites must communicate regarding school-related concepts. 
Communication regarding these concepts is necessary to as­
sure the academic success of Black students in white-orient­
ed classrooms. Our findings indicate that interracial di­
versity and differences can be assets and certainly are not 
deficits in desegregated classrooms, provided that a mecha­
nism for Black-white communication regarding school-related 
concepts is assured.

Our overall findings suggest that the positive effects 
on academic achievement which accrue to the desegregated 
Black student are a result of complex social and cognitive 
interactions in the desegregated classroom. These findings 
lead to our eighth policy implication that:
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Classroom racial composition Is firmly established 
as an educationally germane dimension having sub­
stantial potential Influence on the academic achieve­
ment of desegregated Black students.

The proportion of Blacks in a desegregated classroom was
found to have ramifying consequences for Black students'
psychological relatedness to school and for Black-white
shared meaning regarding school-related concepts.

As a result of this study, any Court or education
policy-making body in a position to make restitutions to
segregated Black students would be justified in providing
at a minimum: (a) mechanisms by which Black students can
become psychologically related to the concept of school,
and (b) training so that Black students can understand
school-related concepts well enough to gain maximum benefit
from their schooling.

Finally, this study introduces the concept of Black-
white shared meaning, a heretofore intangible unmeasurable
variable, as a concept central to the process by which
desegregation purportedly enhances the achievement level of
desegregated Blacks. The ninth policy implication of this
study is:

Black-white shared meaning Is the most essential 
of those Intangible qualities found In desegre­
gated schools--qualities which the Courts have 
decided are so Important to the academic success 
of desegregated Black students.

Our data indicated that Black-white shared meaning is
associated with academic achievement gains among Blacks.
There was the additional implication in the data that
Black-white shared meaning facilitates the increased level
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of psychological relatedness to school that we observed among 
Blacks in integrated classrooms.
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The Semantic Differential

The semantic differential (SD) developed by Osgood,
Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) is widely used to measure the 
connotative meaning of concepts. The developers postulate 
a semantic space which is of unknown dimensionality and 
Euclidian in character. "Each semantic scale defined by a 
pair of polar (opposite-in-meaning) adjectives, is assumed 
to represent a straight line function that passes through 
the origin of this space, and a sample of such scales then 
represents a multidimensional space." (Osgood, et al, 1957, 
p. 63). The minimum number of orthogonal dimensions or axes 
which exhausts the dimensionality of the semantic space is 
differentiated by successively allocating a concept to a 
point in the multidimensional semantic space by selecting 
from among a set of given scaled alternatives. Factor analy­
sis is then used to isolate the dimensions. An example of 
the instrument used to dimension the semantic space is as 
follows:

TESTS
A c t i v e _______ x______    Passive
H a r d __________    x____________ Soft
G o o d _______ x______ ' ___________________Bad

The x's represent the direction and intensity of a subject's 
judgment on a particular concept (TESTS). Active-passive,
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hard-soft, and good-bad are examples of the scaled alterna­
tives .

SD data are generally analyzed in several major ways:
(a) factor analysis (for single concepts and subjects or 
across concepts and subjects), (b) profile (pattern of re­
sponses on bi-polar adjectives) similarity between scales 
within subjects and (c) profile similarity between scales be­
tween subjects. Factor analysis generates basic dimensions 
of meanings while profile analysis gives a more detailed de­
scription of concept meaning. For example, similarity of 
factor structure between two groups would suggest that these 
groups have a common frame of reference. A dissimilar fac­
tor structure would suggest that the groups do not have a 
common frame of reference; hence, groups with dissimilar 
factor structures are not psychologically related to each 
other. When groups are found to overlap semantically, one 
can then perform a more detailed comparison between them 
using profile analyses.

One group of students for instance, may find the con­
cepts TESTS and LEARNING to be close to one another in mean­
ing while another group may find these concepts to be far 
apart in meaning. Additionally, groups of students may vary 
with respect to their "absolute" meanings for TESTS or LEARN­
ING.
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Generality of the Semantic Differential

Many studies have shown three affective meaning dimen­
sions— E, P, A (Evaluation, Potency, Activity) to be per­
vasive intraculturally as well as cross-culturally (Osgood, 
1962, 1964; Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957; Triandis 
and Osgood, 1958). Within the American culture, Bopp (1955), 
Osgood and Luria (1954), and Ware (1959), reported that the 
three dimensions hold across IQ, sex, and personality vari­
ables. The generality of the SD supports its use in studies 
involving the various levels of class, intelligence, and 
race found in schools.

In order to make meaningful responses to the standard 
SD instrument, a subject must have some language skills.
There exists the possibility, then, that the nature of a 
subject's response to the instrument may be a function of 
his language skill rather than the meaning a particular con­
cept has for him. If SD data were a function of language 
skills, the data would be a measure of reading achievement 
and not of psychological meaning.

What evidence, if any, is there that the SD data are 
not simply a function of reading achievement? The argument 
is twofold: (a) basic dimensions (E,P,A) of semantic mean­
ing space are not primarily a function of language develop­
ment and (b) the meaning of a concept involves a psycho­
logical process which is separate from word association pro-
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cesses, hence, separate from reading skills.
Maltz (1963) in a study of ontogenetic change in the 

meaning of concepts, found that the meaning of concepts be­
comes consistent before the fourth grade level is attained 
in school. Further schooling does not lead to an increase 
in concept meaning consistency, suggesting that concept 
meaning consistency is not related to reading ability. Fur­
ther evidence that age (reading ability) does not affect SD 
performance was presented by DiVesta (1966) who found that 
the dimensions of a child's semantic space correspond close­
ly to those of the adolescent and adult. DiVesta's findings 
also suggest that the child's mode of experiencing and en­
coding the environment with regard to connotative meaning is 
securely fashioned by the time the child is in the second 
grade. The evidence suggests, then, that the student's mode 
of responding to the SD instrument does not vary with his 
reading ability.

Osgood et al, (1957) asserted that the connotative mean­
ing of a concept is a psychological process independent of 
verbal associates to that concept. Staats and Staats (1959) 
presented arguments and data to support the Osgood conten­
tion that the meaning of a word and the verbal associates 
to that word are distinct phenomena. These findings add 
further support to the idea that performance on the SD is
not dependent ujpon verbal skills beyond a specific minimum 

*

level. Consequently, in constructing the instrument to be
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used in this research, we controlled the vocabulary diffi­
culty .

Individual Differenaes

Considering the large amount of support for the gener­
ality of the E,P,A dimensions, how can one expect to obtain 
the individual differences necessary to discriminate among 
Black and white students in classes with various racial com­
positions? Inspection of the data showing generality of di­
mensions reveals that group averages have been used ex­
tensively. One is then faced with the question of whether 
or not the average semantic structure is the best repre­
sentation of the individual semantic structure. Individual 
differences in meaning have been documented (Krieger, 1964; 
Suci, 1960; Tanka and Osgood, 1965; and Tanka et al, 1963). 
Wiggins and Fishbein (1967) reported that "...although an 
analysis of the group average space provided results that 
are essentially identical to the findings of Osgood and his 
associates, sub-groups of individuals did perceive semantic 
space differently even when those individuals were drawn 
from a relatively hompgenous population (p. 190)."

Several investigators (Levine, 1965; Litt, 1966; and 
Snyder, 1967) have retained the original concept by scale by 
subject data matrix and performed a three mode factor analy­
sis. These analyses generated more than one subject factor. 
There is some evidence that the number of subject factors
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may be a function of the concept, with the more abstract 
concepts generating more subject factors. When the effects 
of averaging across concepts, scales, or subjects are con­
trolled, individual differences are found. This supports 
our using the SD technique and expecting individual differ­
ences.
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The People Test*

In this booklet there will be pictures of people, and 
your task will be to decide how alike these people are. On 
page A are pictures of all the people you are going to be 
asked to think about in this booklet. They are all students 
who are about the same age as you. There is one more per­
son you will have to think about in this booklet. That per­
son is yourself. On page B there is a stick figure that will 
be used as a drawing of you. Whenever you see it, it means 
that you are being asked to think about yourself.

On every page in this booklet there will be pictures 
of two people. You will be asked to decide how alike these 
two people are. One picture (the one up in the corner) can 
be peeled off and pasted somewhere along the line that is 
printed across the page. The more alike you think the two 
people on the page are, the closer together you should put 
their pictures. The less alike you think the two people are, 
the further apart you should put their pictures.

On some pages the people are more alike than on other 
pages. When they are very much alike, put them very close 
together. When they are less alike, put them a little fur-

*Facsimiles of test materials reproduced with permission 
from Riverside Research Institute.
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ther apart. When they are hardly alike at all, put- them 
very far apart. This means that the people that are most 
alike should be closest together and those that are least 
alike should be furthest apart.

Whether you put the two people close together or far a 
part, always paste the picture on the line.
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Remember what the distances mean:

A. £_____[£].......   This means that the two
people are very much 
alike.

B. p :__________ [£]________ ' This means that the two
people are less alike 
than the people in A.

C. £ [p] This means that the two
people are less alike 
than the people in A or 
B.

D. £____________________  [p] This means that the two
people are hardly alike 
at all. They are less 
alike than the people 
in A or B or C.

How to work:

1. Work carefully but quickly. Do not spend too much time 
on any page.

2. Do not move any picture from one page to another. On 
each page you should peel off the picture that is in
the upper corner and paste it on to that same page.

3. Paste one picture on each page.
4. Do not leave out any pages.

Before you begin, take a moment to look through the 
booklet to see which pair of people you will be asked to 
judge. We'll do the first two pages together, and then you 
can do the rest of the pages by yourselves.
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The People Test*

Theoretical Rationale

This technique infers the cognitive-affective distinc­
tions a student makes between people from the student's 
clustering of drawings of these people. The theoretical 
base employed here has its foundation in Torgerson's (1958) 
judgment theory which extends the logic of Bogardus* (1925, 
1933) concept of social distance. That there are charac­
teristic ways of perceiving different interpersonal rela­
tionships and that these relationships can be translated 
into spatial terms is a concept common to this technique as 
well as to social schemata work (Kuethe, 1962; Kuethe, 1964; 
Keuthe and Strieker, 1963; and Little, 1965). Brown (1965) 
added a note of universality to the idea of familiar-formal 
distinctions (social distance) in his discussion of inter­
personal relationships based upon role and status as well 
as upon affect.

Method

People Test instructions asked students to place 
picturesof people on a page in a manner which represented 
the degree of similarity between the people depicted by the

*Many of the ideas presented here were taken from working 
papers developed at Riverside Research Institute.
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pictures. A number of social judgment researchers showed 
that affect in interpersonal relationships influenced the 
translation of the relationships into spatial terms even 
when subjects were given a straight-forward scaling task 
(Sellitz, Edrich, and Cook, 1965; Sherif and Hovland, 1961; 
Upshaw, 1969; Zavolloni and Cook; 1965). A measure of 
social distance, then, can be expected from subjects who 
respond to the People Test even though only cognitive judg­
ments are elicited. In not being required to ask affect­
laden questions, the People Test has a built-in quasi-dis- 
quised component.

Because the instructions in the People Test do not 
mention attitudes or preference, the likelihood that a 
student knows that his attitude is being measured is mini­
mized. Any student who did try to fake his responses would 
generate so many inconsistencies that his judgments would 
not reflect the sex and race dimensions built into the in­
strument.

Students are asked to make two sets of judgments—  

proximity judgments between himself and others and proximi­
ty judgments among others. The self-other judgment is made 
using a figure which represents the self and figures which 
represent others. Students are asked to make proximity 
judgments between the self-figure and each of the other 
figures in a pair-comparison format (the self and one other 
figure). To make distinctions among others, the student
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makes proximity judgments using representations of other 
people, taken two at a time.

Research has shown that when subjects are asked to ar­
range a variety of objects in proximity to one another, they 
group the figures in the direction of social stereotypes 
(Black boy-Black girl, man-woman, woman-child, dog-man, 
etc.). Kuethe* and Strieker (1963), Fischer (1968), and 
others found that human pairs (male-female) were placed 
closer together than were pairs of animals or a pair com­
posed of an animal and a human. Subjects, then, reflect the 
social distinctions which are made in our culture. These 
social distinctions are referred to as socially standardized 
or normative social distance.

The extent to which people are categorized and the 
nature of the categories varies among groups and cultures 
(Sherif, 1936; Brown, 1965). However, after a given age, 
all groups draw distinctions between people based on certain 
universal dimensions, i.e., age, sex, etc. Stimuli could 
be selected so that the same set of differentiations are e- 
licited from all groups. For example, people of the same 
race are judged to be similar, people of the same sex, of 
the same age, etc. Though different groups generate similar 
dimensions, the distances within these dimensions may vary. 
For example, the race dimension may be more important to 
Blacks than it is to whites.

142



Self-other distances are similar to Bogardus' meaning 
of social distance. They represent an index of personal 
social distance.

Empirical evidence demonstrated that children use nor­
mative as well as personal distance when making proximity 
judgments. For example, elementary school white boys were 
asked to make proximity judgments with a set of figures 
which included the self-figure, figures of a Black boy,
Black girl, white boy, and white girl, some of the white 
boys placed themselves (the self-figure) closer to the Black 
boy figure than they placed the white boy figure to the 
Black boy figure. These white boys also placed themselves 
further from white girl figures and Black girl figures than 
they placed white boy figures or the Black boy figures from 
either Black girl figures or white girl figures. The dis­
crepancy between the manner in which the white boys placed 
the self-figure and the white boy figure suggested that the 
white boys* personal distance was smaller than the normative 
white boy-Black boy distance. In other words, the white 
boys were closer to Black boys than was their perception of 
the socially standardized distance.

Follow-up questioning revealed that this group of boys 
disliked girls very much and that they had Black boys among 
their best friends. Their responses, then, indicated that 
they knew the standardized social distances, but that their 
personal distance did not agree with the normative one.
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Analyses

A procedure was designed to determine if the instru­
ments were being completed properly. Failure by a student 
to vary his proximity judgments across different compari­
sons was used as an indication that the student either did 
not understand the task or he was unwilling to respond to 
the instrument. Response perseverators are found with about 
equal frequency in various groups of students— Blacks, 
whites, boys, girls, etc. Perseverator's data, therefore, 
were deleted from further analyses.

Proximity judgments allowed us to recover socially 
standardized dimensions. This was done averaging the dis­
tances between all pairs of figures {excluding the self- 
figure) for each group of students {i.e., for a given 
school, grade, sex, and race). Kruskal (1964) type multi­
dimensional scaling analyses were performed on the judg­
ments for each group. These analyses used ordinal informa­
tion to determine if the race and sex dimensions built in­
to the instrument were reflected in the group judgments.
The results revealed that there are two dimensions in the 
data indicating that subjects know and respond to the social­
ly standardized distinctions built into the instrument.

Torgerson's (1958) technique for comparing multidimen­
sional scaling (MDS) solutions allows us to assess the 
differences among groups regarding their normative social 
distances.

Subjects place the self-figure in the proper nor-
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mative distance framework. For example, a Black boy's data 
would locate his self-figure in the male and Black quadrant 
of the normative distance space. The axes of the normative 
distance space may be rotated and self placed at the origin. 
Students then could be compared across school manipulations.

Analysis of variance of the distance between any pair 
of stimuli was used to determine if there were differences 
among various groups. The data generally have shown high 
within-group inter-subject agreement.

Reliability

Test-retest reliability studies were performed using 
approximately 600 students in grades 3,5, and 9. Personal 
distance judgments had a test-retest correlation ranging 
from .50 to .69 in grade 9, .65 to .75 in grade 5, and .47 
to .68 in grade 3. Normative distance judgments had a 
correlation of .42 to .68 in grade 9, .32 to .50 in grade 
5, and .14 to .35 in grade 3.

Validity

Data concerning the development of normative and per­
sonal social distance were used to provide support for the 
construct validity of the People Test. The assumption was 
made that as children mature, they learn the normative race 
and sex social distinctions made in our culture. Personal 
social distances were assumed to vary in a manner which is 
different from the manner in which normative distances vary.
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According to the assumption, there should be stronger agree­
ment across sub-groups concerning normative distances as 
the students get older. Personal distances across groups 
should not show convergence as students get older.

The normative and personal distances of 4,167 students 
in grades 1-12 were used as dependent data in a race by sex 
by grade by comparison analysis of variance. There was 
stronger agreement concerning normative distances as age 
increased (F=8.94, P<-.01). Normative distances were larg­
est where the stimulus figures differed in both race and sex. 
Girls placed the female self-figure closer to female figures, 
while boys placed the male self-figure closer to the male 
figure (F=349.53, P^.001). Blacks placed the self-figure 
closer to Black stimuli and whites placed their's closer to 
white figures (F=246.75, P-r.001). A s subjects became older, 
self-opposite sex differences decreased.

Race comparisons for personal distance data reflected 
the identity problems suffered by young Blacks (e.g., Clark 
and Clark, 1958; Greenwald and Oppenheim, 1968). Up until 
grade five, Black girls placed the self-figure further from 
the Black girl figure than from the white girl-figure. For 
Black boys, self-figure distances were equal for the Black 
figure and the white figure. In the fourth grade, self- 
Black boy figure distances were larger than self-white boy 
figure distances.
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Test Of The Special Meaning Of Words*

This is a test about words, but it is not like any 
other word test you have ever taken. This test will not 
find out how many words you know, because all the words are 
very easy, and you will probably know every word in the 
test. The reason for this test is to find out what kinds 
of feelings you have about some of the words you use every 
day.

This is a test where there are no right answers and no 
wrong answers, because we know that everybody has his own 
feelings about these words. So, this is really a very easy 
test to take. You don't have to remember anything or solve 
any problems. You just have to decide how a word feels to 
you.

Let's take an example, for our example, let's think a- 
bout summer. Everybody knows what summer is. But suppose 
you are asked if summer is soft or hard. Some of you think 
that summer is soft or even very soft. Some of you think 
summer is hard or even very hard. Some of you may think it's 
not soft and not hard, but somewhere in-between.

Some of the feelings you will be asked about may be 
hard for you to decide at first. Do you think summer is 
friendly or unfriendly? Is it weak or strong? Is is clean 
or dirty? These are the kinds of things you will have to 
think about in this test. Here's the way one test question

*Facsimilies of test materials reproduced with permission 
from Riverside Research Institute.
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will look.

SUMMER

very easy easy not easy hard very hard
and 

not hard
Your job is to think about SUMMER and put a check mark 

on the line that tells how you feel.
For example, if you think SUMMER is very easy, you 

would put a check mark over very easy, like this:

1/ ;.....................
very easy easy not easy hard very hard

and 
not hard

If you think SUMMER is easy, you would put a check mark 
over easy, like this:

/
very easy easy not easy hard very hard

and 
not hard

If you think'SUMMER is hard, you would put a check mark 
over hard, like this:

___.....    y
very easy easy not easy hard very hard

and 
not hard

If you think that SUMMER is very hard, you would put a 
check mark over very hard, like this:

—  —  —  —  - 4-very easy easy not easy hard very hard
and 

not hard
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Finally, if you think' that SUMMER is not easy and not 
hard, you should put your check mark on the middle line like 
this:

You should try not to put your check mark on the middle 
lines unless you really can't decide which other line to use. 
We have found that most people are able to decide which line 
they want to check, and don't need to use the middle line 
very often.

How you should work:

1. Work as fast as you can.
2. Don't think about any word too long. What we want are: 

your first feelings when you think about the word.
3. Don't leave any out. Even if the question seems strange 

to you at first, try to decide how you feel about it.
You don't need to be sure— just put down how you think 
you feel.
Every page in this test will have one word at the top 

and many rows of feelings listed below it. On every row you 
need to make one check mark.

Here is an example which some student might have filled

very easy easy not easy hard very hard
and 

not hard

in
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. . . .  J
SUMJJER

V
very hot hot not hot 

and 
not cold

cold 

...../

very cold

very clean clean 

..../

not clean 
and 

not dirty
dirty very dirty

very
friendly

friendly not friendly > 
and

not unfriendly
unfriendly

/

very
unfriendly

very long long

/

not long 
and 

not short
short very short

very old old not old 
and 

not young
young very young 

/very noisy noisy not noisy 
and 

not quiet
quiet

/

very quiet

very happy happy not happy 
and

sad very sad
not sad

Don't be surprised when you are asked to describe a word 
in ways that you probably never thought of before. That's 
what this test is all about. Just ask yourself: How does 
that veally feel to me? Then mark the line that is closest 
to telling how you feel.
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Remember: Work quickly.
Mark every row only once.
Do not leave out any rows, even if you are not 
sure.
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MONEY

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noxsy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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CURIOSITY

very- quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very f ull

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very 1 ight

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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SCHOOL

very- quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
' and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
'not difficult

difficult very'
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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I AM

very lively lively not lively and 
not quiet

quiet very quiet

very cool cool not cool and 
not warm

warm very warm

very lucky lucky not lucky and 
not UNlucky

UNlucky very UNlucky

very dull dull not dull and 
not sharp

sharp very sharp

very excited excited not excited and 
not calm

calm very calm

very rough rough not rough and not smooth
smooth very smooth

very strong strong not strong and 
not weak

weak very weak

very slow slow not slow and 
not quick

quick very quick

very open open not open and 
not closed

closed very closed

very low low not low and 
not high

high very high

very-
important important not important and 

not UNimportant
UNimportant very

UN important
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MY NEIGHBORHOOD

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noxsy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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TEACHER

very lively lively not lively and 
not quiet

quiet very quiet

very cool cool not cool and 
not warm

warm very warm

very lucky lucky not lucky and 
not UNlucky

UN lucky very UNlucky

very dull dull not dull and 
not sharp

sharp very sharp

very excited excited not excited and 
not calm

calm very calm

very rough rough not rough and not smooth
smooth very smooth

very strong strong not strong and 
not weak

weak very weak

very slow slow not slow and 
not quick

quick very quick

very open open not open and 
not closed

closed very closed

very low low not low and 
not high

high very high

very
important important not important and 

not unimportant
UNimportant very

UNimportant
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1

SUCCESS

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold.

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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STUDENT

very lively lively not lively and 
not quiet

quiet very quiet

very cool cool not cool and 
not warm

warm very warm

very lucky lucky not lucky and 
not UNlucky

UNlucky very UNlucky

very dull dull not dull and 
not sharp

sharp very sharp

very excited excited not excited and 
not calm

calm very calm

very rough rough not rough and not smooth
smooth very smooth

very strong strong not strong and 
not weak

weak very weak

very slow slow not slow and 
not quick

quick very quick

very open open not open and 
not closed

closed very closed

very low low not low and 
not high

high very high

very
important important not important and 

not UNimportant
UNimportant very

UNimportant
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DAYDREAMING

very- quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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MY TEACHERS THINK I AM
«

very lively lively not lively and 
not quiet

quiet very quiet

very cool cool not cool and 
not warm

warm very warm

very lucky lucky not lucky and 
not UNlucky

UNlucky very UNlucky

very dull dull not dull and 
not sharp

sharp very sharp

very excited

*

excited not excited and 
not calm

calm very calm

very rough rough not rough and not smooth
smooth very smooth

very strong strong not strong and 
not weak

weak very weak

very slow slow not slow and 
not quick

quick very quick

very open open not open and 
not closed

closed very closed

very low low not low and 
not high

high very high

very
important important not important and 

not UNimportant
UNimportant very

UNimportant
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JOB

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

Very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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€

LEARNING
►

very- quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
'and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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LIFE

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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SCHOOL RULES

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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LUCK

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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MY CLASSMATES THINK I AM
*

very lively lively not lively and 
not quiet

quiet very quiet

very cool cool not cool and 
not warm

warm very warm

very lucky lucky not lucky and 
not UNlucky

UNlucky very UNlucky

very dull dull not dull and 
not sharp

sharp very sharp

very excited excited not excited and 
not calm

calm very calm

very rough rough not rough and not smooth
smooth very smooth

very strong strong not strong and 
not weak

weak very weak

very slow slow not slow and 
not quick

quick very quick

very open open not open and 
not closed

closed very closed

very low low not low and 
not high

high very high

very . 
important Important not important and 

not UNimportant
UNimportant very

UNimportant
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NEXT YEAR

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not light

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair
"9

/

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe

169



TESTS

very quiet quiet not quiet and 
not noisy

noisy very noisy

very empty empty not empty and 
not full

full very full

very heavy heavy not heavy and 
not 1ight

light very light

very dirty dirty not dirty and 
not clean

clean very clean

very interesting interesting not interesting 
and not dull

dull very dull

very soft soft not soft and 
not hard

hard very hard

very hot hot not hot and 
not cold

cold very cold

very near near not near and 
not far

far very far

very UNfair UNfair not UNfair and 
not fair

fair very fair

very easy easy not easy and 
not difficult

difficult very
difficult

very dangerous dangerous not dangerous 
and not safe

safe very safe
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FRIEND

very lively lively not lively and 
not quiet

quiet very quiet

very cool cool not cool and 
not warm

warm very warm

very lucky lucky not lucky and 
not UNlucky

UNlucky very UNlucky

very dull dull not dull and 
not sharp

sharp very sharp

very excited excited not excited and 
not calm

calm very calm

very rough rough not rough and not smooth
smooth very smooth

very strong strong not strong and 
not weak

weak very weak

very slow slow not slow and 
not quick

quick very quick

very open open not open and 
not closed

closed very closed

very low low not low and 
not high

high very high

very . 
important important not important and 

not UNimportant
UNimportant very

UNimportant
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APPENDIX E: 
STUDENT OUTLOOK TEST
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The Student Outlook Test*

This test asks for your opinion on ten (10) questions. 
Each question is made up of two (2) sentences, A and B. On 
each question you have to decide whether you agree with A or 
with B. This is a matter of each student's opinion. There 
are no right or wrong answers.

Read both sentences in each question. If you agree 
with sentence A, put a circle around the A. If you agree 
with sentence B, put a circle around the B. If you don't 
agree completely with A or with B, pick the one that is 
closest to how you feel.
1) A. If a person does not succeed, it is usually his own

fault,
B. If a person does not succeed, it is usually not his 

fault.

2) A. When I try to get ahead, something or somebody

usually stops me.

B. When I try to get ahead, most of the time I can do 
it.

3) A. It is pretty easy for someone like me to be success­
ful in this world.

B. It is very hard for someone like me to be successful 
in this world.

4) A. If teachers taught more slowly, my marks would
probably be much better.

♦Facsimiles of test materials reproduced with permission 
from Riverside Research Institute.
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5) A 

B.

6) A 

B

7) A 
B

8) A 

B
9) A 

B

10) A

If teachers taught more slowly, my marks would 
probably be about the same.
People pay attention and listen when I have some­
thing to say.
When I have something to say, people do not pay 
attention or listen.
I have usually been given a fair chance to succeed 
in school.
I have never really been given a fair chance to 
succeed in school.

. Usually, other people pick me to be their friend. 
Usually, I plak other people to be my friends.
Even though I try, sometimes I just can 't seem to 
learn.

As long as I try, I know I can learn.
As long as I have a good education, it will be easy 
for me to get a good job.
Even if I have a good education, it will still be 
hard for me to get a good job.
The way a person becomes successful is by working 
hard for It most of the time.
The way a person becomes successful is by having 
some good luck at the right time.
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APPENDIX F:
DETERMINATION OF STUDENTS' SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS
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The Determination of Students1 Socio-economic Status

Socio-economic status (SES) was based upon property 
values. The following procedures were the initial steps 
employed in obtaining the SES of each student in the sample:

a) A map (first map) of the town furnished by the
U.S. Census Bureau was obtained. This map indi­
cated census tract code numbers and block code 
numbers within those tracts.

b) A large street map (second map) indicating named 
streets within the district was obtained. The 
tract and block code numbers were taken from the
U.S. Census Bureau's map of the town and placed
upon the larger more legible street map.

c) A map which indicated the range of house numbers 
for all sides of each city block was obtained (third 
map). Each block on this map was labeled with its 
appropriate tract and block number taken from the 
second map.

d) The average housing value for each city block was 
located in a Table of Characteristics of Housing 
Units By Blocks; this is available through the U.S. 
Census Office.

For some blocks, the average house value was not indi­
cated in the table. For these blocks, a local real estate 
agent estimated from her records the average house values 
in the year that the census data was garnered. Local tax 
assessment records were used to validate the real estate
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agent's estimates. Another, validation procedure involved 
asking the real estate agent to make estimates for blocks 
for which census data were also available.

Based upon the average house value for the blocks, SES 
values were assigned to them. The assigned SES values were 
placed upon the third map. The relationship between the 
SES index and average house value in indicated in the follow­
ing table.

TABLE A

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE ASSIGNED SES INDEX 
AND AVERAGE HOUSE VALUE FOR BLOCKS
Average House Value for Block SES Index

$ o - $ 5,999 1
$ 6,000 - $11,999 2
$12,000 - $17,999 3
$18,000 - $23,999 4
$24,000 - $29,999 5
$30,000 - $35,999 6
$36,000 - $41,999 7
$42,000 and over • 8

SES information by block contained in the third map 
was then used to obtain SES data for the entire length of 
streets, avenues, etc., in the following manner. An alpha­
betical list of street names was used. Each street was 
found on the third map. On the basis of the information in 
the third map, each street was divided into some finite

177



number of house number ranges. Each range had an SES code.
For example, numbers 20-80 on Main Street could have the same 
SES code, numbers 81-100 could have another, etc. It was also 
possible that the houses on one side of the street could have 
a different SES code than the houses on the other side of the 
street, since each side of the street is within a different 
block. Both of these possibilities are illustrated in Fig­
ure A. The SES indices for each street were compiled in a 
street atlas {see Figure A).

Each student's street address was obtained from the 
school district. The street name was found in the street 
atlas. The SES index for the street number range within which 
the student's street number fell was located. This index was 
then assigned to that student.
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STREET ATLAS

SES=2

Elm St.

SES=3

odJ"
1a
N
s SES=2
a*
r*

2 14- 4-0

Pintard La.
15 35 41 la I
r SES=3

THIRD MAP

Elm Street 
even=2 
odd=3

Main Street 
1 - 1 1  

odd=2 
12 - 17 

odd=2 
even=3 

19 - 96
odd & even=2

Pintard Lane 
14 - 40 

odd=3 
even=2 

42 - 62
all even=3 J

Figure A Relationship of (Map) city block information to the 
street information compiled in the Street Atlas.

Note.— To insure clarity, tract and city block codes have 
been deleted from "The Third Map" in the above 
illustration. The data presented are fictitious.
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APPENDIX G:
TEST ADMINISTRATION
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\

Test Administration*

INTRODUCTION TO STUDENTS

THE [NAME OF DISTRICT] DISTRICT IS LOOKING INTO THE 
QUALITY OF ITS SCHOOL SYSTEM. IT IS CONDUCTING A LARGE STUDY 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF IMPROVING ITS PROGRAMS. YOUR CLASS HAS 
BEEN SELECTED TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.

SINCE THE PURPOSE OF THESE TESTS IS TO HELP [NAME OF 
DISTRICT] EXAMINE THE QUALITY OF ITS SCHOOLS, YOU WILL 
PROBABLY FIND THAT MOST OF THE TESTS ARE UNUSUAL, AND DIFFER­
ENT FROM ANY TESTS YOU HAVE EVER TAKEN BEFORE. WE HOPE THAT 
YOU WILL ALSO FIND THEM INTERESTING.

THE RESULTS OF THESE TESTS WILL NOT AFFECT YOUR SCHOOL 
MARKS (GRADES) IN ANY WAY. YOUR TEACHERS WILL NOT SEE YOUR 
TEST PAPERS.

♦Facsimiles of actual instructions to testers reproduced 
with permission from Riverside Research Institute.
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DISTRIBUTION OR TEST BOOKLETS

1. Distribute tests by student's name. Write "absent" or
"transferred" on envelopes of missing students.

2. If a student is present for whom no test envelope has
been prepared, give that student one of the blank test 
assemblies that will be in your carton. On the envelope, 
ask the student to write:

A. His name
B. His school
C . His teacher1s name

Also ask the student to write his name on the first page 
of the sub-tests (A & B) which are inside the envelope, 
and on the 2 answer sheets associated with the STEP test.

3. If a student is present who objects to the test or re­
fuses to cooperate, ask the teacher to relocate the
student outside the testing room. He is to be excused 
from the entire testing session.
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PREPARATION FOR TESTING
t

TIME OF ARRIVAL. You should arrive at the principals
office at least 20 minutes before the testing is scheduled
to begin.

1. You will be assigned a room number, and will be given 
the test carton for that room. Inside the carton there 
will be a test envelope for each child in the class, 
with the child's name already on it.

2. As soon as you have received your materials, proceed to 
your room.

3. The teacher will be expecting you. You should introduce
yourself to the teacher and ask her to remain in the
room during the testing to maintain order, and to handle
possible emergencies.

4. Before distributing booklets, ask students to separate 
desks to maximum possible distance, if room is equipped 
with movable furniture.

5. Ask each student to take out a pencil and put the pen­
cil onto the desk. Desks should be cleared of all
other materials.

6. On the door, post a sign (there will be one in each
test carton) saying "Testing. Please do not disturb."

YOU ARE NOW READY TO BEGIN THE TESTING SESSION
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TEST ADMINISTRATION

(All testers should have a watch or small clock available) 
Tell students to remove all tests from their en­
velopes. Then say:

FIND TEST "A", THE PEOPLE TEST. PUT THE OTHER TESTS 
BACK INTO THE ENVELOPE ; AND KEEP TEST A ON YOUR DESK.

Check to see that all student^ have only The People 
Test on their desks. Then say:

I WILL READ THE DIRECTIONS FOR THE PEOPLE TEST ALOUD 
WHILE YOU READ THEM TO YOURSELVES SILENTLY.

Read directions for The People Test aloud, then 
say:

LOOK AT PAGE A AGAIN, AND LOOK AT PAGE B AGAIN. NOW 
TURN TO THE FIRST PAGE AFTER PAGE B. THERE IS ONE PERSON 
ON THE SIDE AND ANOTHER ONE UP ON THE TAB. BEND BACK THE 
CORNER OF THE TAB NEAR THE STAPLE (DEMONSTRATE) AND YOU 
SHOULD BE ABLE TO PEEL OFF THE TAB WITHOUT ANY TROUBLE. PUT 
THE TAB WHERE YOU THINK IT SHOULD GO, SOMEWHERE ALONG THE 
LINE.

REMEMBER THE DIRECTIONS. THE MORE ALIKE THEY ARE, THE 
CLOSER TOGETHER YOU SHOULD PUT THEM. DON'T SPEND TOO MUCH 
TIME DECIDING.

NOW TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. THERE IS A PERSON'S PICTURE 
ON THIS PAGE AND THERE IS, THE FIGURE THAT MEANS YOU ARE 
SUPPOSED TO THINK ABOUT YOURSELF. PEEL THE TAB AND PUT IT 
ON THE LINE. PUT IT CLOSE IF, YOU AND THIS PERSON ARE ALIKE 
AND PUT IT FAR AWAY IF. YOU AND THIS PERSON ARE NOT ALIKE.
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NOW THAT YOU HAVE THE IDEA, GO AHEAD AND COMPLETE THE 
REST OF THE PAGES IN THE BOOKLET. DON'T LEAVE ANY PAGES 
OUT. WORK QUICKLY, BUT BE SURE TO THINK ABOUT THE TWO 
PEOPLE ON EACH PAGE.

WHEN YOU FINISH, BE SURE TO DOUBLE CHECK TO BE SURE 
THAT YOU DID NOT LEAVE ANY PAGES OUT.

Wait until all students have finished, then say: 
NOW PUT TEST A INTO THE ENVELOPE AND TAKE OUT TEST B. 

THIS TEST IS CALLED "TEST OF THE SPECIAL MEANING OF WORDS." 
I WILL READ THE DIRECTIONS ALOUD TO YOU WHILE YOU READ THEM 
SILENTLY TO YOURSELVES.

Read directions aloud, then say:
DO THE FIRST SIX PAGES. WHEN YOU FINISH THE PAGE 

WITH THE WORD "TEACHER" (at this point, tester should write 
the word "teacher" on the chalkboard), STOP AND WAIT FOR 
FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS. PLEASE WORK QUICKLY. YOU WILL HAVE 
TEN MINUTES FOR THESE SIX PAGES.

Allow ten minutes to elapse. Then say:
NOW TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. IT IS A NEW TEST CALLED 

THE STUDENT OUTLOOK TEST. I WILL READ THE DIRECTIONS ALOUD 
WHILE YOU READ THEM TO YOURSELVES.

Read directions to students. Then add:
CIRCLE ONLY A OR B. YOU SHOULD ONLY GIVE ONE ANSWER 

FOR EACH QUESTION.
Read each question with options A and B. Read 
the item slowly. Pause briefly between items 
to allow students time to make their choices. 
Tester may read item aloud again if a student re-
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guests it or if, some students are having reading 
problems with the item.

After Item 10, say:
TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. ON THIS PAGE WE BEGIN THE 

SECOND PART OF THE TEST OF THE SPECIAL MEANING OF WORDS.
THE DIRECTIONS ARE THE SAME AS THEY WERE FOR THE FIRST PART.
IF YOU DO NOT REMEMBER WHAT TO DO, YOU MAY LOOK BACK TO THE 
FIRST PART AND REVIEW THE DIRECTIONS.

IN THIS PART YOU SHOULD DO SIX PAGES, AND STOP WHEN 
YOU HAVE FINISHED THE PAGE WITH THE WORD "LEARNING" (at 
this point, tester should write the word "learning" on the 
chalkboard) ON TOP OF THE PAGE. YOU WILL HAVE TEN MINUTES 
TO DO THESE SIX PAGES.

Allow ten minutes to pass, then say:
TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE.

Tester reads directions aloud. Students complete 
first page of social choices. Then say:

TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE.
Tester reads directions aloud. Students complete 
second page of social choices. Then say:

Turn to the next page.' On this page, we BEGIN THE LAST 
PART OF THE TEST OF THE SPECIAL MEANING OF WORDS. THE DI­
RECTIONS ARE THE SAME AS THEY WERE FOR THE FIRST AND THE 
SECOND PARTS. IF YOU DON'T REMEMBER WHAT TO DO, LOOK BACK 
TO THE DIRECTIONS AT THE BEGINNING OF THE BOOKLET. IN THIS 
PART YOU HAVE SEVEN PAGES. TO DO. YOU WILL HAVE TWELVE MINUTES 
TO DO THESE SEVEN PAGES.

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED.,1 CLOSE YOUR BOOKLET, AND PUT IT
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INTO YOUR ENVELOPE.
Allow 12 minutes to pass, then stop students who 
are still working and tell them to close booklets 
and put them into their envelope.

November 18 - Announce a ten-minute break, and turn class 
over to the teacher.
November 19 ~ Testing ends here for the day. Collect booklets 
as indicated on "COLLECTION” sheet.

STEP ADMINISTRATION

November 18 - Students should return to their seats and be 
ready to resume working at the end of the ten minute break.

OR
November 20 - After envelopes are distributed, say:

TAKE THE RED AND WHITE BOOKLET OUT OF YOUR ENVELOPE.
THERE ARE TWO SHEETS ALONG WITH IT. ONE IS RED, WHITE, AND 
BLUE, AND THE OTHER IS ONLY WHITE WITH BLACK LETTERS.
TAKE THE SHEET WHICH IS WHITE WITH THE BLACK LETTERS. IT 
SHOULD SAY "READING TEST: INTRODUCTION" ON TOP. I'LL READ
IT ALOUD WHILE YOU READ IT SILENTLY.

Read "Introduction" sheet and allow students 1 
minute to look through Part One and 1 minute to 
look through Part Two. Then say:

NOW PUT THIS SHEET INTO YOUR ENVELOPE. YOU SHOULD NOT 
REMOVE IT OR CHANGE ANYTHING THAT YOU HAVE WRITTEN ON IT.

Then proceed with administration of STEP, according 
to directions on manual of instructions (STEP—  

Directions for Administering).
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Allow a three minute break between Part One and 
Part Two of the STEP test. Students may talk, 
but should not leave their seats.
When time is called at the end of Part Two of 
STEP, say:

PUT THE TEST BOOKLET AND RED, WHITE, AND BLUE ANSWER 
SHEET INTO THE MANILA ENVELOPES. CLOSE THE ENVELOPE AND 
LOCK IT. I WILL COME AROUND TO YOUR SEAT TO COLLECT THE 
ENVELOPE.
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APPENDIX H:
ROSTER SHEETS— CODING SHEETS
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Roster Sheets Coding Sheets*

These roster sheets are set up so that marking of the 
tests can be done easily and with the minimum amount of con­
fusion.

The [Name of District] Student # is located on the top 
right hand corner of the test booklet and also on the top 
line of the envelope. Place this number, exactly as it 
appears, in the 5 boxes labelled [Name of District] Student 
# on the roster sheets. The [Name of District] Student # 
is always 5 digits, never more or less. All the boxes 
should be filled in. If there is any difficulty finding it, 
please ask.

After the [Name of District] Student # on the roster 
sheets, there is a line labelled "RRI #". If you are scoring 
a junior high school class3 the RRI # can be found on the 
third line down from the top on the envelope. If you are 
scoring any other classes, you can locate this number on 
the class lists. Place this 6-digit number in the appropri­
ate boxes.

On the roster sheet, there is a line labelled "TEACHER". 
We are going to place 3 numbers in these boxes. The number 
for the teacher whose class you are scoring can be located 
on the list of teachers you will be given.

*Facsimiles of actual "roster, and coding sheets reproduced 
with permission from Riverside Research Institute.
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This list is in alphabetical order. Find the teacher's 
name and the number next to it. Copy that number on your 
roster sheet.
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PEOPLE TEST

Turn to the "PEOPLE TEST"'. This is the test that has 
pictures of 8 figures on the first page ("A") and a stick 
figure on the next page ("B"). Scoring will begin on the 
following page.

The roster sheet has a line for the "PEOPLE TEST'.1.
After every two boxes the line is extended. This indicates 
where one page ends and the next begins. There are 24 boxes 
in all - 12 pairs of 2 boxes with demarcations between each 
pair.

Before you begin scoring, note the Form number of the 
test you are scoring. This number is located on the top 
right hand corner of the first page of this booklet. Write
this Form number in the single box labelled "FORM" on the
roster sheet. Turn to the last page of the "PEOPLE TEST". 
Check the two figures on this page with the poster in front 
of the room which is labelled "PEOPLE TEST" . On the poster 
find the form number which corresponds to the form number 
on which you are working. Check to see that your page con­
tains the same pictures as the poster does. Please ask for 
directions if pictures do not match.

Turn to the first page being scored. To score this 
test we need to measure the distance between the two figures 
on the page. Always- measure from center of head to center 
of head using the following procedure. Place ruler so that 
BOTTOM edge lies on the line. (see poster) and 'O' mark is
in line with the middle ;of the head of the figure on the
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left. (TARGET FIGURE) Holding ruler steady, note to the 
nearest centimeter the distance between the '01 and figure 
on the right (TAB). Be sure to measure to the middle of 
head of this figure as you did on the other.

Record this measurement in the two (2) spaces provided. 
If measurement is less than 10 centimeters ALWAYS place a 
zero (0) before number so that both spaces are occupied.
For example, five centimeters is recorded as 05, eight 
centimeters as 08, twelve centimeters as 12, etc.

Continue this procedure until all twelve (12) pages 
are completed. If you find any "tabs" that are missing, 
any arrows, or anything out of the ordinary, please ask 
for directions.
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TEST OF SPECIAL MEANINGS OF WORDS

' SPECIAL MEANINGS OF WORDS

Turn to test booklet page with word "MONEY" on top. No­
tice there are 11 items (lines) listed down the page. Each 
item (line) consists of five possible choices. The students 
were asked to place a check mark above one of the five to 
indicate their choice.

Now turn to your roster sheet. Notice that there are 
11 boxes preceding the word "MONEY". Each of these 11 boxes 
is for one of the 11 lines on the page.

Now hold the piece of cardboard that is provided which 
has the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 written on top of it. Place 
it underneath the five choices for the first line (see poster). 
You will notice that each number corresponds to one of the 
five choices. For example, when the cardboard is properly 
placed, the number 1 is below "very quiet", 2 is below "quiet", 
3 is below "not quiet and not noisy", 4 is below "noisy" and 
5 is below "very noisy".

Observe the placement of the check mark. The number 
appearing on the cardboard below the check mark should be 
written in the first box of the line marked "MONEY". Continue 
this procedure down the page making sure not to skip any items 
or do any twice. When finished, the "MONEY" line of the ros­
ter sheet should be filled in completely.

If an item is not checked at all, skip the corresponding 
box on the roster sheet. A blank iteiri must have an empty box.
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If an item has two or more checks, please ask for directions.
Now go on to the following page, which is "SCHOOL". The 

line on the roster sheet is also "SCHOOL". Continue till end 
of booklet, the final page being "TEACHER".

\
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TEST OF SPECIAL MEANINGS OF WORDS

SUCCESS

Turn to test booklet page with word "SUCCESS*' on top. 
Notice there are 11 items (lines) listed down the page. Each 
item (line) consists of five possible choices. The students 
were asked to place a check mark above one of the five to 
indicate their choice.

Now turn to your roster sheet. Notice that there are 
11 boxes preceding the word "SUCCESS". Each of these 11 
boxes is for one of the 11 lines on the page.

Now hold the piece of cardboard that is provided which 
has the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 written on top of it.
Place it underneath the five choices for the first line (see 
poster). You will notice that each number corresponds to 
one of the five choices. For example, when the cardboard is 
properly placed, the number 1 is below "very quiet", 2 is 
below "quiet", 3 is below "not quiet and not noisy", 4 is 
below "noisy" and 5 is below "very noisy".

Observe the placement of the check mark. The number 
appearing on the cardboard below the check mark should be 
written in the first box on the line marked "SUCCESS". Con­
tinue this procedure down the page making sure not to skip 
any items or do any twice. When finished, the "SUCCESS" 
line of the roster sheet should be filled in completely.

If an item is not checked at all,' skip the corresponding 
box on the roster sheet. A blank item' must have an empty 
box.
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If an item has two or more checks, please ask for direc-
r

tions.
Now go on to the following page, which is "STUDENT”.

The line on the roster sheet is also "STUDENT". Continue till 
end of blooklet, the final page being "LEARNING".
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TEST OF SPECIAL MEANINGS OF WORDS

' LIFE

Turn to test booklet page with word "LIFE” on top. No­
tice there are 11 items (lines) listed down the page. Each 
item (line) consists of five possible choices. The students 
were asked to place a check mark above one of the five to 
indicate their choice.

Now turn to your roster sheet. Notice that there are 
11 boxes preceding the word "LIFE". Each of these 11 boxes 
is for one of the 11 lines on the page.

Now hold the piece of cardboard that is provided which 
has the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 written on top of it.
Place it underneath the five choices for the first line (see 
poster). You will notice that each number corresponds to 
one of the five choices. For example, when the cardboard is 
properly placed, the number 1 is below "very quiet", 2 is 
below "quiet", 3 is below "not quiet and not noisy", 4 is. 
below "noisy" and 5 is below "very noisy".

Observe the placement of the check mark. The number 
appearing on the cardboard below the check mark should be 
written in the first box of the line marked "LIFE". Continue 
this procedure down the page making sure not to skip any items 
or do any twice. When finished, the "LIFE" line of the roster
sheet should be filled in completely.

If an item is not checked at all, skip the corresponding
box on the roster sheet. A blank item must have an empty
box. If an item has two or_more checks, please ask for direc­
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tions.
Now go on to the following page, which is "SCHOOL 

RULES". The line on the roster sheet is also "SCHOOL RULES 
Continue till end of booklet, the final page being "FRIEND" 

The roster sheet for the "LIFE" set, only goes up to 
the page entitled "TEST". The following page "FRIEND" is 
located on another roster sheet labelled "LIFE (Page 2 of 
2)". Score "FRIEND" on this sheet.



STUDENT OUTLOOK

This test has a total of 10 questions with "A" and HB" 
choices. In marking,

A is scored 1 
B is scored 2 

Ten boxes are provided for scoring. The answer for 
question 1 goes in box 1 and continues through question 10 
and box 10. If a question is not answered leave that box 
empty, and proceed to the next question and box. After 
finishing all ten questions, look over the answers. If all 
answers are 1, place a 1 in box marked "All l's or all 2's". 
If all answers are 2's place a 2 in box marked "All l's or 
all 2's". If the answers include both l's and 2's don't 
write anything in the "all l's or all 2's" box— leave it 
blank. If there are any questions, please ask.
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STEP TEST

There are 3 different grade level forms for this test. 
FORM 2A for grades 10-12, FORM 3A for grades 7-9, and FORM 
4A for grades 5-6. An answer template is provided for each 
form. The template contains 70 circular holes. These are 
the correct answers. Before placing this template over the 
answer sheet, check the answer sheet. If 2 answers are 
given for any one question, place a red line across that 
number line. If student used pen and one answer is scrib­
bled out, no red mark is made.

Now place template over answer sheet. If blackened spot 
shows through hole that answer is correct. Place no red mark 
there. If blackened mark does not show through hole, place a 
red mark across hole. Continue marking until complete sheet 
is marked.

Remove template from answer sheet. Check PART I. Count 
the number of red marks that you made. Subtract this number 
from 35 and place it in the first two boxes on the roster 
sheet for the STEP TEST. Check PART II. Count the number of 
red marks that you made. Subtract this number from 35 and 
place it in the last two boxes on the roster sheet for the 
STEP TEST.
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GRADES 5-9

1 2 3 4 5
STUDENT #

1 2  3 4
RRI #

5 6

CARD SEQUENCE #

TEACHER
1 2  3

□ FORM

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

STUDENT OUTLOOK
1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8 9  10

ALL l's OR ALL 2's

READING TEST: INTRODUCTION
1 2  3 4

STEP TEST
2 3 4

PEOPLE
TEST



TEST OF THE SPECIAL MEANING OF WORDS - MONEY GRADES 5-12
SPECIAL MEANINGS OF WORDS

1 2 3 4 5
STUDENT #

RRI #
1 2 3 4 5 6

CARD SEQUENCE #

TEACHER
1 2 3

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

|
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

MONEY

SCHOOL

CURIOSITY

I AM

MY NEIGHBORHOOD

TEACHER
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11
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TEST OF THE SPECIAL MEANING OF WORDS GRADES 5-12
SUCCESS

 | I | |   STUDENT #
1 2 3 4 5

_______I I | | | KRX #
1 2 3 4 5 6

CARD SEQUENCE #

 I I I  I I I I I I I SUCCESS
1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9  10 11

 I I I  1 I I I I I STUDENT
1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9  10 11

 I I I  I I I I I I DAYDREAMING
1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9  10 11

 I I I  I I I I I I MY TEACHERS THINK I AM
1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9  10 11

 I I I  I I I I I 1 JOB
1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9  10 11

 I I I  I I I I I I LEARNING
1 2 3 4 5  6 7  8 9  10 11
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TEST OF THE SPECIAL MEANING OF WORDS GRADES 5-12
LIFE (FIRST PAGE OF TWO)

_______  ]________________ STUDENT #
1 2 3 4 5

I I I I I RRI # 
1 2 3 4 5 6

CARD SEQUENCE //

______I I I I j I I I I LIFE
1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11

______I I I [ I i I i I SCHOOL RULES
1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11

 I I I I I I I I I LUCK
1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11

______ I I I I I I MY CLASSMATES THINK I AM
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

_________________ I I I I NEXT YEAR
1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11

______   I I I I TESTS
1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11
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TEST OF THE SPECIAL MEANING OF WORDS
LIFE (SECOND PAGE OF TWO)

GRADES 5-12

______ I [ I |   STUDENT #
1 2 3 4 5

______ I 1 I I I RRI //
1 2 3 4 5 6

CARD SEQUENCE #

__J_______  I 1 I I I 1 FRIEND
1 2 3 4 5  6 7 8 9  10 11
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APPENDIX I

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPT AND SCALE MEANS
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MATRIX OF CONCEPT MEANS

The following computer output show means for each experiment­
al group. LVLIBL represents scores for Blacks in level 1 
(12% Black). The next seven columns give the means for lev­
els 2 - 4  Black and levels 1 - 4  white. SCHOOLOl represents 
"quiet", the first scale on the school concept (see Appen­
dix D). SCHOOL02 - SCH00L11 represents the remaining scales. 
Each concept has eleven scales.
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otie
SEMANTIC ANALYSIS OF CHNCPPTS/Hifu I X flF'm FA~NS

_____  L F P r / a r o M T  m f p s e  o f ._ L Y L m u H . LVL4WH ...

P O S i T i n N t 2 3

L A 9 F I LVL1RL "LVL2BL ................ I v L l R l

s i TFST07 3 . 7 0 9 3 .  t 79 7 . 7 6 7
s? TFSTOO 7 . 7 0 3 7 . 4 7 4 2 . A A ?
S3 TfATOA 3 . A7 A 3 . 7 9 5 3 . A 1 ?
5 4 TFST10 7 . 9 7 3 3 .  179 3 . 7 ? 6
55 TFST11 4 . 1 1 9 ' 3 . 6 3 7 7 . 7 7 4
56 I V ' (11 2 . 1 3 ? 7 . 5 2 6 2 . 4 7 3
57 I A V I ? 7 . 1 5 9 7 . 7 1 1 7 . 0 5 6
6ft I A “ 03 7 . 4 7 1 2 . 6 7 6 7 . 7 3 0
s a 1A«04 7 . A 4 7 3 . 5 1 4 7 . 0 6 2
60 1 A«05 7 . 9 4 ? 7 . 6 4 9 7 . 7 5 9
61 t A«P6 3 . 7 A 3 7 .  2 1 A 3 • 1 1 A
A? tAH07 7 . 1 0 5 2 . 7 7 9 1 . 0 9 9
A3 I  AMOR 3 ,  “ 47 7 . A 7 A 4 . 0 7 4
AS I4*H’ ° 2 . 3 5 1 ? .  1 76 7 . 6 4 C
AS I A “ 10 1 . A S 9 3 . 4 1 ? 3 . A 7 A
AA 1 A*» ] I 7 . 0 7 9 2 . ’ 1 A 2 . 7 7 1

" a t TF i lFKDl ’ . 3 2 7 7.7AA- 2 . 7 3 9 '
AA TF 4 ; HO ? 3 . 1 0 9 3 .  179 3 * 1 6 5
AA TF-1r H0 ’ ? .  1 30 7 . 3 5 7 7 . 4 5 9
70 I F  ATMOS 7 . 4  AA 3 . 7 0 4 '■ 3 . 6 1 9
71 T p A ' i m A 2 . 5 4 1 7 . 9 1 5 7 . 7 0 5

M  '  7? TFAFMOA 3 . 4 1 7 3 . 2 7 7 3 . 0 0 0
1 5  ' - T I ­ TF AC HO? 7 . 0 7 7 2 . 7 2 7 7 . 7 0 2

TS TFAr.HOR 3 . A11 7 . 9 0 9 3 . 4 94
TS r r  A n n o 7 . 2 7 7 7 . 9 4 A 2 , 6 4 3
7A TF 4 r. H10 7 . 7 ? ? 3 . 9 2 6 ......... 7 . 7 3 2
77 T F A F H l I 2 . 1 3 5 7 .  1 A R 7 . 7 3 2
TP s r i i o v t T o i ■>.3 09 2 . 7 5 A 7 . 5 1 1
79 ST' IO' lTf l? 3 . 7 7 1 7 . 9 4 0 2 . 7 7 5
no S T l J o w m i 2 . 7 7 5 2 . 2 1 1 7 . 0 9 0
B1 STinNTOS 3 . A A 7 3 . 7 B 9 3 . 0 3 !
3? srnr . f i TGS - 1 . 7 5 1 .......... 7 . 9 7 7 7 . 7 1 9
01 ATl l ' l ' JTOA 7 . 1 2 0 3 . 7 5 9 7 , 9 4 4
94 3T*jn*J»07 7 . 7 1 1 7 . 7 3 3 2 . 2 0 5
85 STMOMTnR 7 . 9 9 7 7 . 6 9 ? ' 3 . 9 7 1
06 3 Tl |A'1107 7.  ?A7 2 . 4 3 6 2 . 7 9 1
97 STl in*4Tl*> 7 . 5  90 3 .  710 3 . 7 2 ?

................9B STHONT l 1 7 . 0 7 7 7 . 7 4 ? ? . ? 7 A
99 MVTCHOl 7 . 3 9 0 7 • ? IA ? .  577
90 M v i r t i o ? 7 . 3 7 5 7 . 3 2 7 ? .  956

”  o f “ V T ' H t l ? 7 . 3 7 5 .....7 . 4 8 6 2 . 4 3 3
9? MYT CN14 3 . 5 3 B 7 . 7 9 7 3 . 4 0 0
A3 HVTC^OA 7 . 7 0 0 3 . 1 7 9 2 . 6 6 7

HVTFM.JA 7 . 7 7 9 3 . 7 2 4 7 . B 7 P
9? h v t f h o t ? . 2 3 t 7 . 6 2 ? ? .  1 A?
96 RVT7H00 7 . 3 0 0 7 . 1  79 3 . 5 9 6
97 MYTFHDO 7 . A 4 I 7 . 7 0 7 7 . 6 9 7
90 MVTTH19 7 .  300 7 . 1 1 1 3 . 4 3 7
A9 “ Y f t M !  1 7 . 4 7 1 7 .  657 2 . 4 7 7

j n o n  ASHTOt " " 7 . 2 9 3 7 . 5 0 0 7 . 6 5 2

________ ____ _____

* * * M C F  7 nF FILE CON MEANS

4 5 6 7 8

.VLSi l L LVLIWH " LVL2WH LVLIWH LVL4HH
7 . 7 1 ? 2 . 7 A 2 3 . 0 7 1 2 . 7 6 4 7 . 7 4 5
2 .  604 2 . 4 B 7 2 . 6 2 0 2 . 4 5 A 2 . 4 3 0
3 . 5 2 9 3 .  5 97 1 .  60B 3 . 5 4 4 3 . 6 4 7
7 . 0 1 6 3 . 7 7 4 3 . 2 0 3 3 . 0 7 3 7 . 9 9 3
7 . 9 0 6 ............. 7 . B 3 1 " 3 . 7 4 1 3 . 8 4 P 3 . 7 4 0
2 . 1 9 ? ? . n s t I . 0 B6 2 . 1 9 1 2 . 1 3 3
3 . 0 0 7 2 . B 3 6 7 . 7 4 0 2 . 9 9 3 3 . 1 0 1
7 . 3 0 0 2 . 3 7 7 2.  706 2 . 1 4 5 7 . 2 3 5
7 . 9 7 1 3 . 0 4 ? 3 , 7 5 0 3 .A 0 1 7 . 0 6 7
7 . 7 0 3 7 . 6 9 4 2 . T B ? 7 . 9 2 ? 7 . 4 9 3
7 . 3 7 6  ' 3 . 1 7 4 ' 3 . 3 3 9 '  3 . 7 1 9 ' 3 .  749
7 . 9 3 9 2 . 7 1 0 2 . 2 4 5 2 . 7 8 9 7.767
4 . 0 5 0 7 . 0 7 1 3 .  845 7 . 7 0 8 3 . 7 7 2
7 . 7 4 3 7 . 3 0 4 7 . 2 5 5 2 . 3 6 0 .......... 7 . 1 7 6
3.  796 3 . 5 7 1 3 . 4 A 7 3 , 7 0 9 3 , 6 1 9
2 . 3 7 0 2 . 7 9 0 ? .  79A 2 . 7 5 7 2 . 3 6 4
2 .  311 ■■■" 2 . 3 0 9 7 . 1 7 1 2 .1  95 7 .  197
3 . 7 0 5 2 . 9 9 4 2 . 7 1 6 2 . 9 1 3 1 . 9 2 7
3 . 4 7 0 7 . 4 3 6 7 . 4 B 6 2 . 4 F 5 2 . 4 8 3
7 . 6 4 1 7 . 6 4 B 3 .  406 3 . 4 9 0 3 . 7 4 5
3 , 9 6 3 3 . 0 5 0 7 . 3 7 1 3 . 1 9 6 3 . 7 1 0
3 .  954 3 . 2 5 1 3 . 0 4 3 2 . 0 5 3 2 . 9 5 7
7 . 4 5 4 ” 2 . 6 1 3 ' 7 . 3 0 1 2 . 4 9 7 ? . 7 9 4
7 . 6 7 9 7 . 4 4 0 3 . 5 9 0 3 . 3 4 9 3 . B 2 9
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