
??? Science, Education, and Equality, in the United States Loren S. Barritt, - School of Education, University of Michigan, u.s.a.=' ^ntroduction What are the effects of school experiences on chil-'Iren? Is it possible for schools as instruments of asociety to correct past injustices, done for example,the poor or to members of a minority race?These are the questions that have guided a greatâ€?i^al of research during the last ten years in theUnited States. It is the purpose of this paper to^?Ÿview a portion of the evidence and some reactionsfo it before making general comments about these'ssues as researchabl?¨ questions. The idea of achieving equality between groups of^ÂŽople, particularly black and white, rich and poor,has been a modern day goal for policy in the UnitedStates since the 1954 Supreme Court decision BrownBoard of Education, Topeka, Kansas.The modern drive on the part of Black Americansfor educational equality probably began soon afterSecond World War but it surfaced for most'^mericans in 1954 when the Supreme Court saidthat equality of opportunity required that Black^nd White

children attend the same schools; that^ÂŽParate but 'equal' educational facilities were in-^^rently unequal. Thereafter came the turmoil offederal government and southern state govern-â€?^ents in direct conflict over the desegregation of^^hool facilities. (Remember Little Rock?). .In 1960 John F. Kennedy assumed the Presidency^'th overwhelming support from Black Americans.t ^as hoped that he would implement the promiseequality with legislation. It was during the 1960'sJjnder Kennedy and then Lyndon B. Johnson thatâ€?Ie promise was turned into action to aid the un-ÂŽ<lual to become equal. Programs were directedParticularly to helping the poor and members of"^^cial minorities. The theories that guided these^fforts saw inequality as a direct function of edu-cational opportunity. It was assumed that doing - ??it artikel werd op verzoek van de redactie door pro-ÂŽ?Sor Barritt geschreven tijdens zijn verblijf aan deâ€?^jksuniversiteit te Utrecht. well in school meant doing well in society. As nightfollows day so was success believed to follow fromdoing good school work. In the United States education is

usually synony-mous with school. Little distinction is made betweenthe things children learn and what they must betaught. Great faith is placed in the power of teachersand schools to change children. The United Statesis a land of people who believe in shaping thingsand events to suit themselves. Technological successhas reinforced this belief. It is a 'can do' country.Consider the following quotation from the SupremeCourt of the United States in the 1954 case thatbegan the modern effort to achieve educational(school) equality. 'Today education is perhaps the most importantfunction of state and local governments .. . it isthe very foundation of good citizenship. Today itis a principal instrument in awakening the childto cultural values, in preparing him for later pro-fessional training, and in helping him to adjustnormally to his environment. In these days it isdoubtful that any child may reasonably be expectedto succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity ofan education. Such an opportunity ... is a rightwhich must be made available to all on equal terms'.(Brownetal. vs Board of Education Topeka, 1967). Here can

be seen the faith in school success; thebelief in the power of education to make goodCitizens and the belief that the lack of equal edu-cational opportunity leads to a diminished chancein life. Viewed from the perspective of 1974 it is ahopelessly oversimplified view but in 1954 it notonly seemed right, it seemed possible. It was thepromise of the 1954 view that lead to the programsof the 1960's. The social legislation of the 1960's, Head Start,The Elementary and Secondary Act, and manyeducational Innovation projects shared a point ofview about the causes of social inequality. It wasbelieved that the root of the problem lay in the early ^^Dagooische studi??n 1975 (52) 1-9



??? Loren S. Barritt life of the child. Poor, and especially poor Blackchildren were the victims of an inferior home andschool environment. This inferior environment hadit's most devastating effects during the earliest yearsof the child's growth and led to early school failurewhich eventually led to early school leaving. Leavingschool before graduation was considered a guaranteeof failure in society. The plan of the legislation was to improve pre-and early elementary education, especially wherethere were many poor Black children. It was be-lieved that effective remedial programs would re-duce the inequalities between social class and racialgroups and lead to a society where the opportunityto 'make it' was equal for all Citizens. It was and itstill is an important goal, but as we now know, itisn't easy to attain. The Measurement of the Effects of CompensatoryEducation In the period from 1964 to the present there hasbeen a great deal of research on the effects of com-pensatory education programs. By compensatoryeducation is meant school programs designed toovercome the effects of poverty and racial segre-gation. Among the

studies the Equality of EducationalOpportunity survey (Coleman, 1966) stands out forits comprehensive nature. Also, the evaluation ofHead Start pre-school programs by Cicirelli et al(Cicirelli, 1969) is significant. In the same yearArthur Jensen published in the Harvard EducationalReview, a paper (Jensen, 1969) that cited data fromthe existing literature on Compensatory programsand went on to propose a genetic hypothesis toaccount for inequality. And finally in 1972 Chris-topher Jencks et al. (Jencks, 1972) published theircomprehensive reevaluation of the questions raisedand data presented in these and many other studies.To adequately describe the current state of ourunderstanding and confusion concerning educationand equality as Jencks presents them in 1972 it is agood idea to begin with a short review of the resultsprior to 1972. In the 1964 Civil Rights Act, Congress authorizeda study to determine the effects of desegregation onthe achievement of black and white children. Thereport Equality of Educational Opportunity (EEOS)was published in 1966. (Many know the report bythe name of its senior author, James

Coleman,hence the 'Coleman Report'). A representativesample of over 6.000.000 children from all regionsof the United States in grades 3, 6, 9, 12 weresurveyed. Coleman summarized the results of thisvoluminous (over 700 pages) study. 'In 1954 the Supreme Court held that separateschools for Negro and White children are inherentlyunequal. This survey finds that, when measured bythat yardstick, American public education remainslargely unequal in most regions of the country,including all those where Negroes form any signi-ficant proportion of the population'. (Coleman,1966). Of the achievement tests used in the study Colemansays they . .. 'measure ... the skills which areamong the most important in our society for gettinga good job and moving up to a better one, and forf??ll participation in an increasingly technicalworld'. (Coleman, 1966). On these tests minority children were found toscore generally lower than white children and 'thedeficiency in achievement is progressively greaterfor the minority pupils at progressively highergrade levels'. (Coleman, 1966). 'Schools bring little influence to bear on a

child'sachievement that is independent of his backgroundand general social context; and that this very lackof an independent effect means that the inequalitiesimposed on children by their home, neighborhood,and peer environment are carried along to becomethe inequalities with which they confront adult lifeat the end of school. For equality of educationalopportunity through the schools must imply astrong effect of schools that is independent of thechild's immediate social environment, and thatstrong independent effect is not present in Americanschools'. (Coleman, 1966). Head Start was a federally funded pre-schoolprogram that became perhaps the most famoussymbol of the compensatory education movement.It was symbolic because it was focused directly onthe major presumed cause of inequality i.e., theearly experience of the young child. It was widelybelieved that the experience of the young childgrowing up in poverty and of being discriminatedagainst had devastating effects on his ability tolearn when at age six he started school. With urgingfrom many social scientists the Congress establisheda program designed

to give pre-school childrenfrom backgrounds of poverty an opportunity tocatch up before they started regul?¤r schooling. Theywere to have a 'Head Start' so that they would beginschool on an equal footing with their more advan-taged peers.



??? Science, Education, and Equality, in the United States The results of the program were evaluated using thestandardized tests given to some of the children atthe end of pre-school and then after they had com-pleted a year or more of regul?¤r elementary school.It was hoped that these children would show testscore gains as a function of pre-school, and in manycases they did. It was further hoped that these gains- which were sufiBcient to equalize them with peersat the beginning of the first grade of school - wouldpersist. This they did not do. It was found thatHead Start programs did not produce measurableeifects that persisted into early elementary years ofschooling. Once again these children were behind. Then in 1969 Arthur Jensen published his nowfamous article in the Harvard Educational Review,'How Much Can We Boost I.Q. and ScholasticAchievement' (Jensen, 1969). In it he surveyed theevaluations from several experimental compensatoryeducation programs. Then he reviewed the evidenceconcerning genetic influences on I.Q. His view:that I.Q. is primarily influenced by heredity. Finallyhe cited research on the

average difference of 15points between the I.Q.'s of Black and White Ameri-cans. His conclusion was that if the evidence is'taken all together fit is) a not unreasonable hypo-thesis that genetic factors are strongly implicated inthe average Negro-White intelligence differences.' The earlier studies of compensatory programs hadprovoked criticism but the Jensen paper set off anexplosive reaction. His recounting ofwhat happenedto him during the years after the publication of hisH.E.R. paper (see Jensen, 1973) gives a good ideaof the feeling that was generated by the frustratingresults of the Intervention studies and the impli-cations that were adduced from them by Jensen andsome others. Jensen had committed heresy against the pre-vailing faith. American social scientists supportedcompensatory education as the road to equal oppor-tunity during the 1960's based upon the almostuniversal belief in man's malleability. It was be-lieved that children who were poor and Black, wholived in substandard dwellings, who had too littleto eat and who attended inferior schools did poorlyfor these reasons; not because of anything un-changeable in

themselves. It was an article of faithamong most academie social scientists that poorschool performance which lead to unequal oppor-tunity could be changed by changing the environ-ment of poverty and racial injustice. Inequality wasan environmental product not a genetic one. Until Jensen, the negative research results couldbe explained as the result of, 'too little too late', orbecause 'you can't change 200 years of history over-night'. Until the Jensen hypothesis those wereplausible replies within the orthodox environmenta-list faith. But Jensen challenged the faith, and thatchanged disappointment to frustration and dis-agreement to hate. Heretics against our currentdogmas are no more welcome in the 20th Centurythan were the heretics of earlier times. Inequality This brings us to the most recent and the most com-prehensive of the studies of equality and education. Inequality (Jencks,Â? et al., 1972)* is a book byChristopher Jencks and a group of co-authors work-ing at the Center for Educational Policy Researchat Harvard University. They undertook to reanalyzethe effects of the reform programs of the 60's in-cluding data that had

already been separately pub-lished, for example, the Equality of EducationalOpportunity survey (EEOS), Project Talent, theU.S. Census and others. Some of the results arenecessarily repetitions of those from the earlierstudies. What is new is the comprehensive presentationof all of these data in one book and the conclusionsthat are offered by Jencks. The presentation is complex as one would sup-pose from the nature of the subject but the generaltechnique for defining inequality is not difRcult toconceptualize. Inequality is the 'co??ffici??nt ofVariation', i.e., the Standard deviation divided bythe mean. In other words, measured variance equalsinequality. Using this co??ffici??nt it is possible tocompare the Variation between two or more groupsin some measured outcome. Smaller coefficientsmeaning more equality and vice versa. The complexity of the book makes it impossibleto give anything like an adequate summary of thefindings. The subjects covered are Inequality: in'the Schools', in 'Cognitive Skills', in 'EducationalAttainment', in 'Occupational Status', in 'Income',and in 'Job Satisfaction'. Here the focus will be ona selected set of

results that primarily concernschools and children. On School expenditures and their effects Jencks reports that 'educational opportunities arefar from equal' in the U.S. (Jencks p. 37). If one * References to Inequality hereafter listed with pagenumber.



??? Loren S. Barritt looks, for example, at the amount of money spentin different states of the United States and withinstates between local school districts discrepanciesare found. Expenditures vary from an averageyearly per pupil rate of $ 1,237 in New York Stateto $ 438 in Alabama. Children of the rieh tend togo to schools where more is spent for education andalso, children of the wealthy stay in school longer.So that in any one year and certainly over a lifetimethe wealthy have more spent on them. To report on the differences in the amount spenton the schooling of blacks and whites it was neces-sary to extrapolate from data about states and districtdifferences where the concentration of blacks andwhites varied. The result: 'Our best guess is thatAmerica spends about 15-20 percent more per yearon the average white child than on the average blackchild'. (Jencks, p. 28). When the relationship between school expendi-tures and performance was examined it was foundthat increasing expenditures in poorer districts wouldnot raise students' performance on standardizedtests. 'When we compared an impoverished

highschool to one that spent twice as much, studentsin the rich school gained no more between 9 and12th grades than students in the poor school'.(Jencks, p. 94). There were also no policies or re-sources that could be found that produced consis-tent gains in student achievement. In summary then,School monies are not equally distributed through-out the United States because schools are fundedfrom the property tax in each local community.Since most black children come from poorer dis-tricts Jencks et.al. 'guess' that less is spent on theireducation than on that of white children. However,when achievement test results are examined it isfound that school expenditures are not related totest scores. On Cognitive Skills and Jensenism It is Jencks's view that 'most schools claim to de-velop [cognitive] skills' and that, 'many people feelthat schools have 'failed' because they do not teachthese skills equally to everyone.' This makes itimportant to examine cognitive inequality as mea-sured by standardized tests. It is at this point that the hypothesis of ArthurJenden is examined. It had been Jensen's contentionthat approximately

80% of the variance betweenI.Q. scoies was likely due to genetic influences.Jencks finds however that: 'virtually no Americanstudy supports the claim that genes account for 80 percent of the vaiiance in test scores. Our guess,based upon all the disparate sources of evidence ...is that heritability of Stanford-Binet scores in theUnited States is around 45 percent. This estimatecould be off by 10 percent either way, and it mightbe off by as much as 20 percent either way.' (Jencks,p. 71). 'Our main conclusion after some years ofwork on this problem is that mathematical esti-mates of heritability teil us almost nothing aboutanything important.' (Jencks, p. 76). 'There has been a recurrent debate about whetherdifferences in average test performance should beattributed to genes, environment, or both. Theevidence is consistent with all the theories'. (Jencks,p. 82). Jencks believes that genes are the predominantinfluence in tested inequality, with next in impor-tance being the 'total environment'. These twofactors combined are estimated to be responsiblefor from 58 to 90 percent of tested variance. 'Equal-izing the amount of schooling

people get mightreduce cognitive inequality . .. by 5 to 15 percent,although this estimate is very rough.' (Jencks,p. 109). On racial segregation and desegregation On the effects of racial segregation the '... bestguess is that desegregation raises black scores by2-3 points. Eliminating all predominantly blackschools might therefore reduce the overall black-white gap from 15 to 12 or 13 points.' However,'most cognitive inequality is within racial groups,within economic groups, and within schools. Deseg-reration will not affect these disparities much'.(Jencks, p. 106). On the relationship between race and cducationallevel it was found that the 'overall difference betweenblack and white cducational attainment is muchsmaller than the difference between black and whitetest scores, occupational status, income or almostanything eise we can think of.' (Jencks, p- l^^)-Jencks concludes that 'discrimination seems to havetrivial effects. (Jencks, p. 143). In an examination of the determinants of level ofcducational attainment it was found that using'almost any reasonable set of assumptions, faniilybackground explains nearly half the

Variationcducational attainment.' (Jencks, p. 143). By fai"''^'background is meant al! those features of the en-vironment that make things alike for brothers anosisters. Though Jencks relies on test scores and othC



??? Science, Education, and Equality, in the United States objective indices for his analyses and condusionshe is also careful to point out that these are not 'allembracing' outcomes and that measures of non-cognitive outcomes of both children and perhapsmore importantly of adults must be tested beforemore conclusive statements can be made. Since thesefactors are not 'readily measurable' they are consid-ered in a four page note that ends with a statementof belief, 'that the non-cognitive effects of schoolingare likely to be more important than the cognitiveeffects. But we do not know what these non-cogni-tive effects are likely to be.' (Jencks, p. 134). Some of The Condusions The data analysis in Inequality was a team effort byJencks and his co-authors but the co-authors dis-sociate themselves from his condusions. 'The present text was written by ChristopherJencks. It embodies his prejudices and obsessions,and these are not shared by all the co-authors.'(P. V.). This suggests that Inequality is in fact 2 books.One is the data and their analysis, the second,condusions from these data. Therefore, it is usefulto examine some of the condusions before

turningto the reactions of others to Inequality. Perhaps most significantly it is the Jencks viewthat 'None of the evidence we have reviewed sug-gests that school reform can be expected to bringabout significant social changes outside the schools.'(Jencks, p. 255). This is the case because home in-fluences are greater than school influences, becausechanges that can be effected through reform, e.g.curriculum changes, do not alter the way teachersand students treat one another and because enor-mous effects must occur in school to have 'signi-ficant' effects on aduit income. 'Our research suggests, ... that the character ofa school's output depends largdy on a single input,namdy the characteristics of the entering children.'(Jencks, p. 256). Since the school does not have measureable longterm influences Jencks bdieves that the focus forreform should be on the immediate influences ofschool on teachers and children. Since so much of^he time of teachers and children is spent in schoolâ€?t is important that schools be pleasant, excitingPlaces. Not because it will change the futurc - that^e have trouble showing - but because it is betterfor them right now. Also,

since there seem to be no long term benefits'O one or another sort of education Jencks arguesfor a diversification of educational choices in eachCommunity. It cannot in his view be bad and mightvery well be good. Jencks himself was most concerned with adult in-come level as an outcome variable. 'The evidencewe have examined shows that neither family back-ground, schooling, nor cognitive skill explains muchof the Variation in men's incomes.' He feels thatgreater income equality can only be brought aboutby direct governmental action to make incomesequal. 'This is what other countries usually callsocialism. Anything less will end in the same dis-appointment as the reforms of the 1960's.' (Jencks,p. 265). The Reaction Reaction to Inequality as to the Jensen paper firstappeared as a series of invited papers in the HarvardEducational Review, a Journal that has had acentral role in all of these matters. There was alsoa symposium of the American Education ResearchAssociation on Inequality. The following are someselected comments from these two sources. The most vigorous criticism came from 2 blacksocial scientists whose reactions are indicative

ofthe anger that these matters have generaled. 'The social science rationalizations for the benignneglect or malignant rejection of non-white humanbeings in America both reflect and reinforce thepervasive racism of America. Social scientists whocontribute to negative policies are agents of in-justice. The question comes whether social scientistsshould be permitted to have any direct role in de-cisions about equality among human beings... In therole of follower of the 'political mood' social scien-tists are indistinguishable from politicians [Clark,1973]. 'Research from eminent social scientists ... allseem(s) to point to the conclusion that blacks andlower class people are about where they ought tobe in the society - at the bottom - and that allefforts to move them, or let them move themselvesare futile ... Jencks' book and its sister studies willmake it much easier to undo the civil rights andequal opportunity advances of the 1960's. It is onceagain Reconstruction undone' [Edmonds, 1973]. Other comments were: 'Inequality might be summarized as 'nothingaffects anything'. Or, more accurately, as fifty toseventy percent of what goes on does not seem tobe explained by

anything eise that goes on.' [Thu-row, 1973, p. 107].



??? Loren S. Barritt The social institutions [universities in this case]in which people like Jencks are found 'generaledebates which in themselves, not in their answers,serve the interests of the ruHng powers of the U.S.and perhaps all of 'Western Capitalism'. [Michel-son, 1973, p. 92]. 'Inequality is destined to reshape research direc-tions as well as policy in many areas, although it islikely to be unread by most researchers who discussit. It will probably dose out a decade of researchwith the EEOS data. lts existence is a monument to theusefulness of secondary data analysis, which is bothits greatest strength and greatest weakness. It de-serves to be read by all educational-behavioralscientists if for no other reason than the fact thatfew of the summaries, ... have captured anythingbut a fraction of the essence.' [Schoenfeldt, 1974,p. 153]. 'Despite its limitations, Inequality represents avery scholarly and sophisticated treatment of thediverse literature on family background, IQ,schooling, occupational status and income. If myown reactions are typical, a careful reading of thisbook will prove to be immensely useful to anyScholar who may be

interested in this importantfield of research.' [Astin, 1974, p. 159]. And finally from James Coleman, the seniorauthor of the EEOS-'Coleman Report': 'What is clear is that improving 'school quality'by the Standard measures of quality [class size,quality of textbooks, school physical plant, teachersexperience, library size and others] has little effecton cognitive skills. [Coleman, 1973, p. 137]. On Inequality and research techniques There are any number of critical comments thatone might offer as a response to the Jencks et.al.presentation. No one writes a book that deals withsuch a complex subject without leaving a flank ex-posed. Very specific challenges have been made tothe data and its analysis and to the conclusiondrawn from that analysis. Readers who wish moreInformation about these criticisms are referred tothe sources cited above. Here the discussion will bemore to the general issues raised by large studiesfor public policy purposes. The ability of criticism to create doubts aboutadequacy on inadequacy of a particular researchstudy is not encouraging to those who support thecritics. Jensenism, the EEOS, the Head Start

studyand other similar studies have all had their methodo-logical critics, but the conclusion that schooling haslittle or no effect upon children, generally remains.It would appear that once you accept the scientificframe of reference of these large studies you arepowerless to contradict them with criticism. Onlycomparable studies with different results will dothat. With respect to Inequality it should not behard to convince others that a writer who offers his'best guess', as Jencks does so often, is guessing.And that his guesses ought to be considered justthat, particularly in view of the impact of the issueswhich he has addressed. But arguments of that sortdon't seem to be effective when he has a mass ofstatistically treated data to 'support' his guess.Efforts to create doubt about what some perceiveas the negative conclusions of the Jencks study oftenseem to lead to a greater belief in the guesses, ratherthen the opposite. Numbers and scientific researchhave become powerful convincers, even when theyare acknowledged to be only marginally relevantto the issues at hand. This is a problem that socialscientists must at some point address.

Their bestguesses have the power to create conviction inothers and to influence government policy. Inequality has received a good deal of praise forits methodology. It is far from being the weakestof the social policy studies. Many researchers feelthat it is the sort of work more of us ought to bedoing to 'solve' problems. Studies like Inequality are viewed as the bestmethod to obtain answers to the questions of publicpolicy that face all industrialized, educationalizedsocieties. In general this view rests upon a belief inthe objectivity and measurability of significant out-come variables. Though Jencks acknowledges thathis outcomes are not necessarily the most significantones he does not shrink from drawing importantconclusions based upon what he does have. Policy research studies as represented by Inequalityhave several characteristics in common. They arebased upon the largest, most representative sampleobtainable. Group measures are taken for indepen-dent and dependent variables and finally 'correla-tional measures' between the two are used to assessthe 'explainability' of input variable with output.For example, how much of

earned income is 'ex-plained' by I.Q. or numbers of years of schooiing.etc. It is this general model for doing research thatneeds to be examined. Particularly the general as-sumptions upon which it rests and its likely effectin terms of policy. Why is it that policy studies are usually studiesof large groups of people? The answer is representa-



??? Science, Education, and Equality, in the United States tiveness. If small groups are tested then results willnot be generalizable to the public at large and de-cisions will therefore be wrong. But on the otherhand, do large groups ever represent any singlesubgroup or individual? It is puzzling to contemplatehow policy made for a group, particularly a largeone, is ever implementable in any sane way. Whatgood is a policy made for a non existent centraltendency when eventually we must deal with indi-viduals. Perhaps policy should be based upon studies ofsmall groups of individuals studied rather intensive-ly. Actually, there is no need to choose one or theother, large study or small, when both can be doneand in fact would compliment one another, but ifone did have to make a choice it would seem wiserto base decisions on fine grained studies rather thangross because group measures are always the effectof combined individual influences. As the learningpsychologist knows, a smooth group learning curvecan rnask 'all or none' processes that go on in eachindividual. So too, do large groups hide individualeffects. In applied research, where we will

eventuallydo something to someone, it seems foolhardy tomake decisions with no Information about indivi-duals. As an example take the case of the relationshipbetween schooling and income. A fine grained studyof individuals would certainly reveal a weiter of in-fluences that interacted with schooling leading toeventual job status and income. It is very likelyfhat when these life influencing events were includedin the analysis an effect of school would be present.It is hard for anyone who has been through theschools to believe that they are not an importantinfluence. But whether such turned out to be thecase or not, our understanding of the relationshipoetween school experience and outcomes would beclear. Only through such an analysis could policyoe made sensibly. A shift in focus would rcquire a shift in methodo-'ogy. What we have done is use the most convenientn^easures as indices of cffects. Wc study what wecan measure, not nccessarily what is important. nere is no reason why this must continue. Answersto our queries about the effects of school on children^re not easy to measure because we do not under-stand very well what these outcomes are

likely to beor how the school might beproducingthem. Unclari-|y about outcomes cannot be overcome by opera-lonal statements sans understanding. Definitionalccuracy about what is measured is indispensable 'O Qieasurement. Inequality relies on standardized tests, expen-ditures, income and other similar readily-at-handindices. Why should these be considered importantin deciding about the value of schools? Do they gettheir value from their importance or from theirconvenience? Since when does equality in any im-portant sense equal income, or number of years ofschooling? There seems to be no answer for thesequestions in Inequality or its sister studies. There is no need for those who are concernedabout the effects of decisions on individuals toaccept the verdiets of studies like Inequality. Scien-tific methodology is almost dogma, but not quite.There are alternative ways to gather Informationabout people that do not require a premature rushto quantify and correlate. These techniques arenecessarily more difficult and time consuming be-cause large samples cannot be quickly accumulated,and if the quality of the data is not to be destroyedeven small

samples may not yield clean measuresof central tendency. But our imderstanding of thething which we seek to understand can be en-hanced by observing without allowing the pre-mature use of scientific filters to restrict our view. There is no need to cast aside useful tools, andmeasures can be useful tools but only if they areconsistent with our needs. Inequality is a good ex-ample of a study whose needs were not served bythe measures available. It is not the case that we areable to measure things like equality and inequalitywell or at all. Certainly wc all know what Jencksmeasured and operationalists would say we knowtherefore what he meant by inequality. But we knowtoo that operational definitions do not stay in theirprocrustean beds; once they appear in print theyrise and grow to fit common usage. This is an effectthat cannot be ignored where public policy is atissue. [For a similar argument concerning measure-ment see Langeveld, 1968]. Another factor that seems to be common tostudies like Inequality is the reliance on correlationsbetween measures to 'explain' variance. What does'explain' mean in this context? Clearly it cannotmean cause. Every

elcmentary student of statisticsis aware that correlations do not show cause andeffect but merely covariation. 'Explain' can onlymean therefore that when means and variances areequated the two distributions vary together to thisor that degree depending upon the magnitude of theindex. Is this useful Information for making de-cisions about people? It is hard to see how. If we are to make a decision to do anything forchildren in school we necessarily do it because we



??? Loren S. Barritt expect something good to come of it. For our actto cause some future (even if immediate) event.There is no way to get information about what wenecd to do from corrclations. 'Explain' is a veryweak word and unfortunately it tends to connotemore than it should. Corrclations don't explainanything; they merely pose puzzles. Why does thevariance tend to overlap to a given degree? Corrc-lations can't explain it and thereforc are of minimalvalue as inputs to decisions. Inequality and its sister studies are hesitant andpcrhaps misleading steps on the road to an answerabout schools and their effects. These studies havecreated controversy among social scientists butnevertheless they tend to serve as 'interim' guides todecision making in the absence of other 'scientific'evidence to the contrary. Unless such contrary evi-dence is presented soon and convincingly the pre-vailing opinion about school effects is likely to re-main pessimistic for a long time. The almost magicalbelief in numerical transformations as a Substitutefor understanding rather than as dependent uponunderstanding lies at the root of this dilemma. What is

equality of opportunity? It is a humangoal like truth, justice and brotherhood; an ideal.Human societies seem to need such goals and theyappear quite valuable. Hovk'ever, in a time whenscience as a method of gaining knowledge about theWorld is considered by some as an absolutely un-impeachable technique there are dangers in suchgoals being trivialized and destroyed. We cannotnow measure any of the above and that is not ne-cessarily bad. It is simply not true that we can ob-jectify everything for which there is a word. Somethings are ephemeral and can only be changed bymaking them concrete. This is not to negate effortsat objectifications but rather to suggest that suchefforts must rest on more than expediency. Justbecause it would be more scientific if we could mea-sure equality doesn't mean that we have the know-ledge to do it. Physics, our model for the measure-ment process, has definitions resting on under-standing of the properties it measures. There is noshortcut to measurement without going throughunderstanding. Based upon the evidence to date it would be diffi-cult to come to any conclusion about the ability ofa

society to achieve greater equality through itsschools. But it can be said that research which sug-gests that such an answer is not only possible, buthas been achieved, is deceptive. What is true is thatwe don't know. It is also true that if we reduce ourefforts to create that society we may never find out. A final comment about Equality and Genetlcs The controversies about the IQ and genetic inherit-unce are not fruitful. They yield no testable hypo-theses. But hypotheses themselves do have effect supon our efforts to achieve a better society. Thescientist cannot delude himself into believing thathis hypotheses are derived from some store of truthseparate from his own views as an observer nor canthese hypotheses once they are known, be kept frominfluencing the next look we all take at the worldaround us. The debate about cur ability to arrangean educational environment that helps the childrenwho need help most has been irrevocably changedby Jensenism. It is hard to see how this hypothesishas been helpful and it is easy to see how it has beenharmful. This raises the very disturbing question of howone keeps from entertaining

harmful hypotheses oreven how one knows that either in the short or longterm an hypothesis is going to be helpful or harmful.To recognize such questions as legitimate is itselfhelpful. The answer to the question lies perhaps ina more ecological-historical perspective on scienceand society. The scientist is capable of separatingvariables that in fact depend upon one another fortheir existcnce, e.g. heredity and environment, butis he able to return them to their natural state afteranalysis? To do that requires a broader perspectiveabout the way any set of variables fits in with itssurroundings. It is trite to say that scientists havebecome overly specialized but it is also true. It maybe that this very specialization is what leads to thedogmatic insistence on the value of untestablehypotheses. The value of the scientific cnterprise ultimatelyrests on its applicability. To the extent that scientistsare aware of the problem they seek to solve it wouldseem unlikely they would propose harmful hypo"theses. This too would seem to argue for a broaderperspective on one's research and how it 'fits' intothe problem world. Conclusion It has been the intent of this

paper to present someof the results and conclusions from a sclected set otAmerican studies by focusing on Inequality, a studyof the power of schooling to produce differential.equalizing changes in childeren. Little has beensaid about the specific problems of methodologV'or of clarhy of writing style in this study. This isnot to say that such problems do not exist. Thos^ 8
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