
Education, Inequality, and
National Policy



Education,
Inequality, and
National Policy

Edited by
Nelson F. Ashline
Illinois Office of Education

Thomas R. Pezzullo
University of Rhode Island

Charles I. Norris
University of Rhode Island

Lexington Books
D.C. Heath and Company
Lexington, Massachusetts
Toronto London



Grateful acknowledgementis madefor permission to reprint an excerpt from

Let Us Now Praise Famous Men by James Agee and Walker Evans, pub-

lished by Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, Massachusetts, published in

the British Commonwealth by Peter Owen, London; and for permission from

the Center for Civil Rights, University of Notre Dame, and the Centerfor

National Policy, Catholic University Law School to reprint Chapter12 of this

volumefrom the Symposium on School Desegregation and White Flight held

on August 15, 1975 in Washington, D.C. Also, permission to reprint(last

stanza) of ‘‘Burning in the Night’’ from A Stone, A Leaf, A Door: Poemsby

Thomas Wolfe , Selected and Arrangedin Verse by John S. Barnes. Copyright

1945 by Maxwell Perkins as Executor (Charles Scribner’s Sons). Originally in

prose in You Can’t Go Home Again by Thomas Wolfe. Copyright 1940 by

Maxwell Perkins as Executor. By permission of Harper & Row,Inc., pub-

lishers.

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data

Main entry undertitle:

Education, inequality, and national policy.

Based on an invitational conference held in Newport, R.I., in

June, 1975.

1. Federal aid to education—United States—Congresses. 2. Ed-

ucational equalization—United States—Congresses. I. Ashline,

Nelson F. II. Pezzullo, Thomas R.II. Norris, Charles I.

LB2825.E26 379°.121°0973 = 75-21833

ISBN 0-669-00053-1

Copyright © 1976 by D.C. Heath and Company

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproducedortrans-

mitted in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including

photocopy, recording, or any information storage or retrieval system, with-

out permission in writing from the publisher.

Second printing, March 1978

Published simultaneously in Canada.

Printed in the United States of America.

International Standard Book Number: 0-669-0005 3-1

Library of Congress Catalog Card Number: 75-21833



in every child who is born,
under no matter what
circumstances, and of no
matter what parents, the
potentiality of the human
race is born again. .

Let Us Now Praise Famous Men

James Agee and Walker Evans
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Foreword

As of 1975 federal aid to education approximates10 percentoftotal expen-
dituresat local and state levels combined. Butthe effect of these fundsis to
suggest national goals andpriorities for all education. The largest single
categorical aid program supported by federal funds is Title I of ESEA—
Compensatory Education. It follows, therefore, that adding dollars for
programs designed to compensate for educational deficiency related to
povertyis the highest policy priority at the federal level. The argumentfor
compensatory education, simply put, goes something like this:

e Poverty within groups of people in our society and how well they do in
school appear to be connected.

e The economic improvement of individuals in America appears to be
directly related to the amount of education they have.

e And concentrated effort, via the provision of money for increased or
improved school services for poor, unsuccessful children, should help
break the poverty cycle.

Also underlying the Title I ESEApolicies is a fundamental commitment
to the elusive goal of equality—the achievementof the goodlife for all—
with the school being used as the primary vehicle in its pursuit.

The courts, in rulings pertaining to constitutionality, and the Congress,
through the Civil Rights Act, have also viewed schools as primary provid-
ers of equal. opportunity to the children they serve. One immediate conse-
quence has been the requirementthat traditional attendance patterns in
many schooldistricts be dramatically altered to providefor racial desegre-
gation.

A thread of conviction aboutthe pivotalrole that schoolingplaysin the
developmentof individuals in our society runs through manyfederal ac-
tivities. Federal policy in educationis, in part, implicitly based on the idea
that schools do have the demonstrated power to reform society in the
direction of more equality through their effect on young people. Yet,
increasingly, during the late 1960s and early 1970s, arguments whichchal-
lenged this view of education as the great equalizer became a subject of
debate. Jenck’s Inequality, based largely on a reanalysis of data collected
in James Coleman’s monumental study, raised serious doubts about the
power of schools to provide the ingredients essential to reducing or
eliminating poverty in our society. In his controversial articles on the
heritability of intelligence Arthur Jensen even questioned whether we
could defend the essentially environmentalist view of human development
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which was implicit in a view of equality that placed so muchfaithin the

school milieu as a potential equalizer.

During that period, and to this day, those of us in the field of policy

development and implementation have had a serious problem: all too often

the debates raging around these issues have been heated and focused on

emotional rather than rational arguments. Communication to us has been at

best unclear, and at worst misleading. We have rediscoveredthefact that

education is not immuneto the cudgels of the lunatic fringe and, further,

that lunacy is not solely the property of the undereducated.

In discussions with Christopher Jencks during early 1973, it became

increasingly apparent that at least one cause for the cacophony could be the

heavy reliance on ‘‘open forum’’ discussions as a method of debate and

analysis of these issues. An additional conclusion was that academics tend

generally to communicate best to other academics. Their primary consum-

ers are not necessarily either policy formulators or implementers.

At that point the idea of an alternative, invitational forum was con-

ceived and the concept discussed with a numberof people who werein the

midst of the tempest. There was general agreementthat arelatively tranquil

climate for discussion was necessary and that, further, the basic focus

should be on communicating to those who develop and implementnational

policy (e.g., congressional committees or state and federal administrators).

With those two purposesin mind,an invitational conference was planned

and conducted in Newport, RhodeIsland, in June 1975. This book includes

an edited record of that conference as well as additional papers which were

developed by participants as a consequence of their conference experi-

ence.

In reading this record one should be aware that policy was not de-

veloped or set at Newport—the effect of that meeting will largely be a

consequence of how widely its papers are disseminated and whattheir

effect is on policymakers. The reader should also keep in mindthat notall

questionsVis-a-vis a given position get asked. Thisis particularly true when

the numberof participants in a conferenceis limited by its organizers, as

was the case at Newport.

Finally, one meeting is not enough to analyze exhaustively the major

issues; the Newport conference was no exception in this regard. A year or

two of cloistered debate would have been preferable to the four days

available to us. But a short period of calmly reasoned argument was, in our

opinion, a major step forward.

In no small measure our gratitude, and the graditude of the readers who

may beenlightened by what they read, is due the George Gund Foundation

of Cleveland, Ohio, which invested both its hope andits capital in this
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venture. We are also indebted to a great many people who generously gave
their time and advice during the planning phase of the conference. To them,
andto the staff who helped to conduct the event and completethis effort, a
genuine and heartfelt thank-you.

Nelson F. Ashline

October 1975

Springfield, Illinois



Preface

The publication of this volumein our bicentennial year is most appropriate.
Theideal of equality has been keytenetin the promise ofAmerica fromits
earliest history, and the perception that education plays a crucial role in the
fulfillment of that promise has long been recognized.

A reexamination of our thinking in regard to the role of education in
achieving this country’s egalitarian ideals is particularly timely in light of
the controversy that has surrounded this topic in the past decade. The
increasing numberofstudies by social scientists into the effects of heredity,
family background, race and social class, integration and compensatory
efforts in learning, and on social and economic mobility has deepened the
debate. Some of our most cherished assumptions have been sorely chal-
lenged by these inquiries.

There is an urgent need for quiet discussion of the critical issues that
confront public education in the 1970s. Both researchers and policymakers
must be part of that discussion, for the social scientists have often failed to
confront the policy implications of their research findings. This book and
the conference which wasits genesis are to be commendedbecausethey
attempt to make that connection. Itis written with the policymakerin mind.
Its goal is to establish a historical and philosophical perspective on the
education inequality link and to clarify the issues which impinge on it
today. Beyondthat, the book seeksto delineate the alternatives suggested
by the various interpretations of recent social science findings and ulti-
mately to assist us in achieving a more equitable society. This goal is worth
our most strenuousefforts.

Frank Newman

November 1975

Kingston, Rhode Island
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Introduction

The belief in education as the means of achieving social mobility and
economic equality in this country has a long and respectable history. The
public school has been seen as a primary vehicle for the fulfillment of our
egalitarian ideals. It was assumed that, if given equal access to both
education and an ever-expanding economy, everyone would be includedin
the ever-improving standardofliving. This faith has been tested in the last
decade. When werediscovered poverty in this country in the early 1960s
and declared waronit, it was not surprising that the school was designated
as the primary arena for wagingthe battle. Other targets, including housing
and employment, were also selected, and community action programs
were inaugurated. However, these efforts were politically more sensitive,
and more and moreofthe burden in the Waron Poverty wasshifted to the
school. Former teacher Lyndon Johnson was quoted by an economist who
sat at the planning table as saying

This is going to be an education program. Weare going to eliminate poverty with
education, and I don’t want anybodyeverto mention incomeredistribution. Thisis
not going to be a handout, this is going to be something where people are going to
learn their way out of poverty. [paraphrased]

As aresult, Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA)in 1965. The bill authorized grants for elementary and second-
ary school programsfor children of low-income families, school library
resources, textbooks, and otherinstructional materials for schoolchildren.
It also soughtto strengthen state education agencies, educational research,
and researchtraining.

During this same period, the results of several major research efforts
severely challenged the assumptions of ESEA and the underlyingfaith in
school as the equalizer. Sociologist James Coleman’s massive study
Equality of Educational Opportunity (1966) was commissioned by Con-
gress in 1964 to investigate the availability of equal educational opportunity
in the U.S. Coleman found,as expected, that for the most part blacks and
whites attended different schools. The schools, however, were much more
alike than had been predicted in terms of measurable inputs such as teacher
education, chemistry labs, number of volumesin the library, etc. Yet there
were significant differences in the achievementlevels of the two groups:
the blacks began school with a one-yeardeficit in comparisonto their white
peers and endedwith a three-yeardeficit by the 12th grade. By graduation,
blacks were reading, on the average, at a 9th grade level and achieving ata
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7th grade level in math. School differences, such as they were,had little

impact on these achievement differences; school similarities made even

less difference. Furthermore, the achievement differences were within

schools, not between schools. Coleman concluded that family background

and social context were much more significant variables than school

facilities and services as far as academic achievement was concerned.

Arthur Jensen, educational psychologist and psychometrist, published

an article ‘‘How Much Can We Boost IQ and Scholastic Achievement?’ in

the Harvard Education Review (1969). This article provided one possible

explanation for the disparity in achievement between blacks and whites

and added another dissenting opinion to the education equality link. Jen-

sen’s lengthy article reviewedall the previousstudies on twins separated at

birth. He found that regardless of environmental influence, intelligence

remained fairly constant. This led him to advance the hypothesis that

intelligence as measured by IQ tests was primarily inherited (80 percent

heritability ratio). Because blacks tended to score lower than whites on IQ

tests, Jensen surmised that the gene pool from which blacksin this country

draw is inferior to that of whites, in regard to IQ. This was admittedly a

tentative hypothesis. It was also heresy in the liberal academy with its

environmental orthodoxy. And the reaction from academia was loud and

emotional. Thefaith in the efficacy of compensatory efforts in education to

achieve greater equality had been dealt another damaging blow. However,

as can be seen in Chapter 7, Equality and Diversity in Education, Jensen

has shifted his emphasis from groupto individual differences as the appro-

priate focus for educational intervention.

The final major research effort, Christopher Jenck’s Inequality: A

Reassessment of the Effect of Family and Schooling in America, was

published in 1972. Jencks and his colleagues at the Cambridge Policy

Studies Institute reanalyzed both Coleman’s and Jensen’s data and other

studies related to compensatory education, and attacked the education

equality myth head-on. Jencks found that there was verylittle correlation

between family background, schooling, cognitive skills measured by stan-

dardized tests, and later adult success. Brothers raised in the same

environment differed in economic status about as much as any two ran-

domly selected individuals in society. The factors which contribute to

eonomic and social mobility are apparently idiosyncratic—‘‘luck and per-

sonality’’ in Jencks’s terms—andif this is the case, equalizing opportunity

will not do much to reduce economic inequality in America.

Jencks went on to advocate a more direct, more explicit program of

income equalization rather than the manipulation of ‘‘marginal institu-

tions’ such as the schools. It is his opinion that, unless weare willing to

implement direct measures through taxes and legislation, poverty and

inequality will persist at essentially the same current level. Those with
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more competence and luck would have to subsidize those with less. In
orderfor this to be accomplished, the equity norms—i.e., the political and
moral premises to which most of us subscribe—must change. Establishing
political control over economic institutions, socialism, or welfare state
capitalism is called for. Anything short of that, in Jencks’s opinion, is
doomed to fail in achieving greater economic equality.

Addto this the furor surrounding enforced bussing and integration and a
less-than-robust economy,and one has another Americaninstitution under
severe pressure. Certainly the policymakers have to be confused by the
controversy and dissent surroundingthe school. It would not be surprising
to find them reluctant to authorize additional programs and expenditures
given the lack of agreement amongsocialscientists after ten years and $16
billion invested in policies and programswhichin retrospect appear dubi-
ous at best.

It is telling that these issues and the resulting controversies have been
the result of the social scientist scrutinizing the public school. The
policymaker must be in some doubtas to the credibility of the various
studies becauseall too often there is an equally convincing argumentfor an
opposite conclusion that many times uses the samedata base but ends with
a different interpretation. This would lead oneto believe that perhapsthere
is a pseudoprecision involved in measuring complex social, psychological,
genetic, political, and economic factors influencing human characteristics
that may not be quantifiable. It is also true that a piece of data, a fact, in
itself does not carry an explanation or interpretation. Judgmentor bias
must inevitably enter into the evaluation of a given set of data and even
more so into the formulation of policy based on that data. Chapter 5,
Education, Life Chances, and the Courts: The Role of Social Science
Evidence, by Henry Levin raises this issue cogently; and it is hoped that
the inclusion of this chapter will help stimulate the debate on his thesis that
Levin calls for.

Diversity is a theme which emerged at the conference and which is
evident in several of the chapters of this book. Edmund Gordon can be
credited with helping to shift the emphasis away from the apparently
nebulous goal of equality toward a potentially more appropriate ob-
jective—that of justice in a diverse society. The whole emphasis on
equality is fraught with contradictions, perhaps becauseofthe dialectical
tension betweenit and the promiseofliberty thatis also a key tenet in our
democracy. Byshifting the emphasis to justice and recognizing the unique-
ness and diversity of human beings, we maybe able to be more productive
both in the area of educational technology and in the formulation of eco-
nomic and social policy. In Chapters 7 and 8, both Jensen and Bereiter
make a strong case for the individual as opposed to the group as the
appropriate focus for educational intervention. Also,in the afterwordto his
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lengthy definitional chapter on equality, Miller makes an important obser-

vation in regard to the limiting effect of a society with a single materialist

standard of success. By narrowing the income ranges we open the

possibility for other avenues of success and achievement andprovide the

opportunity for greater diversity and individualization within society.

In his concluding remarks as conference moderator, Torsten Huseén

said, ‘‘educational reform is not a substitute for true social and economic

reform’’—this insight should guide the reader throughoutthis book. Edu-

cation may be a necessary condition for economic andsocial mobility, but

it apparently is not a sufficient one. Current research has even begun to

indicate a narrowing ofthe traditional income gap betweenhigh school and

college graduates. This obviously does not suggest that education is of no

value but rather than our expectations of it have been inappropriate. The

chapters in this bookare offered as an attemptto clarify the school’s role in

achieving this country’s egalitarian ideals and to bring the multifaceted

topic of equality into better focus. Perhaps if our expectations are more

realistic, we will not be disappointed as often. More importantly, we can be

more effective in achieving a more just and equitable society.

Charles I. Norris

December 1975

Kingston, Rhode Island
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Public Education as the
Great Equalizer

Fred M. Hechinger*

The new American role of education to strengthen the foundations of
republican governmenthadits origin in the revolutionary vision of Thomas
Jefferson. Few concepts could have been moreupsetting to the established
order than Jefferson’s idea of a ‘‘natural’’ aristocracy of talent—the very
opposite of the existing aristocracy of inherited privilege. It was, if Jeffer-
son's dream of the new American society were to cometrue, nothing less
than the end of the old order.

This is not to suggest that Jefferson believed in, or wanted to bring
about, absolute equality. What he was writing about when,at the age of35,
he drafted a *‘Bill for the More General Diffusion of Knowledgein the State
of Virginia,’’ was the needto clear the wayfor talented children and youths
to continuetheir education and thusto riseto top positions ofresponsibility
and powerin society, without regard to their families’ economic and social
Status. It was a plan that would have ensured elementary learningforall
children, district schools for the further instruction of the brightest among
that mass, and guaranteed admission to higher education for the cream of
the crop.

It was an idea whose time had clearly not yet come, and whenhis
blueprint was defeated in 1817, Jefferson acknowledgedin sad disappoint-
ment that the membersofthe legislature ‘‘do not generally possess infor-
mation enoughto perceive the importanttruths, that knowledgeis power,
that knowledgeis safety, that knowledge is happiness.”

If Jefferson had any doubt aboutthe future role of education—andthis
ought to be kept in mind for any assessment of America’s education
problemsin the secondhalf of the twentieth century—it was whetherthe
school could muster the strength to counteract what he foresaw as the
problemsof an urbansociety. In 1787 this revolutionary, whose roots were
firmly implanted in the society of the landed gentry, wrote to James
Madison:

I think our governmentswill remain virtuous for many centuries;as long as they are
chiefly agricultural; and this will be as long as there shall be vacant lands in any part
of America. Whentheyget piled upon one anotherin largecities, asin Europe, they
will become corrupt as in Europe. Aboveall things I hope the education of the
commonpeople will be attended to: convincedthat on their good sense we may rely
with the most security for the preservation of a due degreeof liberty.

* Editorial Board, New York Times.



But the urbanization of America wasstill far in the future. For the

moment, Jefferson’s vision of the power of education to build bridges

betweenthedifferent levels of society was gaining powerful allies. In 1821,

Daniel Webstersaid:

For the purpose of public instruction, we hold every man subject to taxation in

proportion to his property, and welook notto the question whether he himself have

or have not children to be benefited by the education for which he pays; weregardit

as a wise andliberal system of police, by which property, andlife, and the peace of

society are secured. . . . We do not, indeed, expect all men to be philosophersor

statesmen; but we confidently trust. . . that by diffusion of general knowledge,

and good and virtuous sentiments, the political fabric may be secure as well against

open violence and overthrow as against the slow but sure undermining oflicen-

tiousness.

The concept of education as the ladder on which able children from

humble homes mightrise to wealth and influence wasnotreadily accepted

in Jefferson’s time, and it continuedto be violently opposed by those who

saw it as a threat to the existing power structure and to the quality of

Americanlife and institutions. A proposal to levy a tax in orderto finance

public education was violently attacked by Philadelphia’s journal, The

National Gazette, in 1830. To do so, the newspaper warned, would make

moderately successful families feel that ‘‘they had toiled for the benefit of

other families than their own.”’

‘‘We have no confidence in any compulsory equalizations,’’ said the

editorial. ‘‘It had well been observed that they pull down whatis above, but

never raise what is below. . . . A scheme of universal equal education,

attempted in reality, would be an unexampled bed of Procrustes for the

understandings of our youth... .”’

But as the process of building a nation and creating the ‘“‘new Ameri-

can’? became the uppermost concern of manypoliticians and social phi-

losophers, conservative efforts to maintain elitist restrictions were chal-

lenged by a growing commitmentto egalitarian plansfor a classless society.

Horace Mannwasthehighpriest ofa growing faith in educationthatfell

little short of anew religion. He believed as deeply as Jefferson in the power

of knowledge as the engine of republican government and a democratic

society. Although he admired America’s diversity, he was also fearful of

the ultimate divisiveness of pluralism. In his view, only a new institution,

capable of embracing so diverse a population, could create a sense of

community and ensure enough unity to safeguard the new nation’s founda-

tion. Such acommonpurpose could be achieved only through the common

school.
Before Mann,the term ‘‘common school’’ had always had the connota-

tion of service to the poor—those who had been shunted aside and ex-

cluded from suchelite institutions as the academies. Even those earlier



reformers who had begunto plead for more humanetreatmentof children
had been concernedlargely about the fate of the offspring of affluent or
middle-class families; the children of the poor were either ignored or
termed, and treated as, ‘‘vicious.’’ Not even so forward-looking and
humanea philosopher as Locke had foundit within himself to include poor
children amongthe scopeofhis liberal proposals, exposing them instead to
the workhouse and whippings.

Mann’s view of America’s future could brook no such dichotomy. On
the contrary, he saw the schoolas the single most powerful tool with which
to erase the social and economic distinctions. ‘‘Now, surely, nothing but
Universal Education can counterwork this tendency to the domination of
capital and the servility of labor,’’ Mann wrote. And he continued:

If one class possessesall the wealth and education, while the residue of society is
ignorant and poor, it matters net by what nametherelation between them may be
called; the latter, in fact, and in truth, will be the servile dependents and subjects of
the former. But if education be equally diffused, it will draw propertyafterit, by the
strongestof all attractions; for such a thing never did happen, asthatanintelligent
and practical body of men should be permanently poor. Property and labor,in
different classes, are essentially antagonistic; but property and labor, in the same
class, are essentially fraternal. . . . Education, then, beyondall other devices of
humanorigin, is the great equalizer of the conditions of men—the balance-wheel of
the social machinery.

Mannbelievedthat, even if greed and powerwereto continue to work
to the disadvantage of the poor, education would give to ordinary citizens
the meansto “‘resist the selfishness of other men.’’ Indeed, in Mann’s
approachthere wasa hintofthe strategy of a ‘‘war against poverty”’ that
would become so prominenta feature in American reform politics more
than a century later. Education, Mannsaid, ‘‘does better than disarm the
poor of their hostility toward the rich. The wanton destruction of the
property of others,—the burning of hay-ricks and corn-ricks, the demoli-
tion ofmachinery becauseit supersedes hand-labor,the sprinkling ofvitriol
on rich dresses,—is only agrarianismrun mad. Education prevents both the
revenge and the madness.”’

While Mann consideredit essential to the processofnation building that
the schools inculcate in all children an understanding of government and
politics, he was realistic enough to sense the danger—hecalledit ‘‘catas-
trophe’’—ofa political domination of the educational process. He wasless
realistic, however, in foreseeing the difficulty of separating the one (in-
struction aboutpolitics) from the other(the politicizing of instruction). The
proper course, he counseled, would beto teachto all ‘‘those articles in the
creed of republicanism, which are accepted byall, believed in by all, and
which form the commonbasis of ourpolitical faith.”’

Not unlike Jefferson and Franklin, Horace Mann wasstill convinced



that the unifying process of the common school would create sufficient

political consensus to makeit possible to teach a generally accepted

‘creed’? of republicanism while avoiding divisive and partisan politics.

Hindsight showsthis to have beenan idealist’s perhaps inevitable miscal-

culation.

Onethird philosophical approach—addedto the Jeffersonian concept

of an aristocracy of talent and Mann’s faith in the equalizing capacityofthe

common school—must be placed on the table. The exact opposite of

Mann’s effort to insulate the schools against powerpolitics, this view was

given its most concise expression in 1932 by George Counts, one of the

spokesmen of post-Deweyprogressivism. Counts ‘‘dared’’ a national con-

vention of teachers to use the schools as the instrument to ‘“‘build a new

social order.’’ (Dewey himself responded with a warning that political

realities madeit impossible for schools to determine the course of political,

intellectual, and moral changein the society at large.)

It is nevertheless against these three philosophical underpinnings—the

school as the ladder that lets the able climb to the top, the school as the

great socioeconomic equalizer, the school as the instrumentofpolitical

change—thatthe relative successor failure of public education to accom-

plish its mission and its mandate must be judged.

No assessment of public education’s record as an equalizing force is

possible without a brief examination of the schools’ actual approach to

such a goal in the years between Horace Mann and the contemporary era

from the mid-1950s to today.

From the beginning of the period under examination,it was clear that

the educational andpolitical leadership continued frequently (although not

necessarily always) to besatisfied with the education of those who willingly

adjusted to the wayoflife of the majority andthe parallel majority view of

education.

The key to successful education, and its reward of socioeconomic

equalization, was assimilation. Immigrant children were expected to reject

their native culture and cut their ties with the language and the wel-

tanschauung of their families. Children’s names were Americanized by

teachers, often without the parents’ knowledge, let alone consent. Leonard

Covello, wholater rose to a respected position as an educator, recalled his

father’s shock uponlearning that his son’s teacher had orderedthe “‘1”’ to

be droppedfrom theoriginal Coviello, in addition to the Americanization of

‘“‘Teonardo.”’ ‘‘We soon gotthe idea that‘Italian’ meant something pretty

inferior, and a barrier was erected between children ofItalian origin and

their parents,’’ Covello recalled.

In 1851, The Massachusetts Teacher offered this comment on the

effects of immigration, particularly from Ireland:



The constantly increasing influx offoreigners during the last ten years has been, and
continuesto be, a cause of serious alarm to the most intelligent of our own people.
What will be the ultimate effect of this vast and unexampled immigration is a
problem which has engaged the most anxious thought of our best and wisest men.
Will it, like the muddy Missouri, as it pours its waters into the clear Mississippi and
contaminates the whole united mass, Spread ignoranceandvice, crime and disease,
through our native population? Or can we, by any process, not only preserve
ourselves from the threatened demoralization, but improve and purify and make
valuable this new element whichis thus forced upon us and which we cannot shut
out if we would?

Adele M. Shaw,in The World’s Work of 1913, quoted a teacher asking a
pupil: ‘Youdirty little Russian Jew, what are you doing?”’

It would nevertheless be misleading to omit from this account the fact
that untold thousandsof immigrant children did find the schools to be that
tool of successful self-advancement and subsequent equalization that
Mann had envisioned. Particularly those who had come from families
which, though poor, enjoyed a long tradition of learning and had main-
tained that tradition even amid the most hostile and threatening sur-
roundings—suchaspolitical persecution in Russia and Germany—not only
managed to adjust to the schools’ demands,but did so gratefully and even
joyfully. |

For example, Mary Antin, in her book The PromisedLand , recalled her
life in an American schoolin the 1890s:

There wasnofree school [in Russia] for girls. . . . At the high school, which was
under governmentcontrol, Jewish children were admitted inlimited numbers. . .a
nine-year-old Jewish child had to answer questions that a thirteen-year-old Gentile
was hardly expected to understand . . . and there was no appeal. . . . No, the
Czar did not wantus in the schools. Education in America wasfree. That subject my
father had written about repeatedly, as compromisinghis chief hopefor us children,
the essence of American opportunity, the treasure that no thief could touch, not
even misfortune and poverty. It was the one thing that he wasable to promise us
whenhe sent for us; surer, safer than bread or shelter... . . No application was
made, no questions asked, no examinations, rulings, exclusions; no machinations,
no fees.

She spoke for countless others for whom the schools were indeed the
escape hatch from poverty. Andyet, too many wereallowedtofall by the
wayside. Mann’s hopethat merely opening the schools’ doors would clear
the way to equality was shownto be optimistic. After a national investiga-
tion, the Federal Bureau of Education reported in 1914 that ‘‘chaos existed
throughoutthe nation’s schools. . . . There was noreal national policy for
helping immigrants. ’’

Even the absence of such a policy, however, was better than the
existing policy of discrimination and exclusions that confronted the chil-
dren of black Americans. For a substantial part of Americanhistory, the



black child was not just discriminated against, but invisible. Black educa-

tion was an issue left to Supreme Court decisions; it was not part of any

systematic review of American education.

In the South, where so muchofthe pattern for black education had been

established, the lot of black children was submerged in the educational

deprivation suffered by severely neglected poor white youngsters. In a

society that could characterize its poor as ‘‘white trash,’’ the cruelty of

neglect toward the even poorer blacks becomes comprehensible, though

not excusable. Such cruelty was reinforced by the poor whites’ fear that

they would sink even lowerif blacks were allowed to rise on the scale of

status and opportunity.

In Plessy v. Ferguson the Supreme Courtin 1896 codified educational

inequality by upholding the theory of ‘‘separate but equal” schooling, the

code word for segregation and inequality. In general, the ruling echoed the

views expressed earlier in Roberts v. City ofBoston when the majority had

turned down Charles Sumner’s plea for equal rights in school attendance,

holding that ‘‘legislation is powerless to eradicate racial instincts.’’ The

historic tragedy of the Plessy decision was that it rejected Justice John

Marshall Harlan’s prescient warning: ‘‘In the view of the Constitution, in

the eye ofthe law, thereis in this country no superior, dominantruling class

of citizens. There is no caste here. Our Constitution is color-blind.’” Ac-

ceptanceof that fundamental truth was postponedfor almost60 years with

awesome consequencesto the nation and the cause of equality.

It was not until the 1954 Brown decision by the unanimous Warren

Court—‘‘We concludethatin the field of public education the doctrine of

‘separate but equal’ has no place. Separate educationalfacilities are inher-

ently unequal.’’—that the officially imposed and sanctioned theory of

black inequality was rejected.

Finally, no examination of the dichotomy that assured educational

equality for some children, but denied it to others, would be complete

without reference to the long history of child labor. Without reviewing the

dismal conditions under which children labored in the mines and in the

sweatshops, it must be recalled that as late as June 3, 1918, the Supreme

Court, by a vote of 5 to 4, held in Hammerv. Dagenhartthat the Keating-

OwensActprohibiting the worst abusesof child labor was unconstitution-

al. The act, the majority ruled, had given to Congress‘‘powerasto a purely

local matter to which the Federal authority does not extend’’ and which

would threaten henceforth ‘‘all freedom of commerce.’’

In a historic dissent, Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, reminding his

brethren of the congressional authority to enforce Prohibition, under-

scored the unequal treatmentto which children are often exposed. ‘Ifthere

is any matter,’’ Holmes wrote, ‘‘upon which civilized countries have

agreed—far more unanimously than they have with regard to intoxicants



and some other matters over which this country is now emotionally
aroused—itis the evil of premature and excessive child labor.”’

It was not until the 1930s, when the Depression and a permanently
changed labor market had madechild labor unprofitable and unwanted,
that this policy ofinherent inequality was finally outlawed,althoughitsevil
persists even today in the case of the children of migrant farm workers.

Despite the schools’ evident shortcomings, mainly as a result of the
dichotomy between the opportunities of the mainstream and the depriva-
tions of the poor, the positive side of the recordis impressive. Today,for
example, more than 75 percentof the pertinent age group finish secondary
school in the United States, and almost half of these high school graduates
go on to higher education—arecord not yet matched by any othernation.
Even more important, statistics corroborated by theInstitute forthe Inter-
national Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) show that the
academic elite among American high schoolseniors(the top 9 percentthat
might well be viewed as the modern equivalentofJefferson’s aristocracy of
talent) contained a far larger percentage of children from lower-class (un-
skilled or semiskilled workers’) homes than the same sample in anyof the
other 21 nations surveyed. Specifically, the American newly risen group
constituted 14 percent of the entire group, compared with only slightly
more than | percent in West Germany,to cite only one typical example.

It is against such a historical andstatistical background thatthe con-
temporary debate over the question of equality and over the schools as an
instrument of equalization should be measured.

The issue moved to the center of the national stage when President
Johnson assigned to the schools the major burden of closing the gap
between the children of poverty and the children of the American
mainstream. Through such devices as Project Head Start and compensa-
tory education to be provided via the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965, the schools were to becomethe heavy artillery in the War
on Poverty and eliminate the deficit created by a long history of inequality
and neglect. In particular the black children’s learning achievements were
to be raised through a combinationofintegration and compensatory educa-
tion.

New questions, however, were raised almost as soon as this new push
toward equalization got under way. James Coleman, then professor of
sociology at Johns Hopkins University, in his report on Equality of Edu-
cational Opportunity (1966), maintainedthat in termsof teachers, facilities,
curricula, and other yardsticks studied, the differences noted between
black and white schools were negligible. Coleman concluded that, while
the schools’ efforts made some difference, family and socioeconomic
background were far more important indicators of, and influences on,



children’s achievements. However, Colemanalso found that black pupils

who wereenrolled in schools with a white middle-class majority appeared

to be strongly influenced bythelatter's motivation and achievement, while

such an approachto integration did not appear to interfere with the white

pupils’ success.

Although these findings were subject to a variety of different interpreta-

tions, their immediate impact wasto highlight the schools’ relative impo-

tence as a vehicle for dramatic change and equalization. Less attention was

paid to the fact that the Colemanfindings also suggested the importance of

effective integration—the equalizing advantages to be gained by lower-

class black children placed into high-achieving classrooms whose majority

was middle-class white. (If heeded, these findings might have averted the

Boston integration debacle that resulted from efforts to integrate blacks

into lower-class white schools—under conditions which caused the inse-

cure whites to react with the samehostility that had created such antiblack

feelings among poor whites in the post-Civil War South.)

Up to this point, however, the debate remained largely confined to

questions of strategies. Coleman had not challenged the basic assumption

that, under certain circumstances and given the appropriate tools, the

schools could successfully perform at least a limited equalizing mission.

True, Coleman’s findings underscored the need for a moreeffective part-

nership between school, home, and society, but that was hardly a point to

be seriously challenged by educators. On the contrary, the profession was

anxiousto extricateitselffrom the prevailing view that the schools could do

the job, if only left alone by laymen—a view which was, in large measure,

the result of the profession’s exaggerated claims during the era of the

professionalization and bureaucratization of public education in the first

part of the century. Given the magnitude of society’s problems(see, for

example, James B. Conant’s Slums and Suburbs), it was hardly reasonable

to expect the schools to do the job of closing the inequality gap in splendid

isolation from the other sectors and agencies of contemporarylife. Indeed,

it could be argued that the schools might do well to concentrate on erasing

the very inequalities which they had helped to perpetuate—through ac-

quiescence to the long-standing dichotomy between poor and rich, black

and white, male and female,etc.

One of the inequities the schools had helped to create had arisen from

the misuse of an educational device, known as measurementortesting.

Edward L. Thorndike, at Teachers College, Columbia University, had

written in 1903 that ‘‘the science of education, whenit develops, will, like

other sciences, rest upon direct observations of and experiments on the

influence of educational institutions and methods made and reported with

quantitative precision.’’ Educational measurement becamean increasing

preoccupation, and the use of intelligence tests to classify children in

school gained wide acceptance.



Somewhatironically, the popularization of intelligence tests was has-
tened bytheir use for the classification of Armyrecruits in World WarI.
The results were a disaster, largely because the tests assigned to the
military were poor adaptations oftests designed for children. The data
eventually pegged the average mental age ofadult Americansat 14. Halfthe
American population and almost 90 percent of blacks emerged from this
process labeled feebleminded. Moreover, immigrants from Southern and
Eastern Europe were ‘‘shown’’ to be inferior to those from the northern
countries, and a number of psychologists appended their studies with
warnings that a genetically inferior influx from certain regions would de-
press the nation’s intelligence level.

Later, the schools still applied similarly misleading ‘‘scientific’’
yardsticks to nonwhite minority pupils, once again misusing testing devices
for the purpose ofpermanently categorizing—andoften tracking—children
instead of making the tests instruments for the detection and pedagogical
response to individual strengths and weaknesses. (A growing body of
opinion,led by John Herseyin anearly study of the misuse ofIQ tests, held
that group testing may be too inaccurate a yardstick to be taken seriously,
calling instead for the use of individual tests, except for purposes of the
mostflexible, preliminary sorting.)

Shortly after initial reassessmentsofpupils’ achievements in the light of
Coleman’s findings, the testing issue once again became a matter of heated
controversy in the context of the debate over educational equality. This
time the debate wasto take an even more acrimonious turn when several
social scientists advanced the thesis, based on what they said was new
Statistical research data, that heredity might be more important than
environmentin determining a child’s IQ. The new theory’s leading propo-
nent was Arthur Jensen, professor of educational psychologyat Berkeley,
whopresentedhisfindings in a 123-pagearticle in the Winter, 1969 issue of
the Harvard Educational Review.

Jensen, on the basis of a study of largely European and North American
middle-class populations around the turn of the century, concluded that
‘the heritability of the IQ. . . comes to about 80 percent. . . .”’ Inother
words, he suggested that the low scores among certain groups—racial,
ethnic, and socioeconomic—may be caused by genetic inheritance to a
larger degree than had been assumed, with the environmental factors
contributing to the result in a relatively lesser measure. (Alfred Binet had
written half a century earlier: ‘‘. . . our personal investigations. . . have
demonstrated that children ofthe poorerclass are shorter, weigh less, have
smaller heads and slighter muscular force, than a child of the upperclass;
they less often reach the high school; they are more often behind in their
studies.’’)
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rather than scientific dialogue. Attacks launched against Jensen and others

approached the dimensions of censorship and persecution. But even many

of those who were shocked by such attempts at repression raised questions

about the validity ofJensen’s claimsor, at least, about the popularinterpre-

tation of his often tentative conclusions.

Thestatistical approach to determinethe relative influence on the IQ by

either heredity or environment remained subject to scientific, as well as

political, disagreement. To what extent, for example, could the two factors

contributing to measured intelligence be meaningfully distinguished? If a

group had been subjected to poverty and intellectual deprivation for gener-

ations, would not the deficiency in psychological as well as intellectual

nutrition, which are clearly environmental, also come to appear to be

hereditary—at least until such a time as drastic and long-term reversals of

such handicapscould,in turn, register their impact on successive genera-

tions? Jensen himself wrote, in answerto chargesofracism leveled against

him: “‘I believe that the cause of the observed differences in IQ and

scholastic performance among different ethnic groups1s scientifically still

an open question, an important question, and a researchable question.’’

(The concept of the IQ as a fixed and predetermined indicator of an

individual’s potential had repeatedly been challenged in the past. In 1960,

for example, Albert Upton, a professor of English at Whittier College,

California, announcedthat, after eight monthsof ‘‘exercises’’ involving the

comprehension of wordsand analysis of ideas, the IQ ofa class offirst-year

students had been raised by an average of 10.5 points, with the largest

individual gain being a phenomenal32 points.)

While the Jensen debate had been confined largely to the campuses,

another controversy overthe issue of inequality transcended the world of

academia and affected the national and political reappraisal of public edu-

cation’s past and future roles. Christopher Jencks, an educational

sociologist at Harvard, in 1972 published a widely noted book, Inequality:

A Reassessmentofthe Effect ofFamily and Schooling in America. Jencks

maintained that, based on a reevaluation of previous data, particularly

Coleman’s, the public schools had failed to achieve the social goals set for

them by their founders and claimed for them by their supporters. Specifi-

cally, Jencks held, the schools had failed to close the economic inequality

gap, a goal that he concluded could only be accomplished politically

through the redistribution of income by wayofsocialism.

While the schoolsdid not, in Jencks’s view, really matter as instruments

of socioeconomic reform, he did not ask for their abolition. Let them

continue,he said in effect, to do the best they can for the children, and doit

in the most pleasant environment to which children are entitled. But, he

implied, it would be misleading to promise that great social reforms would

emerge—noneof the equalizing miracles that Horace Mann had predicted

as the consequenceofrich and poorrubbing elbowsin the same classroom.
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In many ways, the Jencks doctrine tendsto be politically less dangerous
for the schools than the earlier appeal by some progressives, such as
Counts, to sue the schools for the creation of a new social order.If they are
shownto be impotentasa social reform force, the schools mightat least be
spared the wrath of conservatives who would accuse them of doing some-
thing that Jencks insists quite accurately, in the light of past history, they
would be incapable of accomplishing evenifthey wanted to—spark a social
or political revolution. Jencks’s efforts to usher in socialism would, after
all, be fought on nonschool grounds.

For similar reasons, too, Jencks’s viewsare potentially less dangerous
educationally and politically than the efforts of those educational re-
visionists (Ivan Illich, Deschooling Society; Colin Greer, The Great School
Legend) who advocate the dismantling of the public schools largely as a
means of dismantling the institutional structure of American government
itself.

In replying to the Jencks thesis, Daniel Patrick Moynihan (On Equality
ofEducational Opportunity by Moynihan and Frederick Mosteller), using
the same Coleman data base, argues that the schools have, in fact, been

party to major social improvements, particularly the elimination of social
class as the determinant of educational advantage. What makes a com-
promise between Jencks and Moynihandifficult is the fact that the latter
counsels moderation and gradualism in efforts to move toward greater
equality—or less serious inequality—while Jencks is convinced that
gradualism not only has already failed butis not likely to close the gap even
in the long run.

Criticism ofthe public schools’ failure to reach sufficient numbersofthe
urban pooris obviously justified. In fact, the public schools have, through-
out their history, often failed many of the children of the poor, unless the
parents themselves madeextraordinary efforts to demandeffective school-
ing and to inspire a love for learning in their children. Many youngstersfell
by the wayside. What makessuch ‘‘dropping out’’ infinitely more serious
in the postindustrial society is that jobs for the uneducated have dwindled.
Whatever low-level jobsremain providesolittle reward and incentive that
failure in school paves the wayfor alienation and despair.

Although the revisionists have been sensitive to that alienation and
despair, the question remains whether their solutions—downgrading or
abolishing the schools and breaking with the concept of compulsory
education—will help or hurt children, particularly the disadvantaged. Will
greater freedom of choice—whether or where to go to school—though
intended to increase everybody’s options, once again give the advantageto
the affluent, who would send their children to school with or without
compulsion and who, given a voucherto spend where they wish, would be
the first in line at the best schools?

In a historical framework, the question may be not whether the schools
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have failed because they were unable to eliminate inequality (although such

a failure would clearly disappoint Mann), but rather what measure of

success they have achieved in helping substantial numbers of children to

rise on the material and social scales of affluence, influence, and status in

relation to what Mann called their ‘‘natural capacities.’’ And it seems

difficult to assess the degree of their success on that score without compar-

ing it to education-induced conditions in other industrial countries.

Whethera nation opts for the gradualor drastic redistribution of incomes,

regardless of educational achievementor natural capacities, is not properly

an issue either to be decided by the schools, or to be taken into considera-

tion in judging the success of the educational system.

The dangerinherentin the collective voices of those who claim that the

schools havefailed, or that they do not really matter, or that they will never

be able to solve, or contribute to the solution of, the problemsofpoverty is

that they may addto the previously largely conservative outcry in favor of

reducing school budgets and relieving the taxpayers’ burden. The conflu-

ence of such views could also diminish the sense of urgency in present

efforts to close the inequality gap in school expenditures between commu-

nities with high and low taxable property bases.

A final commentis in order. While Horace Mann would undoubtedly be

shocked by the failure to erase the gap between poverty and affluence to

which Jencks has addressed himself, Jefferson might hail the concrete

gains clearly traceable to the schools in efforts to allow a natural aristoc-

racy of talent to avail itself of educational opportunities up to the highest

level of scholarship. Yet, it should also be recalled that Jefferson had

serious doubts about whether his prescriptions for an equitable and suc-

cessful republic would survive in an urban environment. Jefferson had a

nagging fear that the untutored ‘‘mob’’ of cities steeped in corruption might

undermine the great democratic experiment.

Virtually all the contemporary unanswered questions are related to

Jefferson’s original doubts. These questions seem to ask not whether

public education in America hasfailed, but whether and howit can be made

to succeed in modern, predominantly urban America.

References:

Gordon, C. Lee, ed. Crusade Against Ignorance: Thomas Jefferson on

Education; Teachers College Press, Columbia University, New York,

1961.

Mann, Horace, Twelfth Annual Report of the Secretary of the Board of



I3

Education, West Newton, Mass. November 24, 1848. Dutton, Went-
worth State Printers, Boston, 1849.

Webster, Daniel, The Works of Daniel Webster, Little Brown, Boston,
1854. Volume 1 Pg. 41-42.



Types of Equality: Sorting,
Rewarding, Performing*

S.M. Millert

 

Introduction

Thefailure of the growth ofgross national productto eliminate poverty has
resulted in discontent in many advanced industrial nations. Inequalities
have not been reduced, despite the great absolute advancein the condition
of the working class; an underclass or marginal workingclass living under
distressing conditions has been discovered once again. A profoundissueis
becoming recognized: in many countries national income is no more
equally distributed today than it was twenty years ago, despite the im-
portance of taxation and governmental transfer programs.! In some

socialist countries, the tension between economic incentives for pro-
ductivity and a moreegalitarian distribution of incomeis acutely sensed.

The specter of ‘‘the equal sharing of low incomes’’ supports nonsocialist
reforms which offer the possibility of ‘‘the unequal sharing of greater
income’’ which might result from the widespread use of production incen-

tives. Absolute and relative differences are the staple of current discus-

sions of stratification and equality.
Despite the long discussions in the sociological field of social strat-

ification, the issues of equality have been inadequately conceptualized.
True, equality of opportunity is differentiated from equality of conditions

or results; the difference between the concept of an open-class society and

a classless society is clearer than before. But conceptualizations have not

gone muchfurther.” In the 1950s economic growth wasatthe forefront and

was expectedto be the resolver of the issue of poverty; prevailing concep-
tualizations were perhaps adequate, for equality was not an active social
and political concern. Today, however, we need a much more delineated
understanding of the goals of equality.

The attacks on inequality and on the goal of equality of opportunity

have comefrom variety of directions. In the U.S., at least, a confusion

has developed about the various objectives of those espousing ‘‘more

equality’’ or equality of conditions or results. This chapter strives to
delineate the goals which are embodiedin the objective of equality.

*T am indebted to Jean Baker Miller and Ronnie Steinberg Ratnerfora critical reading of an
earlier draft.

+ Boston University.
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Four types of equality are delineated. Type 1 is the well-knownstan-

dard of equality of opportunity. The other three, which are of more central

importance, are about equality of conditions or results. Type 2 is represen-

tative equality, which deals with whogets the preferred positions in soci-

ety. Type 3 is the most frequently discussed form of equality—income

equality—or mypreferred term,‘‘resource equality.’ Type 4 is task equali-

ty, which connects the rewardsor resourcestied to positions to the redis-

tribution of tasks or performances.

Eachtypeis discussed in turn. The general procedure followedisfirst to

distinguish each type from the others; then someof the issues involved in

pursuing the type are analyzed. Philosophical and political support for and

opposition to each type are then briefly discussed.

As we can see from this typology, it is no longer useful to say that

equality of opportunity is about ‘‘opening doors’’ to talent, while equality

of conditions is concerned with ‘‘providing floors’’ so that differences in

society are narrowed. The quality-of-conditions goals—thecentral issue of

this chapter—can be characterized by relating to: who gets whatpositions,

which is a question of sorting; what rewards or resources do they get in

these positions; and what activities, performances, or tasks do they engage

in?

Type 1: Equality of Opportunity

Equality of opportunity means that family background, religion, race, or

sex should be neither an advantage nor a disadvantage in obtaining the
desirable occupations in society. Ability, not privilege, should count, and
all individuals should have the same chance of moving into the desirable
occupations (upward social mobility). Where one starts in the social
structure—the socioeconomic level of one’s parents—should not affect

where one ends—the occupation attained.

The goal of equality of opportunity has been very attractive. It has a

surface appeal of removing privilege and discrimination, rewarding merit,

and achieving efficiency because the meritoriously accomplished perform
the important tasks with high motivation and effectiveness, meeting the

‘‘functional imperatives’’ of a society. It is also appealing becauseit seems

only mildly disturbing. It does not seek to change a society fundamentally

except to removefalse (1.e., productively inappropriate) barriers.

The equal opportunity goal leads to an emphasis on schooling as the
appropriate public policy. Increasing the access of those of low socio-

economicorigins to secondary and higher education is regarded as the main

way of achieving equal opportunity, for educational level is thought to
affect people’s future occupational level and income. The desired goal is a
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‘‘meritocracy’’ where ability (and perhaps drive) alone determines posi-
tion. And schools do the sorting of ability.

Oneattraction of the meritocratic ideal is that it emphasizes education,
not economic structure, correcting abuses of discrimination by emphasiz-
ing individual merit, not by changingthe situation of large groups ofpeople.
The goalof ‘‘a career open to talent’’ is exhibited in who and how many are
deemedtofit the meritocratic ideal. The equal opportunity idealis attrac-
tive because it does not seem to require large changes in society; rather,
unseemly discrimination, prejudice, and snobbery are to be reduced. In-
creasing the numbers whoarerising to the top will raise societal efficiency
by wideningthe pooloftalents available for high positions at the same time
social harmonyis promoted by reducing the disquiet resulting from unrea-
sonable and categorical discriminations.

Manynations pride themselves on the advances that they have made
toward increasing mobility opportunities. Secondary school and university
places have been greatly expanded. Widespread urbanization has offered
access to higher education and occupationsto a muchgreater proportion of
families than before. Privilege has been reduced, and merit has become
more important in attaining positions.

Nevertheless, in many nations educational opportunity and social mo-
bility are acute political issues, for many with merit and potential merit who
are born to low-incomefamilies clearly do not have as good a chance torise
as do individualsraised in families that have already reachedrelatively high
standing. While in a numberof nations the advantages of being born into
high socioeconomicfamilies have been reduced, theyarestill substantial in
terms of entry to higher education.

It is importantto realize that relative chances are the importantissue in
equality of opportunity. If youths of low-income families move in greater
proportions than before to graduate from high school(asis the casein this
country) while youth of middle-income families move to graduate from
college, the educational gap between the two groups of youths may not
have narrowed.

Even if educational differences between socioeconomic levels were
narrowed, there is no assurancethat the relative educational gains of the
low socioeconomic groups would pay off in terms of occupation and
income. We do not live in a meritocracy where merit determines edu-
cational, occupational, and incomelevel. As Jencks has reported, the links
between education and occupation and between occupation and income
are weak. People of the same educational level have an enormousrange of
incomes, as do people of even the same occupation.?

Swedish data indicate that socioeconomic background affects what
happensto one after schooling. Those of the same level of schooling but
with different socioeconomic levels have different occupations and in-
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comes. Holding educational level constant, those of high socioeconomic

background do muchbetter. Class counts. Education is not the great

equalizer.

Despite the spread ofeducation and the presumed reductionofprivilege

in accessto positions, studies of social mobility in the United States suggest

the tentative conclusion that no decline has occurred between 1962 and

1972 in the relative advantage sons of nonmanual workers have over the

sons of manual workersin attaining nonmanualpositions.

If we do not live in a meritocracy, where merit alone determines

educational, occupational, and incomelevels, is this an attainable goal?

Can meritocracy be achieved? Many American conservatives andliberals

believe that a higher degree of meritocracy can be attained than is now the

case, but a sizable numberof people, especially those who feel discrimi-

nated against, are muchless optimistic. They believe thatit is not possible

to provide an equal footing, an equal start, for those who have come from

manydifferent placesin society. Itis exceedingly difficult to achieve equal

opportunities without prior equal conditions.°

Those from better-off families can more easily prepare themselves for

higher positions. Cultural differences are important:

To be born in different positions within society moldsthe ability to handle access to

institutions and the development of levels of aspiration and achievement motiva-

tion. In this sense, then, equality of opportunity can never be fully present in a

society with great social divides within it.®

Nor does equality of opportunity preventthe stigmatizing ofthose at the

bottom—indeeda ‘‘more perfect meritocracy’’ might strengthen stigmati-

zation: ‘‘failure’’ to climb would be attributed only to personal in-

adequacies. Nor does ‘‘equal opportunity’ diminish the overemphasis on

‘material success’’ and materialism. Nor wouldit likely promotefraternity

if successfully running the ‘‘rat race’’ is the essence of the more open

society.

The expansion of opportunity is regarded as the way of incorporating

discontented, disadvantaged groups into society. Expanding changes of

ascent are not particularly costly nor disturbing to the usual modes of

operation of a society; the snobbery of the already settled smooths the

irritations produced by the push of the newly arrived. In recent yearsthis

reassuring scenario of incorporation of someofthe talented disadvantaged

with minimum discomfort to those in desirable positions has been rent.

Unrest, disturbance, and violence have resulted from the equal-

opportunity-in-education approach. Mass enrollments in universities

engenderstrains there; unrest, as in France, may spreadto othersectors of

society. Academicelites feel threatened by the expansion of universities

and the new demands made upon them. The schooled who are underem-
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ployed and unemployed may become a disturbing, rebellious group. The
Struggle to increase opportunity cannot be won only in the university, and
the university is strained by its role in the opportunity process.

Beyond Equal Opportunity

Dissatisfactions, on both the feasibility and the normative levels, with the
goal of equality of opportunity haveled to stress on the goal of equality of
conditions or results. Here, the emphasis is not only on fairly arraying
people at the beginning of the race so they all have an equal chance of
winning, but also on seeing that at the end ofthe race these differences in
education, occupation, and incomeare not very great.

Type 2: Representative Equality

This form of equality of conditions has a direct continuity with the equal
opportunity perspective of Type 1, as it focuses on the sorting process—
whogets whatposition.It is concerned with the occupational outcomesfor
particular categories of individuals; it also specifies activities which should
ensure that a category is adequately representedin desirable positions ina
particular society. In the United States, there has been particular concern
about the low percentage of women and blacks in the higher levels of
university faculties and at the manageriallevel of large corporations; there
also has beenagitation about the low proportion of blacks in the construc-
tion field.

Representative equality can be another form of equality of opportunity
if the demandis only to ensure that groups discriminated against on the
basis of ascriptive characteristics of race, ethnicity, or sex have a chance
equal to that of the overadvantaged groups to attain higher positions.
Indeed, a good deal of the struggle for equality of opportunity in this
country has been to reducethe barriers against blacks. The newnessof the
contemporary demand for representative equality is that it insists upon
results—looking at what has happenedatthe end ofthe process of selec-
tion, and not only at the degree of apparent opennessin the Steps of the
selection process. Consequently, the representative equality demand
today is for greater equality of results.

This demand is disturbing since it involves much greater pressure for
change than most equality of opportunity measures. Unlike equal opportu-
nity, representative equality does not stress increasing the educational
level of the discriminated. Rather,it directly stresses breaking the barriers
of discrimination in institutions. It seeks to use governmental powerto
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pressure institutions to change their behavior. Results are to be seen in the

short run, not after a generation has had increased schooling. Since repre-

sentative equality is about employment, not only schooling, it more di-

rectly confronts economic livelihoods, institutional practices, and the po-

sitions of the privileged. It is a much more disturbing objective than

equality of opportunity.

The methods employed to pursue representative equality are also up-

setting to many. Targets, quotas, and preferences have been used as ways

of moving institutions to increase the representation of the underrepre-

sented groups. The struggle for greater equality of opportunity has fre-

quently been against quotas and preferences. These devices result in dis-

criminated groups receiving only a token numberof positions while indi-

viduals from these groups are not treated solely in terms of their own

merits. Now,these discriminating practices of the past are turned around,

and targets for the representation of particular groups are supported as a

major way of ending discrimination.

A variety of terms has been usedin the U.S. and in the United Kingdom

to refer to such practices: affirmative action, compensatory opportunity,

positive discrimination.” What underlies them all is the concern notonly to

end discrimination but also to overcome the results of long periods of

discrimination. The argumentis that many qualified persons are discrimi-

nated against on the basis of race and/or sex, and manyhighly qualified

persons from these groupsare available for high-level positions. To move

to anywhere near appropriate proportions requires direct, concerted,

pressured action. Slow, gradual change will not overcomethe past.

This position disturbs because the other side of discrimination, or

accumulated disadvantage,is the less frequently mentioned situations of

privilege and advantage. Therefore, someofthe privileged inevitably must

lose out if disadvantage is to end. How muchlosing out depends on the

criteria used to define representative equality. If farm-worker and

working-class youths are 60 percent of the university-age cohort but fur-

nish only 10 percent of university students, then many middle-class youths

who would have been admitted to universities would lose outif the goal is a

strictly proportionate representation of farm-workeryouth. Or, if blacks or

womenareto be represented on the higher levels of university faculties

somewhat akin to their proportion in the general population or among

graduate students, many white males would have reduced likelihood of

becoming full professors. Exactly what percentage is considered as con-

stituting representative equality or engendering the cessation of discrimi-

nation or overcoming the accumulatedeffects of disadvantage is obviously

an important issue.

Daniel Bell® has pointed out that if various ascriptive groups(e.g.,

women,blacks, other ethnic groups) asked for exactly proportional repre-
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sentation on university faculties, their demands would soon add up to more

than 100 percent. Usually the target is not precise proportions but definite

movementin the directions of greater proportionality.

It is my general impression that those who espouse greater representa-

tiveness do not see it as an enduring principle. That is, they see it as

necessary to end discrimination and to overcomethe effects of discrimina-

tion on both the discriminated and the privileged. Once there is roughly

comparable opportunity for all groups, then it will rarely be necessary to

continue the requirement of proportionality or representativeness among

the occupants of desirable positions.

Representative equality seems thus a short-term goal, even if it may in

fact persist as a social policy for a long time as one and then another

discriminated or disadvantaged group demandsaction to rectify what it

believes have been abusesagainstitself. What constitutes discrimination or

disadvantageis therefore a crucial issue. Is the fact of a low proportion of a

particular group in certain positions evidence of discrimination? It might

not always be a sign of disadvantage that a society or particular group may

wish to overcome.

Thephilosophicalbasis of the desire for representative equality is thatit

is instrumentalto a larger goal of reducing discrimination or disadvantage,

eliminating privilege and advantage. It is also espoused on the basis of

assumedrights that individuals have under the implicit social contract—

rights not only for freedom from discrimination but rights to have equal

likelihood of getting a position. In equality of opportunity, the concernis

with the fairness of the chase for favored positionsin the selection process.

In representative equality, eliminating discrimination in the race may not

be adequate; the objective is to get greater proportionality in outcomes.

Proportionate or appropriate results rather than ‘‘equal opportunity’ is at

issue. Or, it is argued by some, equal opportunity will be pursued effec-

tively as a goal only where there is governmental pressure to show appro-

priate results.

Whois for representative equality? Obviously, economicgainers in the

discriminated populations, who will get higher-level positions, more au-

thority, higher pay, more interesting jobs, support it. Since the groups

involved canbelarge, there are political gainers who seek to win support

by supporting representative equality. For example, the Nixon administra-

tion had been surprisingly strong in pressuring universities to hire more

female faculty members. Psychological gainers are those from nondis-

criminated groups whobelieve that a less privileged society is more satisfy-

ing and less politically disturbed. Finally, there are those social doubters

who doubt that meritocracy prevails and believe that other systems of

sorting and selecting individuals may be morereflective of merit than the

pseudomeritocratic processes which currently prevail. A variant of this
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position rests on the premise that jobs are resources and should be allo-
cated on a basis that provides benefits to those at the bottom. Merit is
irrelevant; the relevant question is only whois to benefit.

The philosophical opposition to representative equality is based on the
equity concern, thatitis unfair to introduce representative equality: ability,
hard work, and/or experience should not be supplanted by other consid-
erations in hiring, promotion, and layoff. Traditional and/or meritocratic
processes should notbe transformed in midstream. Those who work hard
or long for a companyor university should be rewarded, not penalized
because of ascriptive characteristics over which they have no control.

Representative equality is an agonizing political issue today. With
layoffs and unemployment, seniority competes with representative
equality as a principle of employment policy. Layoffs endanger the em-
ployment of womenandblacks who haveonly recently been hired.If those
with long employmentin a factory will be laid off only after those with
shorter experience, then women andblackswill lose out. If white males are
laid off despite their longer service, a strong principle of nonarbitrary
layoffs will be impaired. A nasty struggle is brewing between seniority and
affirmative action.

Representative equality is characterized by some as‘‘reverse discrimi-
nation’’ in that favoris given to some onthe basis of attributes which have
nothing to do with the position that they are to fill. Discrimination,it is
argued, can be overcomein the long run without producing new formsof
discrimination to favor the formerly disprivileged. Meritocratic selection
processes with full efforts to achieve equality of opportunity are seen as
desirable and achievable. The operation of the principle of representative
equality is seen as incurring the resentment of the displaced, creating
unrealizable expectations, and lowering the productivity of the institutions
which are being challenged to include the disadvantaged. Thereply is that
in the short run, at least, there can be no denial that even open competition
without discrimination would not produce great changes; representative
equality is an attempt to shorten the time it takes to change both in-
Stitutionalized and individual discrimination and the psychological and
social burdens of past discrimination.

Among those opposed to representative equality are the economic
losers who would notget positions that they might have obtainedif repre-
sentative equality had not been practiced. The operation ofan institution
like the multinational corporation might not be threatened directly by an
injunction to have a more representative hierarchy, but the white male
managers might become anxiousifwomenor blacks had increased chances
of getting the preferred positions. Opposition also comes from status or
psychological losers whofeel that their positions are madelessattractive
because lower-status or less-qualified individuals are in similar positions.



The economic worriers are those whofear thatefficiency or effectiveness

will be lowered because meritocratic procedures are not asstrictly

enforced as before. The social worriers fear backlash, that pinpointing the

particular groups who will gain in special ways in the effort to obtain

representative equality will focus attention on them andthat the aggrieved

losers will make things difficult for the formerly discriminated.

Many oppose representative equality because they feel that merito-

cratic standardsare the best hope of keeping a society from being ruled by

privilege. They see particular criteria again intruding in the effort to achieve

a meritocratic, universalistic social order. As Daniel Bell has argued, the

need is for a ‘‘well-tempered meritocracy’’ rather than representative

equality.

The principle of meritocracy thus duels with the principle of ending

disadvantage. Those whoclash onthe goalofrepresentative equality differ

on how muchsignificance they attach to current discrimination, what

yardstick should be applied to measure progress (which includes the time

period in which changeis desired), and whatpricesare appropriate to pay

for overcoming discrimination.

The sociological issue centers on how profoundly and how rapidly

discrimination and disadvantage can be overcome. Mybelief is that con-

siderable pressure and sanctions are necessary and that short-runstrat-

egies of representative equality are necessary if there is to be sizable

changein the situation and outlook of the discriminated.

Despite the strong opposition that representative equality can incur,it

is a specialized form of the search for equality. It does not seek to change

the return to position but who gets the position. Thus, representative

equality is compatible with very large differences in benefits available to

occupants of various positions. It is not economic or resource equality. It

tries to achieve a different sorting of particular categories of the population;

it does not aim at achieving a narrowingofthe differences amongpositions.

It sorts people, not positions. |

As Jean BakerMiller points out, however, it may be the most important

form of equality—and therefore the most contentious. For one,it deals

with those ascriptive characterizations—race and sex—which are more

enduring agents of discrimination than those of class alone. Advantages

accrued because of maleness and whiteness maybe particularly hard to

give up. Further, as the occupational structure becomes moredifferen-

tiated, then race and sex discriminations may affect much greater numbers

than those disadvantaged by their class origins. Finally, attempting to

achieve representative equality means more frequently that there are

clear-cut and immediate losers—if a woman or black gets that opening,

then a male white does not. The other formsof equality do not demonstrate

such quick, evident, and disturbing changes.
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Type 3: Resource Equality

We turn now to the most common objective of equality-of-conditions
efforts—the reduction of the economic differences among (occupational)
positions. It was until recently the form of equality most commonly dis-
cussed when equality of conditions was studied.

‘Income equality,’’ a fairly commonterm, doesnot capturethe issue of
wealth or assets andfringe benefits, an increasingly important element of
wage-salary income. Consequently, a broaderterm is useful. Possibilities
are “‘resource equality,’ which suggests the commandoverresources, to
use Titmuss’s term, as the key issue, and ‘‘reward equality,’’ which indi-
cates that individuals are being repaid for their effort and skill. Another
possibility, which is interesting for its startle quality, is ‘‘meritocratic
equality,’’ for it stresses that the reduction of economic inequalitiesis not
incompatible with the maintenance of meritocratic selection procedures.
The obvious term ‘‘economic equality’? is too frequently regarded as
referring only to income.I will be using ‘‘resource equality,’’ for it suggests
the finiteness and comprehensiveness of whatis to be distributed.

Inits post-1960 reemergence, a concern with resource equality followed
the recognition of poverty in presumablyaffluent, capitalist countries. The
belief that economic growth not only made people better off but also
distributed more evenly the expanding commandoverresources withered
with the recognition of the existence of a submerged population living
below the standardsof society. After initial resistance, it has been increas-
ingly recognized, in the U.S. and the United Kingdom,at least that the
issue is not that of bringing people up to somepovertyline, even if adjusted
for changes in the average standard of living. The issue is rather that of
comparative or relative position, of degrees of inequalities rather than
sheer insufficiency as implied in the poverty-line approach.® The reap-
praisal of the concern with poverty as basically a concern with equality has
been uneven. Paradoxically, in the United States as the Johnson adminis-
tration sought to reduce poverty, liberal and progressive intellectual
analysis moved beyond the poverty concern to the more profound and
pervasive issue of inequality.

The concern with narrowing resource differences among occupations
(and thereby among individuals and households) is the typical interest
when sociologists discuss equality and stratification. The Davis-Moore
analysis’® of the functional basesofstratification is about resource equali-
ty, not representative equality of conditions. The Davis-Moore analysis
contends that differential rewards are necessary in order to obtain and
maintain the best talent for high positions in society. While representative
equality is criticized as interfering with the meritocratic principle becauseit
is interpreted by someas introducing nonmeritocratic criteria in the selec-
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tion process, resource equality is indicated by the functional analyst be-

cause it upsets the efficiency-inducing distribution of rewards.

It is criticized on the basis of who decides what are the most needed

positions, how talent is best developed and screened, what rangeof differ-

ence in rewards provides needed incentive, and the possibilities of non-

monetary incentives. The basic perspective of resource equality is that,

with due regard for circumstancessuch as family size, individuals should

have roughly similar resourcesovertheirlifetime regardless of the position

or occupation they fill.?

Rewardsor resources of income andprestige are only onesetof issues

in the context of equality of results. The clash between adherents of the

functional theory of stratification and meritocrats, on one side, and those

espousing equality of conditions or results, on the other, can be on the

issues of selection, reward, or, as we shall soon see, task.

It is important to recognize that efforts to reduce the range within the

reward structure do not involve change in the basis of access to position.

They are concerned only with the return to position. Nor are they con-

cerned with whogets the high position. Thus, those who espouse resource

egalitarianism—the overwhelming majority, at least until recently, of those

seeking greater equality of conditions—are not aiming at changing whoisin

whatposition, as in representative egalitarianism, and are not demanding

changesin the basis of access to position. Thus, a fully meritocratic outlook

based on a highly selective procedure can be compatible with the desire to

reduce differences in incomes. That is why calling it meritocratic egal-

itarianism is not a contradiction in terms. Indeed, it is my belief that an

increasing numberof people in various societies are interested in reducing

the income differences among occupations while maintaining or expanding

the presumably meritocratic bases of selection into the positions. Thus, as

Rawls contends, resource equality and equality of opportunity are not

incompatible.
The question of the extent of resource equality is obviously of great

importance. Some exponents of equality have limited goals in mind; they

are interested in achieving what Martin Rein and I havecalled “‘lessened

inequalities.’’ They seek ‘‘to constrain inequalities, to have ‘tolerable or

@ Obviously it makes an important difference whether individualor family is the unit for which

westrive to achieve equality. For the purposeofthe present analysis, it does not seem crucial

to pursue this important difference. Ray Pahl has argued that the important issue is not a

near-samenessin income but that individuals whoare low in one dimension of equality(e.g.,

income) should not be low in others (e.g., occupational prestige or job satisfaction). The

nonconvergence of dimensionsis his objective. Oskar Lange suggested a somewhatsimilar

scheme in that everyone should receive the same income; then those who wanted to have

interesting jobs would pay a tax for that pleasure. What seemsto be involvedis thatthe total
utilities or resources should not be very different, although the permutations maydiffer. In

Pahl’s suggestion, the objective is to prevent the emergence of an underclass, a pariah group,

in society.



26

acceptable inequalities’ rather than to eliminate them altogether.’’""! A
greater degree of resource equality is sought by the ‘‘normative egali-
tarians,”’ for they ‘‘hold equality as the orienting goal, although in practice
[they do not] seek a complete leveling.’’ Gans’s analysis is oriented toward
normative equality.'* Those we have termed “‘practising egalitarians’’
espousethe bold goal that everyone should have the same resources except
for adjustments for family size and the like. ‘‘But these modifications are
not to reward unequaltalent but to accommodatedifference in individual
circumstances. Therefore, the band of incomevariation would be very
narrow indeed.’’!? What we have then in the classification of lessened
inequalities—normative egalitarianism and practising egalitarianism—are
degrees of resource equality.

The standard methodsofachieving lessened inequality are taxation and
transfer which deepen the importance and progressivity of the tax systems
and spend a disproportionate amount ofgovernmentfunds on the disadvan-
taged. These welfare-state-type policies have failed to achieve more
equality in the last twenty years of postwar capitalism, because pro-
gressivity is not the usual tax practice and transfers are not great enough or
sufficiently concentrated on the nonaged disadvantaged to make a big
difference. Obviously, much more will have to be done along both these
lines if great equality is to be produced. The strong use of taxation or an
incomes policy might prevent, as in wartime, the gaining of work-related
income abovea certain level and the inheritance of wealth.

The tax-transfer approachesareessentially redistributive. A more basic
concern with affecting the original distribution of resources is slowly
emerging. This preventive strategy requires affecting basic economicpol-
icy and structure rather than trying to offset their antiegalitarian or
nonegalitarian effects.14 The sociological significance of this is that the
issuesofdistribution andstratification are raising basic questions aboutthe
Sweeping changes needed to produce desired outcomes. Even more fun-
damental and disturbing than the bitter disputes about taxes and transfers
would be efforts to affect what is produced within a society. Thus, the
differences between lessened inequalities and normative egalitarianism are
not only a matter of how much changecan be effected in whattime period
but how profound these changes might be. The lessened-inequalities ap-
proach maycenter on rectifying the abuses of the tax system; normative

egalitarianism may focus more on the transfer system andaffecting the
original distribution of income; and practising egalitarianism may seek to
produce pockets of communitarianism within a society that is largely
unequal.

The philosophical or valueor ideological basis for the resource form of
egalitarianism is either in utilitarianism or in social contract beliefs. The
utilitarian approach arguesthat the greatest good will be producedfor the
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greatest numberby a redistributional approach that reduces resourcedif-

ferences. While utilitarianism has fallen into disuse among sociologists,

Christopher Jencks espouses it in his recent demandfor socialism.!*> The

thesis that utilities will be augmented through equality rests on the assump-

tion that those wholose out are fewer in numberthan those whowill gain.

(We can assumethat the treacherous issue of individual differences in

utility is not as important as the question of sheer size.) At one time, that

assumption was unquestionable; the worst-off class wasclearly the largest

class in society. In manysocieties todayit is not obvious that a redistribu-

tion toward the bottom would not harm sizable numbers. To a large extent,

the issue is who 1s defined as ‘‘at the bottom?’’ that is, who should benefit

from redistribution? If, for example, all those over median incomelose

some incometo all those below the medianin orderto gain greater equality,

it is not inescapable that overall utilities would increase. Or,if, in order to

benefit sizably the bottom fifth of incomerecipients, it becomes necessary

to redistribute from the upper two-fifths, then the effects on aggregate

utility may not always support a redistributive policy.

Indeed, this issue of whois to benefit from a redistribution is exceed-

ingly complex. For many, efforts to improve the conditions ofthose “‘at the

bottom’’ benefit the least worst off of those ‘‘at the bottom’’ andlittle help

or may worsenthe situation of the very worst off.'® Frequently, as is now
the case in the United States, a ‘‘respectable disadvantaged’’—the or-

ganized worker of mass production industry—is split off from the worst

off—those in irregular low-wagesituations with heavy needsfor transfer

payments. The respectable disadvantaged, for example, are provided ex-

tension of unemployment benefits and the like, while the worst off lose
rights to transfer as welfare rolls are slashed. The result is to deepen the

antagonism of the respectable disadvantaged toward the worstoff so that

thorough-going redistribution is unlikely.
A different and sounder basis for supporting resource egalitarianism is

in the implicit social contract within manysocieties. This view differs from
that promulgated by John Rawls,!” which speculates on whatindividuals

would opt for if they were confronted by veil of ignorance about their
prospects. On this basis, he constructs a new social contract. But in many

nations there is an already-existing, implicit social contract which recog-
nizes certain ranges of income differences as appropriate and others as
unacceptable. Thebeliefis that there is or should be a rational, appropriate
basis for inequalities. The legitimacy of differences is based on the implicit
or explicit social contract of what is right or necessary. What many who
demandgreater equality are questioning is the rational or reasonable basis
for current inequalities. There is a loss of confidence in the rationality of
income differences. Despite the certainty with which many economists
embraced human-capital theory, evidence increasingly questions the im-
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earlier, Jencks'® showsthat in the U.S. education explains only a minor

part of the variations in income, and in Sweden data suggest that family
origins are still important in affecting income even wheneducationis held
constant.’ Since education has beenoffered as the important determinant
of incomedifferences, the rational basis for income claims is eroded.

The second underpinning of the belief in the rational basis of the
prevailing social contract is the belief that income is related to economic
contribution. The wide gap in 1973 between an automobile worker with a
wage of $12,000 and the president of General Motors Corporation with a
salary of more than $800,000 is difficult to defend on the basis of the
contribution of the executive. Furthermore, the recognition is spreading
that many wealthy individuals escape the heaviest burden of taxation and
that in many nationsthosejust above the poverty line may pay as high a
percentage of their incomein taxes as the wealthiest personsin the nation
despite the avowed commitment to rates of taxation which increase with
income. This disenchantment with the tax system as an equalizer and
equity-producer undermines the acceptance of income differencesasfit-
ting and appropriate. This questioning of the acceptability of incomediffer-
ences is deepened as more believe that governmental practices could
produce different distributions of disposable income.

Resource equality can also be viewed as instrumental to the larger goal
of reducing conflict, strain, and violence in a society. Crime and delin-

quency, for example, may be seen as class and caste issues which will not
recede with expansion or reformation of the police-judicial-prison system;
their reduction depends on a changein the fortunes and reception of the
deprived populations. Similarly, political violence is aresponseto inequali-
ty. Thus, without greater equality, the chances of obtaining a less crime-
harrassed and more cohesive society are very small. Obviously, the ac-

ceptability of the instrumental outlook depends on howeffective greater
equality would be in reducing suchstrains and dissatisfactionsin society.

Who1s for greater income equality? Those who favor resource equality
are those economic gainers who will directly benefit from redistribution;
the political gainers who seek an alliance to further other objectives by

joining with the deprived groups that will gain from it; the social gainers
who believe that their society will be easier to live in if greater personal
equality prevails; and the psychological gainers who sense greater per-
sonal satisfaction in a more just society. The political, social, and
psychological gainers are largely made up of noneconomic gainers.

If the number defined as disadvantaged is large, then the size of the

economicgainers increases. But in orderto provide gains to a large group,

the numberof those adversely affected is likely to increase. The result is
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not only an increase in the number of economic losers but a possible

deepening in their reactions to their losses.

Those opposedto greater resource equality no longer do so on the basis

that inequality is a good thing in itself. Rather, their philosophical or value

argumentis that there is a rationality in the reward structure, that rewardis

roughly proportionate to contribution or to effort. This is the basic perspec-

tive of the important school of human-capital economists. A second value

emphasis is on the upsetting of tradition, that wage differentials represent

historically justified differences, and that changesin these differentials are

unfair—too narrow, for example, the difference between an unskilled and

skilled worker is a violation of equity. Equity or fairness based on past

practice is seen as violated by equalization.”° The implicit social contract

about wage differentials is upset by a drive toward greater equality.

A third perspective is that of the costs of equality—that equality is

expensive, would reduceefficiency, and would cost everyone. Reducing

incomedifferences, the argumentruns, will reduce incentive and therefore

lessen productivity and innovation with the resulting threat of a smaller

economicpie to distribute. All would suffer in absolute termsin order to

improve somerelatively. This perspective follows the Davis-Moore func-

tional argumentthat inequality is necessary for motivation. Finally, there

are those who see governmental regulation as a threat not only to economic

but to political liberty as well—the less government, the greater freedom.

In this view, inequality is not necessarily regarded as instrumentalto or an

obstacle to liberty; rather, efforts to decrease inequality are regarded as

reducing liberty. The stress here is on the political costs of equality in terms

of libertarian models.

The opposition to greater resource equality comes from those whoare

economic losers , those who would stand to lose income becauseit is shifted

to others for the sake of greater equality. They have an economicstake in

the prevailing system of inequalities. Status losers might also suffer reduc-

tions in income, but at least equally important would be their feeling of
resentment that the less deserving have a high position in society.”! The

‘notch group’’—those just above the population that will benefit from

redistribution and greater equality—are believed to be those mostbeset by
resentment, although I am not sure that this is always so.?? The economic
worriers may not be economic losers; but they are concerned that eco-
nomic production may contract as a result of the loss of economic incen-

tives, so that many would lose. The social worriers fear that the traditional
social fabric would be rent by greater equality and that endemic conflict
would ensue.

It is more difficult than it is with representative equality to pinpoint the
political gainers from resource equality. Whereit is easily possible, as in
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the U.S., to concentrate on a public assistance or welfare population
(largely believed to be black), a backlash resentment may develop from
which there could be political gainers.

It is, of course, misleading to discuss issues of resistance to equality
only in terms of individual attitudes, values, and dissatisfactions. Crucial
economic and military institutions are involved. In Chile, truck owners/
drivers, smallin number, precipitated the crisis which led to the downfall of
Allende by the military. Large corporations are obviously opposed to
greater equality and may mobilize in opposition toit.

Thepolitical difficulty ofresource equality is that it is important,at least
in many nations like the U.S., to have many people feel that they will
benefit from redistribution. The mostpolitically efficacious case is whereit
is possible to take enough incomefrom a small numberofveryrich to give
to a large numberof the disadvantaged without worsening the position of
those in between. The 1972 McGovernpresidential concern in the U.S.
failed to convince many peoplethat this is what was sought. Can such a
situation prevail? Without a definition of income broader than that now
utilized by the U.S. Internal RevenueService,it is unlikely that the very
rich possess sufficient resources to support by themselves sizable and
widespread distribution. Indeed, some calculations that I have madeof a
shift of income to the bottom two-fifths reveals it is not possible to make
importantgains by taxing more of the incomeof high-incomerecipients.?°

Political support and resistance partly depend on what is meant by
‘“‘equality’’ as a norm. What is the appropriate range of income in a
normatively egalitarian society? The goal of ‘‘lessened inequalities,’ a
wide though a much narrowerrangein the distribution of resources than
now prevails in most nations, may permit movement toward equality
without incurring muchresistance. Even corporation executives and weal-
thy stockholders might feel that mild income reform would be good forthe
social and political stability of the society. On the other hand, lessened
inequality is only ‘‘some’’ equality, althoughitis definitely ‘‘greater equali-
ty.’ ‘‘Normative egalitarianism,’’ with its narrowerrangesof differences,
may produce much greater resistance. Similarly, rapid moves toward
greater equality may build up more resistance toward equality than would
slower steps. But the slower path may be continually subverted by manipu-
lation of advantage to maintain inequalities or by the accumulation of
resistance to it. One can see why some advocate a big changetaken at once
with a willingness to face the consequent resistance rather than a slow and
ineffective forgoing of great equality. But even those who espousethe‘‘big
step’’ have to recognize that inequalities are hardy andfast-growing. They
do noteasily erode; they reappear in one form or anotherwithgreatfacility.

Cangreater equality be achieved without a change from capitalism and
concentrated business power? Is resource equality incompatible with con-
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centrated business power? One can envisage situations where lessened

inequality is achieved but where large corporations continueto be large and

important. Their managers receive less absolute and relative income, but

there is persistent effort to undermine this achievement by augmenting the

fringe benefits of executives. Even if this effort were frustrated, managers

would continue to have the noneconomicsatisfactions of doing important

and satisfying work, occupying high-status positions, influencing de-

velopments. This might well be a case where noneconomic incentives

work. The corporation as an institution would not be threatened by reduc-

ing the economic advantages of its managers.

If the view of John Kenneth Galbraith and others is accurate—that

corporations are run by managers who seek to preserve and expand the

institution rather than maximize profit—then this scenario is reasonable.

Even more thorough-going equality might be compatible with corporation

functioning. Conceivably, the large corporation, without an economic

necessity to maximize or distribute profits (stockholders in practice are

essentially treated as secondary bondholders who lend moneyto the corpo-

ration), could function under conditions of greater equality; indeed, based

on experience with other reforms, like the Factory Acts in the United

Kingdom and Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal in the U.S., it might even
prosper from thereforms. But what about the stockholders who might lose

their wealth or the return ontheir wealth if equality were thorough-going? If

dominant stockholdinginterests felt threatened, they might strive to acti-
vate military and business groups into resistance. Thenthepolitical, if not

the economic, character of capitalism is inconsistent with much greater

equality.

A normative egalitarianism which does not strike at the economic

sources of power may alwaysbe in jeopardyasit strives to make equality

more profound. The economic power of business must be offset by the
political power—electoral and confrontational—of great numbers who
favor equality. It will have to be viewedas a desirable individual and social
goal. That is why the philosophical or value basis of equality is not a post
hoc rationalization of positions taken on various economic grounds, but
rather an important ingredient of the political struggle.

The likelihood is that small businessesas well as large and medium-size
corporations would strongly oppose the move toward far-reaching equali-
ty. Small businesses are perhapsthe mostlikely to be adversely affected;
this sweeping statementis based on the experiencethatit is those closest to
the disadvantaged who bear mostofthe burden of social change. The larger
and more important economicblocs usually can escape manyofthe acts of
change or can moreeasily absorb them.

Resource equality is not incompatible with a concern for representative
equality, although the two are not usually linked. Even if income differ-
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ences were sharply narrowed,it might be important to many that various
groups of people no longer be disadvantaged in getting particularly im-
portantor desirable jobs. Equalizing rewards for jobs does not necessarily
eliminate the questions of who gets certain jobs because positionsstill
would continue to differ on other dimensions than income.

Disturbing though resource equality may be to many, it does not touch
the bases of selection for position nor the distribution of tasks among
individuals. It affects the rewards to position but not access to position or
nonmoneyaspectsof position. Jobs may still be very hierarchical in power
and status, even if income differences have become narrowed. The next

type of equality objective—task equality—seeks to remedy these inatten-
tions.

Type 4: Task Equality

Resource equality in itself does not directly redistribute power, status, or

worksatisfaction. It might have sucheffects over time, for diminishing the
importanceof such discriminators as wealth and income maydisrupt other
patterns of domination and hierarchy. But graded positions do noteasily
die out; even antiquated bases of status and authority can have powerful

afterlives, as Weber sought to demonstrate.

Resource equality is inadequate in another way. It redistributes income
but not tasks, while representative equality redistributes positions but not
resourcesor tasks. As long as individuals have positions which give them
great power over others at the workplace, resulting in great variations in
prestige, the move toward resource equality may be unstable. It is subject
to the subtle and not-so-subtle pressures of the holders of the more im-

portant or powerful positions to subvert resource equality by demanding

direct bribes of greater income and privilege or by covertly providing

themselves with new or manipulated benefits.

At anotherlevel, not as broad but perhapsassignificant, the issue is that
ofjob satisfaction. Currently there is a maldistribution of the potentials of

job satisfactions; some jobs offer many morepossibilities of performing

interesting tasks than do others.?4 The usual practice is that jobs which are

high on power and status and income usually are high on intrinsic job

satisfaction, 1.e., involve a variety of tasks which are moreinteresting than

occupations which are low on power,status, and income. Reducing income

differences among occupations may not only maintain powerandstatus

differences but may also leave untouched differences in job enjoyment.

Just as some prestige jobs accumulate the positives, other jobs are stuck

with the negatives—‘‘dirty’’ work, debilitating routine, narrow tasks. Task

equality seeks to reduce resourcedifferences at the sametimethat it aims at

redistributing the tasks which now make up occupations, so that individu-
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is misleading to believe that attitudes alone are central in responsetojobs:

some jobs are inherently limited in what they offer in terms of work

satisfaction.
At the philosophical-valuelevel, task equality is regarded as instrumen-

tal to the morebasic aspiration for brotherhood, fraternity, or humanhood

(to use a wordless cloaked in male perspectives). Individuals should not be

doing only the drudgejobs even if resource equality prevails and they have

incomesthat are similar to those whodo the excitingjobs ina society. Since

the situation is that good jobs have little of what bad jobs have and vice

versa, those in the bad jobs have much less chance of developing their

capabilities, aspirations, and consciousness. A sense of universal human

destiny which engenders cooperation and humane valuesis not likely

where there is competition for scarcejobs offering satisfaction. Divisions in

society are not only aboutthe classsplits in income butalso aboutthe styles

of life and status distinctions associated with the kinds of tasks one is

engagedin. A habit of action, to reverse Veblen,is a habit of thought. Work

is not the person, but it is not extraneous to her or him.

Ray Pahl has suggested the narrower goal of social improvementas a

substitute for equality. Rather than seeking to reduce the economicdiffer-

ences amongindividuals, he suggests rather that these differences not be

allowed to concentrate negatively at the bottom or positively at the top.

Hard, difficult jobs should not get low pay and status; interesting jobs

should not have the reverse treatment. It is the clumping togetherofall

goods orall bads that is the danger. The noncrystallization of the dimen-

sionsof stratification is the Pahlian objective. Task equality seeks that goal

within the context of resource equality, unlike the Pahlian acceptance of

variations in resources.

The task equality approach takes the Tawney concern withfraternity”°

and the Young concern with overcoming materialism?® and argues that

resource equality will not be enough to achieve these goals, essential as

they are. Tasks must be redistributed.

Can tasks be redistributed without great loss in the economic output ofa

nation? Those whoespousetask redistribution are, in effect, challenging

the degree to which rationality prevails in the distribution of occupational

tasks, just as some whoseek resource distribution challenge the rationality

(and national economic benefits) of the prevailing distribution of income

and wealth.

In the U.S. a growing body of data demonstrates the following:

> The fact that some people seem to enjoylimited, routine jobs orat least prefer them to more

demanding jobs does not mean that everyone in routine jobs prefers them or would prefer
them if attractive alternatives were available. Satisfactions are related to expectations: low
aspirations do not mean that consciousness might not be altered in different circumstances.
Nonetheless, task equality efforts would have to make arrangements for those who prefer
routine, noninvolving, and nondemandingtasks.
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(1) many educational requirements for jobs are inappropriate; (2) those of
higher education frequently do more poorly on ajob than those with lesser
education; (3) the belief of heads of enterprise that there are effective
grounds for selecting employeesis based onthe flimsiest of evidence; and
(4) the clustering of tasks into occupationsis a result of accumulated and
often outmodedpractice and tradition which makeit desirable that tasks be
reassembled and redividedinto different occupations. Thesefindings over-
lap with the desire of the resource egalitarian who declares, ‘‘who says
occupation does not say income?’’ Thetask egalitarian, on the other hand,
asks ‘‘whosays task does not say occupation?’’ How tasks are combined
into occupationsis not necessarily ordained by technology.?7 A variety of
ways of combining tasks maybepossible. An example is the move of some
automobile factories, notably Swedish, away from the long assembly-line,
simple-routine-task mode of producing automobiles in which each indi-
vidual performsone or two very atomized tasks to a system where a small
group of workers form a team which performsall the tasks involved in
automobile assembly.

Onegeneral aim is to constructjobs which combinea variety oftasks at
different levels of skill and satisfaction. An alternative approachis to rotate
tasks amongindividualsso thatall share in thedifficult, less-satisfying, or
low-status positions. This can be done, asin the Israeli kibbutz, where an
individual holding a premierpost can also be daily involved in the washing
of the supper dishes or where premier posts are held for relatively short
periods and rotated. Anotherpolicyis that for periods of one’s workinglife
(including the student period as part of work life), one does the difficult,
dirty, or needed tasks of society as students might do farm work during
harvest periods in Cuba and China.Or, as in the U.S., many of the most
difficult, low-paid jobs are held by youths, many of whom (but unfortu-
nately notall) can confidently expect not to have to do them for much more
than a summerorfor some yearsas part-time workers while they complete
their education. Less-satisfying work can be concentratedin a few yearsat
the beginning or end of one’s lifetime or may be part of the annual work
cycle. A great variery of arrangements is conceivable. The themeis thatall
share in the performancesof the ‘‘goods’’ and ‘‘bads’’ of work.

In the U.S. some interesting innovations in the occupational structure
are developing. ‘‘New careers’’ have been constructed to openup highly
professionalized, highly schooled occupations to people of low education.
Sometasks of the professional, lower-level tasks, in the main, have been

given to the new careerist, sometimes called the subprofessional or para-
professional; some new tasks that had not been provided by the pro-
fessional service have been added to the service and are offered by the
subprofessional. In some cases, job ladders and new educational routes are
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developed so that the subprofessional after several years can moveinto a

traditional or an alternative route to a professional position.

The concern with task equality puts the question of social mobility in a

different context than that in whichit is usually regarded. If there were

greater resource equality, social mobility might still be important in giving

people the opportunity to have a variety of interesting tasks over their

lifetimes. Social mobility in the context of resource equality would then be

less competitive and compulsive, less caught up in economic andstatus

struggles. Rather, it would be an instrument to promotetheself-realization

of individuals, as people sought to engage in tasks which wereinteresting

and satisfying to them at that time. Obviously, the structure of education
would change,as is already foreshadowedin the concept of recurrent or

permanent education.?®

The fundamental assumptions are that most occupations can be

changed and most people can develop beyond limited tasks. Indeed, I

believe that an underlying assumption and anaspiration of task egalitarians

are that a committed society can develop individuals and that education

and personnel offices should not serveas sorters and excludersofindividu-

als but should operate as aids to the development of all individuals.

Coupled with this is the transformational aim to redistribute work satisfac-

tion for all. In the case of task egalitarianism, it may be possible to avoid a
zero-sum gain in which some mustlose for others to gain. The redistribu-

tion and restructuring of tasks may lead to a much greater total of job

satisfaction.

I have written at length about task equality and its possibilities, for it is
frequently dismissed as romantic and utopian, and yet it captures many
today, especially among the young. Task equality has a cyclical
attraction—it languishes and then reappears as a compelling vision.It is
difficult to conceive of its actual operation. Nonetheless, it shows the
profundity ofthe goals of equality and raises the imageofthe possibilities of
the individual and society that go beyond the economists’ calculations of
tax and transfer tables.

It is also educationalfor intellectuals to considerit seriously, for it more
directly confronts those who mightrather easily accept resource equality
but find task restructuring and redistribution intellectually and emotionally
disturbing. It is important to keep social scientists from believing thatall
others have ideologies andvested interests, but that they have successfully
managedto escape into an unencumberedworldof carefully tested ideas.

Without some movement toward task equality, a great degree of re-
source equality may be unachievable. That is one of the reasons that
Herbert Gansdoesnotinsist on a thorough-going resource equality, for he
sees the division of labor as moredifficult to change than I do. On the other
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hand, achieving task equality maynotbe possible without a great degree of
resource equality, for in the absence of the latter, low-paid employees
would be assuming the obligations of the higher-paid without their recom-
pense, which violates the principles of equal pay for equal work. Some
measure of task equality may be achievable in the absence of resource
equality, but I doubtif a great deal.°

The other side of the issue is perhaps moresignificant: can significant
steps toward resource equality be maintained if large differences in tasks
persist? If wide gradations in task and status coexist with lessened in-
equalities, will there not be great pressure to make the rewardstructure
mirror the task-status structure? I think thatthis is likely, and thereforeI
see task equality as instrumental to the achievement and maintenance of
resource equality as well as serving as an important objective in and of
itself.

The task approachis attractive because it pushes the concern with
equality beyond the economic. Gans is right to stress that income and
wealth, rather than occupation, should be the concern ofsociologists in the
study of stratification. But we should not correct the mistaken emphasesof
sociologists by exclusively focusing on these two economic categories.
Issues of status andsatisfactions, of power and hierarchy, are significant,
and we should be learning how to think about them in the context of
economic issues.

Power and Philosophy

Power has not been discussed in this chapter as one of the important
dimensions of inequality. Obviously, it is important to go beyond the
income-wealth and occupational dimensions of inequality, for without a
redistribution of power in a society, it will be impossible to achieve and

sustain greater equalities. Power is the most difficult dimension of in-
equality to discuss, for hereit is not only a question of redistribution of the
powerthat is already generated, but, more clearly than in other dimen-
sions, the question of the very nature of the dimension is involved. The
possibilities of change in that dimension are basic. Political power can be
more evenly distributed in a society thatis still oppressive or repressive. A

truly democratic society still has the question of what are individualrights
against the majority will.

I have not attempted here to grapple with the intricate issues of equality
and political power, citizen participation and bureaucratic and expert roles,

“Somestatus differences in treatment and in amenities may be reduced without great changes
in resource equality. Indeed, in some teaching and research offices, that may be happening
between faculty and secretarial staff.
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and the like. The discussion of power hasbeenrelegatedto its place within

the scheme of occupational inequalities. Obviously, it should not be left in

this restrictive place.

The issue of power extends much beyondthat of a dimension of in-

equality. The question is, Can power be developed to make the changes

that greater equality requires? On this difficult question I would make only

one point that seems neglected by many who talk about power. The

frequent tendencyis to see it in the purely political term of who controls the

state and not in the broad perspective of political economy in which

political and economic forces interact, what Meynaudcalls “‘the bias of the

system.’’?9 The state may be in control of forces seeking greater equality,

and yet they may beineffective in their equality accomplishments because

there are economic processes whichoffset the effort to utilize state power

to produce greater equality. If, for example, the economyis in a sudden

severe contraction, it is difficult to have sizable redistribution of a decreas-

ing economic pie. When sociologists have discussed economicsrecently,

the discussion has been largely about economic power. Butit is important

to recognize that the concentration of economic powerIs not the same as

control over economic processes, that demand and supply are important,

that incentives are not only capitalist inventions, and that money Is more

than a veil.

Efforts to achieve greater equality should drive sociologists to a con-

cern with understanding economic processes as well as structures. It

should also drive them to another neglected connection of sociology, the

philosophical basis of beliefs, values, political platforms. Positivism in

sociology and linguistic analysis in philosophy have pushed the examina-

tion of valuesinto a narrow box. In sociology, we describe who holds what
values; in philosophy,the analysis of values or moralsis largely restricted,

except for those who believe in natural rights, to questions of the form of

belief, degrees of consistency and coherence. The discussion of why

equality and what type of equality demands that all of us address the
question of the moral basis of society—an old, difficult question. The quest

for equality is a quest for wholeness, for developing the unique qualities
and common humanity of all. Philosophy and economics cannot continue
to be residual bins of sociology, convenient resting places for difficult

questions.

Some friends have described my examination of philosophical ques-

tions about equality as a fruitless enterprise: people will decide whether

they wish to achieve greater equality on the basis of their economic status
or position; philosophical or moral beliefs have little to do with the issue;
and power, not philosophy, will determine the fate of drives to greater

equality. These are strong arguments but not complete ones, for, as Jencks
argues, some of the advantaged will need to support equality if it is to get



38

majority support. And the supportofthe advantaged will have to be won on
other than narrow grounds of economicself-interest. Further, political
powergrows where a slogan,a platform, or a revolutionary demand has a
moral urgency behindit.

Which Equality? Whose Equality?

Representative equality seeks to affect who gets what positions. Resource
equality aims at narrowing the differences in resources amongpositions.
Task equality tries to affect the nature of positions as well as the resources
attached to them. The three issues of equality, then, are: Who gets what
positions? Whatare the rewards for being in these positions? What does
one do in these positions? In representative equality, the issue is the group;
in resource equality, the reward; in task equality, the activity or perfor-
mance.

Is one always more importantthan the others? I doubt it. When thereis
powerful discrimination or a long history of discrimination against ethnic
groups, as occursto a large or small extentin all nations, and wherethereis
powerful discrimination against women, whichis probably the casein all
nations, then representative equality cannot be bypassed as less im-
portant goal. But thereis a difficulty here, for if we simultaneously reduce
resource inequalities, we may be downgrading positions as they become
available to the formerly discriminated. The important thing would beto
makesure that the most favored positionsare notisolated from the equaliz-
ing process and are notrestricted to the most favored groupsasin the past.

Since resource equality is a long-term struggle, the progress that might
be madein attaining representative equality should not be neglected be-
cause it does not produce resource equality. The same holds for the
relationship between resource equality and task equality. Which type of
equality should receive the major attention in a society cannot be decided
abstractly, for itis a political, tactical issue, not only a philosophical, moral

question. Even those who disdain liberal reform in favor of structural
reform mustalso be concerned about how to engenderthe conditions which
make structural reform possible. Issues and possibilities do not unfold
smoothly. The onion of equality is not peeled off evenly.

Equality in its contemporary concern has emergedoutofthe disturbing
and discouraging rediscovery of poverty. In the attention to the broader
and more profoundissues of equality, we should not neglect the worst-off

groups in society. Which of the unequal should be given the mostattention
is always a core problem, just as what kind of inequalities we seek to end
and which equalities we want to foster are central questions. We can be
concernedwith the bottom tenth, the bottom fifth, or the bottom half. Very
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different concerns, issues, and possibilities ensue from the choice of the

relevant population.

My friends at Aide a Toute Détresse in France and elsewhere have
counseled me and others that the concern with equality poses the grave
danger that another ‘‘creaming’’ process®® will occur wheretheleast un-
equal of the unequal may benefit considerably while the most unequal will
advanceverylittle. Shifting conceptualizations bring different populations
into focus and concern. The term ‘‘poverty,”’ for all its inadequacies, did
help to focus attention on the worst off, though of course poverty hasits
degrees, and antipoverty programs, their creaming propensities. Thefirst
task is alwaysto relieve the plight of those at the bottom: the secondtaskis
to avoid stereotyping them if they do not immediately respond to our
ministrations.

If political feasibility dictates an anticreaming policy, then it should be
clear that that is what is going on andthatit is ended as soon aspossible. In
delineating types of egalitarian objectives, we should never forget that we
are dealing with human suffering and not abstractly considered societal
malfunctioning. The choice and blending of goals are not just analytical
processes, for they reflect and make oursocial realities. They delineate
whosesuffering is to be relieved and in what ways.

Economics has reclaimed the title of ‘‘the dismal science’’ after a
postwar skirmish with optimism that led economists to believe that
Keynesianism and managed economics could triumph over stagnation,
inflation, and inequality. For a period, as Martin Rein has said, sociology
had claim to the ‘‘dismal science’’ title, showing that nothing could be
accomplished. With the advent of the equality theme, sociology has
perhaps moved to a newposition and may help usfind the wayto societal
advancesrather than chronicling impossibilities and inescapable andlimit-
ing imperatives.

The discussion of equality is moving from the assumptionsofa social
order believed to be ordained by technology and the consequentdivision of
laborto a belief that the social order can be changed and molded. The new
beliefs assert that issues ofthe quality of everydaylife, notjust the malfunc-
tioning of the economy, may lead to changing the economic order and
socialstratifications. At the same time, many recognize that changing the
economic order doesnot ensure that desired changesin the social orderwill
follow.

Thus, the disturbing assumption of the current discussion of equality is
that stratification is purposively made,asa result ofpriorities, ofchoices of
decisions; it is not only a consequence of the inevitable unfolding of
economic order and technology. This assumption is in conflict with the
notion of functional prerequisites and obviously had to be tested. The
issue, of course, is not whether any kind of change can be madebut which
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changes and to what degreeare they likely to be successful? The ‘‘what

degree’ is important to note, because some functionalists and Marxists, at
least in the U.S., frequently assume a 100 percentefficiency and complete

interdependence within a society. Obviously, the extent of change rather
than a dichotomousview of present/not present, achievable/unachievable

should be the question to which we address ourselves.

Even if we cannot answerthe difficult issues of equality, anew agenda

has emerged. It has movedthe discussion of stratification to a search for

equality. It has turned a presumably descriptive question into a normative

one—from ‘‘how is a society stratified?’’ to ‘‘how should it be ordered and
connected?’’ It has turned from the inevitabilities of social order, the

presumed prerequisites of societal functioning, to the possibilities of

change. Possibilities and inevitabilities are both positivist issues, although

the former has not usually been regarded in that light.

What do we want? How can weget equality with minimal impositions

on individuals??! Those are good questions to encounter. Many, both

young andold, accept today the challenge of these questions. That search

should be healthy for social science—and for societies.°

Equality and Diversity: An Afterword

Equality is usually indicated as threatening diversity. The more frequent

truth is the other way around: Inequality threatens diversity and

encourages uniformity of values, styles, approaches.

Where inequality prevails and success is enthroned, individuals are

pressured to follow the mold andstrive for ‘“‘success.’’ People treat them-

selves as ‘‘things’’ to be used to achieve material gains. The material gains

of consumption and occupational success becomethe real objectives, not

the developmentof the individual in special, unique ways. Those who do

not ‘‘makeit,’’ those who are not successful, are failures to themselves and

to others. The pressure, consequently, to follow the route to possible

success is tremendous. The penalties are great for those who do notfollow

the route or do not achieve. Indeed, the only way, it seems, of avoiding the

stigma offailure is to completely opt out of the well-worn pattern, to retreat

to a rural wayoflife.

Those who stay within ‘‘the system,’’ the overwhelming bulk of the

population, havelittle chance of avoiding the stigma andstrain of whatis

defined as failure unless they can build a strong, small community for

themselves (and perhaps can demonstrate that they could be successfulif

4 An important, grave issue is ignored in this referenceto ‘‘societies.’’ The relation between

achieving greater equality within a rich nation and attaining greater equality between rich and

poor nationsis unclear. Increasingly, advocates of greater equality will have to deal withit.
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they wanted to). The result is that the range of styles and attitudes for the

great bulk of Americans is exceedingly narrow.It will remain so as long as

successor failure are so important and so limitedly defined by material and

mobility achievements.

Opening up Americans to wider ranges for themselves requires greater

equality. If income differences are much smaller, if individuals work out

their satisfactions along a variety of dimensions rather a few economic,

materialist ones, if conspicuous consumption and relative economic depri-
vation becomeless important—then,the individualis in a freer situation.

Diversity in styles and attitudes, more individualization, is possible.

Materialism and narrow concepts of success are the enemiesof diver-

sity and individualization. Equality does not ensure that diversity will

follow, but without equality, diversity will be severely limited.
The equality revolution is a sea change not only in economic conditions

but in what we expect of others and what we encourage them to do. It is a

change in values, a changethat could dispel the pall of limited variation that

so frightens many of our young.
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The Equality-Meritocracy
Dilemmain Education

Torsten Husén*

Introductory Observations

Asshall be spelled out later, ‘‘equality”’ refers in this chapter not only to

equality of opportunity at the starting point of the career race (the liberal

conception of equality) but also to equality of life chances (the moreradical

conception which puts more emphasis onthe results than formal equality of

opportunity). ‘‘Meritocracy’’ refers to a system ofstrict selection on the

basis of socially highly valued criteria of merit. In the educational system

this criterion tends to be academic performance.

There are three major problems weare faced with when wetalk about

equality versus meritocracy or accessibility versus meritocracy. Thefirst

is, What should we mean by equality? The confusion about its meaning is

often massive. The second problem area, which is indeed very intricate,

has to do with the basic facts from which certain generalizations have been

drawn bysocial scientists that have dealt with the problem area over the

last few decades. I could limit myself in this context to refer to nameslike

Coleman (1966), Jensen (1969), and Jenckset al. (1972). The third problem

area relates to how the ‘‘facts’’ are converted into policy. I don’t pretend to

deal with these three problem areas systematically; I shall do it in a

somewhat floundering way in this presentation. The main emphasiswill be

put on educational equality and the meritocratic dilemmathat weare faced

with in the modern society when trying to ‘“‘democratize’’ higher educa-

tion.

Before embarking upon an attemptto deal with these problem areas, let

me make the following three observations.

Number oneis that the equality-meritocracy dilemma has taken on

another face in recent years due to the enrollment explosion. In the mid-

1940s, I began to deal with the problem of equality of educational opportu-

nity on behalf of the Swedish government. I conductedthefirst survey of

the ‘‘pool of ability’? which in the policy debate at that time referred to

young people of working-class origin who didn’t have the opportunity to

get into higher education. At that time, the problem was conceived to be

very simple. It was just a matter of seeing to it that material hurdles,

* University of Stockholm.
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economic and geographical barriers, were removed so that those of
working-class origin who wereintellectually capable were given financial
opportunity to get into academic secondary education, which was in
Europe the main avenue into higher education. It was just a matter of
framing a policy and devising techniques by which the talent from the
depths of the society could be discovered and properly taken careof.

Since the end of the 1940s the enrollment explosion has been much more
vehementin Europethan in the United States, whereat that time already a
fairly substantial proportion of the relevant-age cohort was in full-time
higher education. An extra boost was given by the GIbill at a time when
most West European countries had 2 to 5 percentofthe relevant age group
in higher education. Some twenty-five years ago, surveys began to be
conducted in which the social background of university students was
related to the participation rates. The picture obtained wasdisturbing. In
the first survey that we conducted in Sweden, by 1945 we found that some
60 percent of the university students came from what wasreferred to as
‘socioeconomic group 1,’’ which in the United Statesis referred to some-
what euphemistically as upper-middle class. That group represented about
6 to 7 percent of the adult population in Sweden. Only 6 to7 percentof the
university students came from ‘‘socioeconomic group 2,’’ which mainly
consisted ofmanual workersandat that time made up some 50 to 55 percent
of the adult population.

The picture was somewhatsimilar all over Europe. At the beginning of
the 1960s (when I say Europe at the present moment, I mean Western
Europe), surveys were conductedin, for instance, France, Germany, and
the Netherlands. I have reviewed these studies for OECD (Husén, 1972),
(Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development) and thepic-
ture was, by and large, the same as the one to which I just referred.
Friedrich Edding and Roderich von Carnap(1962), for instance, studied the
participation rates in the Federal Republic of Germany. At the beginning of
the 1960s, Ralph Dahrendorfpublished a series of articles which then came
out as a booklet on students of working-class background at German
universities. The figures that Dahrendorf collated were very disturbing.
They showedthat, by the beginning of the 1960s when roughly 50 percent of
the German work force consisted of manual workers, draftsmen, skilled
manual workers, unskilled laborers, and farm laborers, only 5 percent of
the university students came from homes ofmanual workers. Among these
5 percent about three-fourths had parents who were highly skilled or
specialized workers. Thus, the majority of this tiny little group came from
homes wherethe parents represented a moreskilled type of workforce.
The bottom stratum of the status hierarchy that consisted of about 25
percent of the work force was represented by only | percent of the univer-
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_ sity students, whereasthe top stratum ofthe status hierarchy, consisting of

1 percent, was represented by about 25 percent of the students at the

universities (Dahrendorf, 1965). I shall not go into any further detail about

surveys that were conductedin the 1950s in various places on bothsides of

the Atlantic, which, by the way, were conducted even morein the United

States than in Western Europe.

Second, an observation aboutthe socialist countries. Until about 1960

we knew verylittle about how accessto higher education in the socialist

countries wasrelated to the social background of the students. One had a

classless society—but a society where the work force was divided up in

intelligentsia, workers, and peasants. A survey conducted in the Soviet

Union was referred to by Premier Kruschevin the fall of 1958 when he

introduced the new Education Act to the Supreme Soviet. He was then

saying that something on the order of 75 to 80 percentof the students at the

institutions of higher education in the Moscow area came from theintelli-

gentsia and the functionaries, whereas only some 20 to 25 percent came

from homes where the parents were manual workersor peasants. By the

beginning of the 1960s, several surveys on aspirations for higher education

and the home background of the students began to be made public in the

U.S.S.R. (Yanowitch and Dodge, 1968). Some veryinteresting patterns of

student aspirations, in terms of the relationship between participation in

higher education and social background, began to emerge.

In the first place, the aspirations for top-quality higher education in

institutions, such as the University of Moscow, were extremely strong.

There wasa striking discrepancy between the aspirations of the students

and the available places at the high-quality universities. Second, surveys

conducted showed what Westernsocial scientists would call a strong social

bias in terms of student’s social background. The Soviet Union seems to me

to be an interesting case in elucidating what happens when a country

rapidly becomesindustrialized and then needs to train professionals in

large numbers. By about 1965, 80 percent of the Soviet professionals were

first-generation professionals, i.e., were first-generation upper-middle or

upper-class. Their parents were either peasants or manual workers. They

were arather status-conscious group.I dare say, after having lookedatthe

problem at some length, they are more in favor of meritocracy than the

corresponding social strata in Western Europe orin the United States.

Third, it has until recently been commonly believed that inequality of

life chances, say in occupational status and earnings, could be heavily

reduced by increasing equality in educational opportunities. The belief in

the formal educational system asthe “‘great equalizer’’ has, however, been

shaken by the findings, and even more so bythe interpretations of the

findings, of Jenckset al. (1972). The debate elicited by this study, as well as
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the so-called Coleman (1966) report someyearsearlier, has, both concep-
tually and methodologically, brought the research on equality to a higher
level of sophistication.

The preoccupation with equality of educational opportunity among
‘“progressives”’ or ‘‘liberals’’ since the time of the French Revolutionis
accounted for by the fact that equal educational opportunity has not been
seen as a goal per se but as the most important step toward equalization of
life chances. Horace Mann,in the United States by the middle of the
nineteenth century, hoped that education would serve as the ‘‘great
equalizer.’ The attempt to launch massive compensatory programs for
disadvantaged children at the beginning of the 1960s stemmed from the
Same conviction. But the faith in what education might achieve has been
challenged in recent years, both by those whobelieve in inherited differ-
ences as the main determinersof life chances and by those whoascribe
decisive influences to the manipulation of environmental conditions. Jen-
sen (1969, 1973) bluntly attributes what he regardsasthefailure of Project
Head Start to inherited differences in educability. Jencks et al. (1972) play
downgenetically conditioned differences but take an almostnihilistic view
with reference to what can be done by manipulating the educationalfac-
tors. They purport to show that differences in life chances, defined by
income and/or occupational status, are only weakly related to formal
scholastic attainments. They see the role of the school mainly as that of a
sorting and certification agency. Greater equality in adult life can be
achieved only by public policy that directly affects income distribution and
job opportunities. Neo-marxist-oriented critics go a step further in main-
taining that the role of the formal educational system in the capitalist
society is mainly to prepare a docile anddisciplined labor force that will suit
the hierarchically structured society (Bowles, 1972; Bowles and Gintis,
1972-1973).

If the critique launched against the futility of formal schooling is right,
l.e., that education does not contribute to equalize life chances, then the
matter of equalizing educational opportunities would not be regarded as an
issue. Nor would it be worthy of any further research endeavors which
instead would haveto be focused onfactors outside the educational realm
conduciveto individual or group differences in life chances. But we should
keep in mindthat the key criterion employed by Jencksetal. (1972), when
they talk about inequality, is income, with allits limitations, as a measure of
real level of pecuniary success, not to speak of ‘‘success”’ in general.

The formal educational system is not primarily devised to maximize the
income powerofthe individuals processed throughit. It is there in its own
right. In the modern, increasingly complex society, it serves the function of
enhancing the individual’s ‘“‘coping power,’’ his capability to take advan-
tage of whatis offered, including public services.
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The Inheritance of Intelligence

The conceptofthe heritability of intelligence has played a dominantpartin

the U.S. debate over equality of educational opportunity. Jensen’s omi-

nousarticle ‘‘How Much Can We Boost IQ and Scholastic Achievement?’’

in the Harvard Educational Review (1969) stirred up the debate, and

Jencks’s book Inequality (1972) added more fuel to it. The concept of

heritability is beset with so many shortcomingsthatit is practically useless.

In the first place, it is a so-called population characteristic. It does not refer

to a particular individual but is an average. Second,it refers to a particular

social situation. If you create exactly equal opportunities, then heritability

becomes very important (close to 100 percent), whereas if you have a

society where the environmental conditions vary quite a lot, you have a

very low heritability. This gives at least somehints about the shortcomings.

Third, nobody has been able to establish any link whatsoever between

genetic assets on the one hand and concrete behavior on the other. For

example, we do not know anything about the specific genetic mechanisms

that determine intellectual behavior.

The Changing Conception of Educational Equality

The Conservative Conception

According to the conservative conception of educational equality, God has

bestoweddifferent amounts of talent upon each humanbeing,and it is up to

the individual to makethe best possible use of that capacity. A hypercon-

servative variant of this philosophy maintains that, by and large, God has

given usall the aptitudes that corresponded to the caste or social class in

which we are born. The moreorless tacit assumption, then,is that we have

not only to make optimal use of our capacities but be content with them,

because we have been given what we deserve.

The Liberal Conception

‘‘Equality’’ has for some time been one of the key words in the policy

debate on educational problemsat both the national and the international
level. ‘‘Equality of educational opportunity’? (Chancengleichheit, égalité

des chances) has not, however, been regarded as a goal in itself, but as a

meansin achieving the long-range goal of bringing about equality of oppor-

tunity in social and economic careers. As weshall seelater, the classical
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liberal concept of equality is thatall individuals should be given the same
opportunity to start their careers, not necessarily that greater equality
should ultimately be brought about in terms of social and/or economic
Status.

The roots of what has beenreferred to asthe ‘‘classical liberal’’ concep-
tion of “‘equality of educational opportunity’ are to be found back in the
eighteenth century. The famous Preamble of the American Declaration of
Independencewasfirst drafted by ThomasJefferson in 1776 and read,in his
original wording:

Wehold these truths to be sacred and undeniable; thatall men are created equal and
independent; that from that equal creation they derive rights inherent and inalien-
able, among which are the preservation of life, and liberty and the pursuit of
happiness...

Theinterpretation of the Preamble has to be made within the context of
the political philosophies of Locke, Rousseau (who in 1755 had published
his treatise on the origin of inequality among men), and Helvetius.

Jefferson used the phrase ‘‘natural aristocracy’’ to characterize those
who,irrespective of birth, possessed outstanding innate talents. Society
should see to it that no barriers existed for the promotion ofthose belonging
to the natural aristocracy who deserved a social status matching their
natural talents.

The natural aristocracy is allowed to emerge in a society which dis-
solves the privileges that form the basis for an ‘‘artificial aristocracy,”’
whichin sociological terminology would be labeled an ‘‘ascriptive aristoc-
racy.”

The classical liberal concept of equality of opportunity embodied in
what is often referred to as the ‘‘American dream”’ is epitomized in the
following quotation from a poem by Thomas Wolfe:

So, then, to every man his chance—
To every man, regardless of his birth,
His shining, golden opportunity—
To every mantheright to live,
To work, to be himself,
And to become
Whatever thing his manhood andhis vision
Can combine to make him—
This, seeker,
Is the promise of America.

The Weimar Constitution of 1919 talked about the reorganization of
society according to (inherited) individual capacity. This new social order
should supersede the one with allocation according to socially inherited
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privileges. The school had as one of its major tasks to “‘promote the

talents’ (Begabtenfoerderung). The newly established science of psychol-

ogy was expected to provide methods wherebythe individual ability could

properly be assessed. The Constitution stated that educational career

should be determined by‘‘innate aptitute’’ (Anl/age) and “‘inclination’’ and

not by social background. Thecriteria for scholastic promotion should be

‘ability’? and ‘‘will’’ (Petrat, 1969). By introducing a system offinancial

aid, an intensive social mobility could be promoted. The interplay of free

competition and equal opportunity would seeto it that the above would get

access to careers that they deserved (freie Bahn den Tiichtigen).

Thefirst large-scale attempt to elucidate empirically the extent to which

equality has or has not been.achievedin a particular national educational

system is presented in the Coleman report (Coleman et al., 1966). This

extensive survey was initiated by the Civil Rights Act of 1964. In ac-

cordance with it, the U.S. Commissioner of Education was requested to

conduct a survey ‘‘concerning the lack of availability of equal educational

opportunities for individuals by reason of race, color, religion, or national

origin in public educationalinstitutionsat all levels in the United States’’

(Coleman,et al., 1966, p. 3). The survey set out mainly to elucidate how far

the schools offer equal educational opportunities in termsof othercriteria

(other than segregation) which are regarded as good indicators of edu-

cational quality. Some of these criteria were quite tangible, such as li-

braries, textbooks, laboratories, and the like. Others—suchas curriculum

offerings, grouping practices, and methods of instruction—wereless so.

Some,finally, were rather elusive, such as teacher competenceand teacher

attitudes.
In commenting upon someof the implications of his big survey, Cole-

man (1966) raises the question of whether equality means that one wants

to have equal schools (i.e., equal treatment) or equal students. He points

out that his survey had mainly focused on what comesout of education in
terms of student achievement in areas such as reading and arithmetic—

skills that are important for success not only in further schooling but also on

the labor market. This, of course, does not permit any absolute judgment

aboutthe real levels of equality or inequality of the schools the students are

attending, because moreof the individual differences in achievement are

accounted for by their home and peer environments than by the school.

However, what mattersto the student “‘is not how ‘equal’ his schoolis, but

rather whetherhe is equipped at the end of school to compete on an equal
basis with others, whatever his social origins’’(Coleman, 1966, pp. 71f).

Schools ‘‘are successful only insofar as they reduce the dependence of a
child’s opportunities upon his social origins. . . . Thus, equality of edu-

cational opportunity implies, not merely ‘equal’ schools, but equally effec-
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tive schools, whose influences will overcomethe differences in starting
point of children from different social groups’’ (Coleman, 1966 p. 72). This
implies differential pedagogical treatment.

In preindustrial society, with its extended family and patriarchal kin-
ship system and the family as the unit of production and as the center of
social welfare responsibility and education, the concept of educational
equality had, as Coleman (1968) has pointed out, no relevance atall.
Geographical, occupational, and social mobility were minimal.

The industrial revolution changedtherole of the family. It ceased to be a
self-perpetuating economic unit or a training ground. Children became
occupationally mobile outside the families. Training became a community
responsibility, and institutions were provided where young people could
learn skills that made them marketable outside the family.

Bothliberals and socialists in Europe for along time thought of equality
of opportunity as being equality of exposure to a given program.It was up
to the children andtheir families to take advantage of the exposureoffered.
If the children failed, they had only themselves to blame. Thus, the im-
portant thing, from the point of view of policymaking, wasto construct the
system in such a waythatall children, irrespective of social background,

would be offered formal equality in terms of equal and free access to
education.

Butthe liberal conceptiontacitly took the child’s future for granted. The
problem of assigning students to different programs in a comprehensive
system 1s to find programs that will ‘‘suit the individual needs’’ of each
child. But the real problem is, as Coleman (1968) points out, that whatis
taken for granted is the problem. No guidance program, evenif it is based

on the most elaborate system of testing, can predict what will ‘‘suit’’ a
student in terms of his or her educational and/or occupational career.

Somewhat schematically, this classical liberal philosophy could be
described like this. Each individual is born with a certain, relatively con-

Stant capacity or intelligence. The educational system should be so de-
signed as to remove externalbarriers of an economic and/or geographical

nature that prevent able students from the lowerclasses from taking advan-

tage of their inbornintelligence which entitles them to due social promo-

tion. One reformer, Count Torsten Rudenschidld, in his book on

‘“Thoughts Concerning Social Mobility’? (Tanker om stands-circul-

ationen, 1854) developed a blueprint for a school system that would pro-

mote a maximum ofsocial mobility in seeing to it not only that able young

people from lower classes were duly promoted, but that upper-class

youngsters with limited capacities should be given humble schooling and

channeled into humble occupations as well! Everybody, via education,

should be given the social status to which sheorheis entitled by innate
talents.
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Major educational reforms in Europe during this century haveat least

partly been guided by this philosophy. By extending education to more

advanced levels, by making the compulsorypartofit less differentiated,

and by makingit available to children from all walksoflife, one can remove

the handicaps that are inherent in being born poor andliving far from a

school.

The 1944 Education Act in England, which made secondary school

education universal and available to all, not only to those who could afford

it, was regarded by manyas a ‘‘democratic breakthrough.”’’ But about ten

years later when a survey wascarried out to elucidate its effects on the

social structure ofthe enrollmentfor the academic secondary school, it was

found (Floudet al., 1956) that at least in certain regions the proportion of

working-class children admitted to grammarschools was lower than before

the ‘‘breakthrough.’’ When the economic barriers were removed andall

the places were thrown open for competition within the frameworkof the

11-plus examinations system, children from the middle- and lower-middle

class homes were in a better position to compete than those from less

privileged backgrounds and thus achieved an increased representation.

Previously, a certain quota of places had been available to those from poor

backgrounds. Floud and her coworkers were the first investigators to

demonstrateclearly that selectivity does not go together with equality of

participation. A certain amountof social bias always goesinto a selective

education system (Husén, 1971).

The Radical Rethinking of Educational Equality

In analyzing the educational system in industrialized and technological

societies, the French sociologist Bourdieu (1964) contends that there are

indications that the educational system tends to assumethe function of

reproduction, i.e., to preserve or even reinforce the existing structure of

society, instead of being an agent of social mobility for inherited ability and

the motivation to use it. Other researchers, such as Jenckset al. (1972) and

Bowles (1972), have followed suit.

Recent surveys of existing research on participation rates and school

achievementsasrelated to social class (for instance, backgroundstudies to

the 1970 OECD Conference on Policies for Educational Growth, OECD,

1971) provide fairly consistent evidence that extended provisions for edu-

cation, and thereby increased formal accessibility to free secondary and

higher education for all children of a given age, have not considerably

changed the social structure ofthe enrollmentto any great extent. Students

whotake advantage of the increased opportunities are already in a favored

or semifavored position.
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What has been demonstrated by drawing upon empirical data couldjust
as well be brought out by scrutinizing the logic behind the liberal
philosophy. Accordingto this philosophy, admission and promotionin the
educational system should be guidedby individual Capacity or aptitude, not
by socioeconomic background. The concretecriteria of ‘‘capacity’’ are
grades (marks), scores on objective tests, and examination results. All
these criteria are to a varying extent correlated with social background.

Thus, access to and promotion within the educational system in ac-
cordance with objectively assessed capacity by no means exclude the
influence of socioeconomic factors which, according to the liberal
philosophy,are discarded by employingcriteria of academic merit. As long
as admission to a certain type of education is generous in termsof the
proportion admitted from those whoapply and theattrition rate during a
given stage is low, and as long as educationis available to all free of charge,
socioeconomic backgroundplays a less prominentrole. But as soon as a
competitive selection takes place, either on admission or in termsofgrade-
repeating and dropout during the course, then the correlation between
backgroundand indicators of performance increases considerably. A case
in point is the selection for the faculties of medicine in Sweden which, as
with all lines of study with numerus clausus, is carried out on the basis of
marks obtained in the gymnasium. With the possible exception of the
intake to the training program for psychologists, there is no other program
that is so highly selective. Also, there is no other faculty with sucha grossly
unbalanced representation of the social strata.

Peter Schrag (1970) has pointed out that the establishment of the com-
mon school has beenpart of the ‘‘American dream,”’ that the schools and
universities held the promise of providing equality of educational opportu-
nity, and that they were expected to guarantee an open society unaffected
by social and economicinequities. In the middle of the last century Horace
Mannforesawthat a schoolfor children from all walks of life would be ‘“‘a
great equalizer of the conditions of men, the balance wheel of the social
machinery. . . . It does better than disarm the poor of their hostility
toward the rich: It prevents being poor. . . .’”’ Apart from being an
equalizer, the educational system was seen as a primeinstrumentfor the
individual born in humble circumstances to move upthe social ladder.
Everybody should be given equal opportunity to achieve and to be pro-
moted, provided he or she had the talent and the energy to go ahead.

Schrag (1970, p. 70) observes that until about a decade ago ‘‘equality of
educational opportunity’’ was interpreted in terms of social Darwinism:
‘“Everyone in the jungle (or in society, or in school) was to be treated
equally: one standard, one set of books, one fiscal formula for children
everywhere, regardless of race, creed, or color. Success went to the
resourceful, the ambitious, the bright, the strong. Those whofailed were
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stupid or shiftless, but whatever the reason, failure was the responsibility
of the individual (or perhapsof his parents, poor fellow), but certainly not
that of the school or the society.”’

It has not beenrealized until recently that these two objectives, as they
are commonly conceived,are not in fact compatible. The school cannotat
the same time serve as an equalizer and as an instrumentthat establishes,
reinforces, and legitimizes distinctions.

As long as we are applying one uniform, relatively linear standard
(bright, average, slow learner, or whatever labels we want to use), some

students are, by definition, destined to fail.

In an article in which he deals with the philosophical implications of an
open-admission policy to college, Karabel (1973) realizes the dilemma
betweenselectivity on the one hand and equality on the other. Hestates the
problem in the following provocative way (Karabel, 1973, p. 40):

The ideology of academic standardsbrilliantly reconciles two conflicting American
values: equality and equality of opportunity. Through the system of public educa-
tion, everyone is exposed to academic standards, yet only those who succeed in
meeting them advance in our competitive system. Everyoneenters the educational
contest, and the rules are usually applied without conscious bias. But since the
affluent tend to be the most successful, the net result of the gameis to perpetuate
intergenerational inequality. Thus academic standards help make acceptable some-
thing which runs against the American grain; the inheritance of status.

The rethinking about individual differences that has been going on in
recent years has importantpractical implications. According to the ‘‘social
Darwinism”’ view, equality had to do only with what goes into the sys-
tem—its input resources. The question is now being asked of whether one
should not also consider what comesout of the system and thereby waive
the equality at the input side by providing extra resourcesfor those who are
regarded as socially and/or culturally deprived.

The glaring contrast between the official rhetoric about equality of
opportunity and the existing differences in life chances has, in recentyears,
led to the emergence of a philosophy of equality of results.

Removal of economic and social barriers which, accordingto theliberal
philosophy, would open the gates to more advanced education forall
whose natural aptitudes qualify them, patently does not suffice. In-
equalities in a highly selective and/or competitive system do in fact remain,
or even tend to increase. The difference between comprehensive systems
with a single-track basic school covering the compulsory school age and
those with a dual-track structure, where selection in one way or another
actually takes place or is prepared earlier, is that in the comprehensive
system the inequalities tend to move upto the preuniversity or university
level. This is the case, for instance, in Japan (OECD, 1971).

The basic distinction between equality of opportunity and equality of
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results has been elaborated by John Rawls in his book A Theory ofJustice

(1971), where he develops what Charles Frankel (1973) refers to as a **new’’

egalitarianism. The ‘‘old’’ one, which in the liberal vein was concerned

with equality or access or equality of opportunity, advocated a policy of

correction. It is referred to as ‘‘corrective’’ egalitarianism. Society had to

rectify formal inequalities by providing help to the disadvantaged to over-

comethe hindrancesor barriers which prevented them, for instance, from

taking advantage of the opportunities of schooling.

But the fact that a person is born with certain genes into a family with

certain material and cultural assets is, as Rawls putsit, “‘arbitrary from a

moral point of view.’’ The fact that someare born with a brilliant mind, and

others with a slow-moving one, is to be ascribed to the ‘‘natural lottery.”’

Thus, the moral problem is to ‘‘redeem’’ the individual who, dueto this

‘‘lottery,’’ has been born with less favorable genes or to less favorable

circumstances. Society should see to it that the burdens and benefits are

distributed according to each individual’s abilities. This, briefly, is the

message of the ‘‘redemptive egalitarianism.”

The redemptive philosophy has been challenged by Frankel (1973),

Coleman (1973), and Bell (1973). Frankel’s main objection to Rawls’s

theory ofjustice is that it ‘‘treats the individual as not an active participant

in the determination of his fate.’’ A modelof life as a lottery is not very

conducive to a sense of personal responsibility. Bell (1973) looks at the

equality problem in very much the same wayas Frankel. But he also views

it within the framework of a society where rationality, technical com-

petence, and educated skills become more and more important and where

they, since they are more sought after, are also more highly priced.

Coleman (1973) in reviewing Jencks et al. (1972) poses the crucial

question of whether—and to what extent—equality of opportunity is an

appropriate goal. Each individual is born with a highly varying set of

‘‘private resources, genetic and environmental.’’ If nothing is done on the

part of society, this will result in quite unequal opportunities. Society can

try to ‘‘infuse’’ resourcesselectively so as to achieve greater equality, but

such a policy is faced with two problems. In order to compensatefully for

the inequalities of private resources, ‘“‘the publicly-provided resourcesfor

the privately disadvantaged must be sufficient to provide to all children the

same opportunity as held by the child with the greatest private resources,

genetic and environmental’? (Coleman, 1973, pp. 134-35). Such extreme

implementation is obviously not possible. The other problem is that an

inverse policy of equality of opportunity with the aim of establishing

equality of results would have disincentive effects upon parents, which

could reducethe total amount ofresources available and be detrimental toa

system of redistribution. This, in the long run, could lead to less favorable

effects for the disadvantaged. Coleman (1973, p. 135) concludes:

For both these reasons, first because it is impossible to achieve, and second
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becauseif achieved it would lowerthe general level ofopportunity for children, the

ideal of equal opportunity is a false ideal. A society cannot make an implementa-

tionable decision to create equal opportunity for all children within it. Whatit must

do instead is to decide whatlevel of public resources and whatimbalance of public

resourcesit should invest to reduce the level of inequality that arises from private

resources.

In retrospect, from the pointofview of individualsatisfaction, Coleman

doubts whether public investment in bringing about equality of results

more than equality of opportunity is to be preferred. The ability to over-

comeobstacles may lead to at least as muchsatisfaction as the attainment

of these goals per se.

Concluding Observations

As we haveseen, until recently the overriding policy problem in ‘*democ-

ratizing’’ advanced education, that is to say, formal education beyond

mandatory schooling, was conceived of as a problem of paving the entrance

routes into institutions of higher education. But one has beguntorealize

that equality of opportunity of accessis different from equality of opportu-

nity of success, either in school or in adult economic careers. The “‘correc-

tive egalitarianism’’ emanating from the liberal thinking has been chal-

lenged by those who, on the basis of a Marxist philosophy, sometimes

advocate a ‘‘redemptive egalitarianism.”’

The basic difference between theliberal and the radical conceptionsIs,

as already indicated, how they view therole of the educational system.

According to the liberal conception, the system’s task is primarily to

remove external barriers, allowing each child’s original capacity to de-

velop. Successand failure in school depend primarily upon the individual.

Once the avenues have been openedup for free competition, the students’

natural intellectual and moral resourcesare the decisive factors. If they fail,

they haveto cast the blame upon themselves, because they have been given

the opportunity and not taken proper advantage of it. According to the

radical conception, students’ success, or failure, must be ascribed mainly

to the school situation, particularly to the way instruction is organized. The

basic problem,then, centers on the extent to which the educationalinstitu-

tion has been able to provide the conditions conducive to satisfactory

student development.

The implication in termsofpolicy that ensues from the rethinking of the

concept of equal opportunity is that it is not very fruitful to put the

responsibility for scholastic successorfailure on the individual. One has to

shift the burden of responsibility to the system—to the educational system

or to society at large.

In the long run, then, it seems that the problem of achieving equality of



opportunity is one of ‘restoring multiple options’? based on different
values, but values that are not ranked along only one dimension. Schrag
(1970, p. 93) puts the problem very succinctly: *‘By definition, no society
with but one avenue of approvedentry into the mainstream of dignity can
be fully open. Whenthatsingle instrument of entry is charged withselect-
ing people out, and whenthere are no honorable alternatives for those who
are selected out, we are promising to all men things that we cannotdeliv-
er.’ No wonder, then, that we are beginning to amass so much evidencefor
uniform provision within the educational system not being the solution to a
more ‘‘equal’’ society. To paraphrase Orwell: those whoat the outset are
more equal than otherswill take more advantage.Thatis the lesson learned
from equalization programsatall levels of education.

Finally, the more radical conception of educational equality is that, in
order to achieve the long-range objective of more equality in occupational
career and standardofliving, remedial action must be taken in the wider
context within which the schools are operating—thatis, society at large.
Educational reform cannot be a substitute for social reform.
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The Role of Education in the

Escape from Poverty

 

Herbert J. Gans*

In the conventional American wisdom,education has long been viewed asa

major device for upward occupational mobility, the notion being that what

children learn at school will enable them to obtain a viable foothold in the

world of work. As a result, education has also been conceived as a major

agent in the escape from poverty, and many of the programsin the War on

Poverty of the 1960s emphasized improvementsin education for the poor.

Bythe poor, I mean here the approximately 20 percentofthe population

which now earns less than half the personal median income, (almost

$13,000 in 1974). Part of this population consists of the aged, children, and

female heads of households, who earn below the official poverty line Gust

over $5,000 in 1974), but it also includes many ‘‘normal’’ two-parent

families with full-time but poorly paid breadwinners,the so-called working

poor.
Like some other social scientists, I am dubious that education plays a

significant role in the economic and occupational mobility of this popula-

tion, and that schooling can therefore be a significant force in antipoverty

policy or in the achievement of more equality in American society.’ Al-

thoughlittle is known even aboutthe role education plays in the upward—

and lack of downward—mobility in the middle class, it has clearly not been

a majorfactor in the upward mobility of the poor. While some poorchildren

have alwaysbeen,and are now,able to escape from poverty as a result of

their superior performance in school, most poor children follow one of

these patterns: they do not attend schools in which a superior performance

is a stepping-stone to occupational success; they are kept out of good jobs

by the many noneducational status indices and credentials which poor

people cannot obtain; or, most importantly, they graduate into a labor

market in which jobs are increasingly scarce even for people with the right

educational and social credentials. In addition, many poor children do not

do particularly well in school to begin with, andit is ironic that even while

many educators continue to believe that education can provide an escape

from poverty, they also believe, andrightly, that the schools have not yet

learned how to educate poor children.

Muchof the discussion about education amongthe poorhas soughtto

* Columbia University.
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put the blame on the schools, on poor children, or on their parents; but
ultimately, little is to be gained by blaming anyone,for the fault rests with
muchlarger and more powerful forces. In American society, as elsewhere,
public education hasfunctioned, if not necessarily intentionally, to support
the existing stratification system, channeling manychildreninto the strata
of their parents and into those occupations most in demand in the current
economy,and only a handful of children have been able to transcend the
channeling process.?

As aresult, poor children go to schools which are, on the whole,inferior
in many ways to middle-class schools, where they are often taught by
teachers who donot consider them capableof learning. Some teachers are
simply hostile toward the poor; a much larger number, however,adhere to
widely accepted stereotypesof the pooras being stupid and apathetic, and
then it becomesa self-fulfilling prophecy. Nevertheless, despite the con-
siderable evidence that poor young childrenare asintelligent, curious, and
hungryfor learning as their middle-class peers—many ofwhom arenothalf
as interested in learning as educatorslike to believe—somepoorchildren
do behave in schoolas if they were stupid or apathetic. Aside from the fact
that they sense, andreactto, their teachers’ stereotypes of them, they also
enter the schools with several handicaps. Some come from suchcrisis-
ridden homesthat their parents have never even hadthetimeor energy to
teach them the kindsof play that are a crucial part of early learning, and
many more lack the prior ‘‘booklearning’’ that curriculum-makers and
teacherstake for granted. More important, upon entering the schools, they
encounter an academic middle-class culture and a set of bureaucratic rules
which not only diverge sharply from the culture and rules they have learned
as necessary for survival and mobility in their neighborhood, but which
often seem to havelittle direct relevance to learning per se. Equally
significant, as poor children get older, they become awareof the fact that
the culture and rules ofthe schoolare also irrelevantto their future. As they
discover that even with a diploma they maynotfind a decent job and the
chance to escape poverty, they becomealienated from the school and from
learning, “‘enrolling’’ instead in the so-called school of hard knocks, in

which they learn more of the culture necessary to their survival as poor
people.

To put it another way, poorchildrenrealize that the school functions in
part as a preparatory institution and anticipatory recruiting station for what
economists call the primary labor market of well-paid, permanent, secure,

and relatively interesting jobs; that neither their teachers nor the rest of
middle-class society considers them eligible for this labor market; and that
their future is in the secondary labor market, of underpaid, temporary,
unstable, and dead-end jobs—preparation and recruitment for which takes
place on the streets of the urban slum. Oneillustration of poor children’s



awarenessoftheir future is the consistent finding that school performance,
particularly among boys, declines as they become old enough torealize
whatis in store for them,so that by the time poorchildren entertheir teens,
many drop—orare pushed—outof school, in spirit if not in body, and some
resort to protesting what they consider to be imprisonment in a hostile
institution, either by seemingly senseless verbal or physical violence or by
more explicit political protest.

To be sure, someteachers are able to overcomethis pattern, either by

personal charismaor bytheir ability to translate the curriculum into mean-
ingful teaching; and somepoorchildren are able to absorb the culture of the
school and obeyits rules because they have been imbuedwiththe drive for
individual mobility and believe that they can escape from poverty through
education; but such teachers and childrenare, in the end, only exceptions
that prove the rule. Unusually gifted teachers and exceptional children are
rare in all populations, poororaffluent, and it would beillusory to expect
that they will ever be produced in large enough quantities to overcome the
drawbacksof existing institutional arrangements.

Escaping Poverty—the Historical Experience

Instead of expecting the school to function as a major causal factor in the
escape from poverty,I believe itis more useful to ask whatinstitutions and
agencies, educational and other, have been and are mosthelpful in enabling
the poorto enter the moreaffluent sectors of society. This question can be
addressed in several ways, but I shall here use a historical approach: to
discover how previousgenerations of poor people escaped from poverty,
and to use this experience in constructing an alternative escape model.
Americanhistoryis, of course, a treasure trove for this purpose, for most of
the people who came to America arrived as poor people and were able,
somehow,to achieve a measureofaffluence.

If one looks, for example, at the European immigrants whoarrived in
Americain thelast half of the nineteenth century andthefirst quarterofthe
twentieth century, itis clear (1) that they came as very poor people; (2) that
insofar as their children wentto schoolat all, they went to schools that were
worsein all respects than today’s schools for the poor; and (3) that they
nevertheless were able eventually to escape poverty. I am referring here
especially to whatI call the ‘‘peasant immigrants,’’ the people who came
from the rural areas of Southern, Eastern, and Southeastern Europe—for
example, the southern Italians, Sicilians, Poles, other Slavs, Hungarians,
and Greeks, among others—most of them unskilled and most of them with
little or no education. Their experience is relevant particularly because
they were similar in many ways to today’s poor, who wereonly a genera-
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tion or so ago rural migrants from the South, Appalachia, and Puerto Rico.

At the same time, they must be distinguished from what I call urban

immigrants, with some artisan or other urban occupational experience,

with more education, and, in some cases, with a little capital in their

pockets. During the nineteenth century, America became homefor urban

immigrants from many countries, including those whosent mainly peasant

immigrants, but the most frequently mentioned, and thus mostvisible,

urban immigrants have been the Jews, particularly those emigrating from

Eastern Europe.

The case of the Jews deserves somewhat more detailed discussion

because many educators believe that they relied mainly on education to

escape poverty, ostensibly because Jewish culture places especially high

value on education. Recent historical research suggests, however, that

immigrant Jewish children and the children of the first Jewish immigrants

did not stay in schoolvery long, so that very few could have used education

to achieve upward mobility.* In addition, the Talmudic education valued

by the Jewish immigrants—actually only by the religious minority among

them—was antisecular and discouraged learning for the sake of occupa-

tional mobility, so that it could not have been used for escaping poverty.

No one yet knows how many Jewish immigrants valued secular educa-

tion, or whether they valued it more than other urban immigrants, but most

of the Jewish newcomerswereso poorthat they had to sendtheir children

to work as quickly as the other immigrants—although there is some evi-

dence to suggest that the second,orfirst native-born, generation of Jews

attended school in larger numbers and performed more successfully than

other second-generation groups, at least among the peasant immigrants.

Unfortunately, the many educators andother policymakers, then and now,

whopointed to the Jews to support their claims for relying on education as a

means of escaping poverty vastly overestimated the educational perfor-

manceofthe Jewish immigrants ; they failed to consider that other urban

immigrants (for example, southern Italians and Sicilians) may also have

escaped more quickly from poverty than the peasant immigrants, whether

or not they went to school; and they ignored the difference between urban

and peasant immigrants.

Onehistorical fact is well established, however: the peasant immigrants

did not escape poverty via the schools. They camefrom countries in which

education had beeneither inaccessible or irrelevant to them, and many of

them madestrenuousefforts to keep their children out of school in Ameri-

ca, partly because these schools treated them with hostility and believed

that they were unteachable, but also because parents wanted the children

to work and contribute to the family income, and the jobs which were

available to them did not require education.®

Instead of the schools, the peasant immigrants relied on the labor



market; wherever feasible, as many family members as possible went to

workat whateverjobs wereavailable, and though manywereneverable to

progress beyondpositions in the secondary labor marketsoftheir time, and
many died prematurely from exhaustion,illness, and other consequences

of being poor, some wereable, by mere persistence, to achieve a modest

family income,if notin thefirst, then in the second generation. They were
able to escape from poverty not only by their own efforts, and because
generations of previous poverty had prepared them for surviving at a
fantastically low standardof living, but also because their sole resource—
unskilled labor—wasin demandatthat time. The immigrants came,after
all, ata time when America was undergoing particularly rapid industrializa-
tion and urbanization, so that except during the frequent periods of depres-
sion, there were jobs in building factories, transportation systems, and
cities. In addition, the immigrants arrived at a time of incipient unioniza-

tion, and the unionsplayeda large role in the achievementofjob security,
and thus in the escape from the secondary labor market. Indeed, in those
days unions were in many ways organizationsof the poor, which they are
not today.

Finally, I suspect that those immigrants who were able to stay—or
move quickly—outoflow-paying factoryjobs and engagedinsteadin petty
entrepreneurial activities, even peddling, were able to maketheir way out
of poverty more rapidly than those whohad to rely on factory work. The
rapid expansion of consumer goods, industries, and retailing during the late
nineteenth century often allowed peddlers to become shopkeepersfairly
quickly; and although many of those who opened shops soon went bank-
rupt, others were able to move themselvesor their children into the middle
class. Needless to say, the urban immigrants were usually in a better
position to exchange the factory for the entrepreneurial enterprise than the
peasant immigrants, if only because they had had some entrepreneurial
experience in Europe.

Over the long run, of course, both urban and peasant immigrants were
able to leave poverty behind, but even so, the peasant immigrants escaped
from poverty much moreslowly thanis generally believed; manywerestill
pooror in the secondarylabor marketin the second generation, and only in
the third and fourth generations have the majority established themselves
in well-paying and secure blue-collar and white-collar jobs.°®

Significantly, the slow escape from poverty took place without major
changesin the attitude toward education. As long as enough semiskilled
blue-collar and service jobs were available, and since employers were not
yet concerned with credentials unrelated to performance, the descendants
of the immigrants did not give up the peasants’ belief in the limited rele-
vance of education. Equally important, they could not yet afford to do so;
they still needed the children’s contribution to the family income, and thus
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encouraged them to leave school as quickly as possible. Of course, by then

child labor laws were sufficiently enforced so that the children often stayed

in school until the legal leaving age, but whether they learned anything

relevant to their later occupational activities is still a moot question.

Only in recent years havetheseattitudes changed. Asblue-collar wages

began to go up, parents no longer neededtheir children’s paychecks. Also,

as parents realized that automation andthe decline in manufacturing would

eventually lead to a reduction in decent blue-collar jobs, and that white-

collarjobs could not be obtained without the proper credentials, they began

to insist that their children graduate from high school, and that boys, at

least, consider going to college.” Such changesin attitude have escalated in

the last decade; since then the descendants of the peasant immigrants, now

often fourth generation, have begun to stream into the publicly funded

colleges and community colleges.

These observations suggest a hypothesis about the role of education in

upward mobility which is just the reverse of the conventional wisdom.

Education,at least for the poor,is not a causal agent in the achievementof

mobility, but one of its effects, and education is not thought to be relevant

to mobility until after parents have achieved a threshold of economic

security in the primary labor market.® Only then are parents able and

willing to encouragetheir children to go to school, and to be ableto live in

neighborhoods with schools worth attending; and only then do children

decide that education mayindeed be useful to them. Whethertheinterest in

and the willingness to use education require prior middle-class status, and

whetherthe change ofattitude applies to education in general or only to

higher education, whichis moredirectly relevant to occupational mobility,

remainsto be seen. In anycase,the history of the European immigrants

suggests that economic successleads to educational success, not the other

way around.

Some Policy Implications

This analysis is based on limited historical and mobility data, butif it is

accurate, it suggests that education should play a smaller and, as will be

shown below,a differentrole in antipoverty policy thanit did, for example,

in the War on Poverty. Although there are dangers in trying to repeat

history, the most effective way to eliminate poverty is through employ-

ment, with incomegrants in lieu of employment for those who cannot work

or cannotfind work,until poor people have enough economicsecurity to be

able to use education to achieve further mobility, either for themselves or

for their children.
Since jobs, particularly for the unskilled, are now scarcer than they



were during the time that the immigrants escaped poverty, it will be

necessaryto resort to deliberatejob-creation. Thejobs to be created should

mesh with the needsof the private and especially the public economy, but

they must also meshwith the long-range need of the poor: to becomepart of

the primary labor market. In other words, such jobs must provide enough

income,security, and opportunity for advancementto enable their holders

to feel that they are participants in the economy andthe society, so that
their children will be able to advance further through education.

The historical record suggests that parental establishmentin the pri-

mary labor market was a prerequisite and a takeoff point for using educa-

tion to achieve further mobility, but whether history must repeatitself, or

whether a different takeoff point can be found is as yet an unanswered

question. No one now knowswherethe takeoffpoint is at which people feel

that they are participants in the economyandsociety,so that their children

will feel it is useful to go to school. Thus, research would have to be
undertaken to determine whetherthat takeoffpoint requires parental estab-

lishmentin the primary labor market, or whetherit could be reached evenif
parents are still in the secondary labor market. Or for that matter, doesit
only require a specific level of family income, either through work or
income grants, or a degree of income security, or some combination of

work and income prerequisites?
The exact requirements for the takeoff point are particularly important

in view of the fact that without major transformation of the contemporary
economy, it is unlikely that many of today’s poor, particularly women, can
be employed. Hopefully, the takeoff point may not even require jobs, but
simply a degree of economic security, in which case it may be achieveable
through a system of incomegrants providing a decentliving to poor people
unable to work or find work.

The history ofthe immigrantsalso suggests that it may take two to three
generations before poor people are ready to reach the point at which they
are able to make effective use of education. However, whetherthis is a
justifiable hypothesis remains to be seen; it is possible that under other
labor market conditions, the European immigrants could have moved out
of poverty more quickly. Also, today’s poor people do not, for the most
part, suffer from the language barriers the immigrants faced, and in addi-
tion, their aspirations and expectations are higher, so that they would
bitterly resent any policy planning that asks them to wait for yet another
twoto three generations. In addition,it is always possible that educational
breakthroughs will be made which will enable poor children to use the
schools to escape poverty, although such breakthroughs would beirrele-
vant if the economyis not able to employ them upto the level of their
education.

Conversely, many of today’s poorcarry one stigma not carried by the
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European immigrants; they suffer from racial discrimination, which hurts
them both in the schools and in the labor market. Of course, many Euro-
pean immigrants were initially also discriminated against—for having a

dark skin and ‘‘swarthy’’ features—but they were redefined as whites the
moment they had escaped from poverty, a possibility out of the reach of

today’s poor blacks.

Finally, and most important, even if history suggests that economic
success must precede educational success, and that the process may take

two or more generations, it may also be possible to speed up the process by
focusing policy efforts directly on poor children, and specifically by revers-

ing the traditional pattern of having schooling precede entry into the labor
market.

Rather than keeping poorchildren in school even though they perform

poorly there, it may be more desirable to allow them to go to workinstead,

in adolescence, and in somecases even earlier, with the idea that they can

return later to school. Certainly many poor youngsterstoday, as in the past,

would like nothing better than to leave school for a job, and there is no

reason to believe that they cannot perform in at least most semiskilledjobs,
particularly if they are supplied with job training once they are hired.

Revoking the child labor laws may appear to be a regressive proposal,

but while history offers considerable evidence of exploitation of children

before these laws cameinto effect, it is also true that young people were

able to perform creditably in the labor market and offer income supportto

their families, particularly at times when adults could not find jobs. Even

so, I would not advocate areturn to a nineteenth-century practice, and any

policy to put adolescents to work would have to be accompanied by

stringent safeguards to prevent exploitation, both of them and of other

workers, 1.e., adults whom they might replace. Consequently, the

youngsters should be given specially created jobs, which (1) fit their youth-

ful needs, (2) call for job training, (3) provide opportunities for developing

a career, and (4) do not allow employersto fire older, better-paid workers

instead. Indeed, I am arguing not that poor young people should be putto

work, but that they should be enabled to begin careersat an earlier age.

In addition, their jobs should have two built-in educational compo-

nents. First, the young workers should be enabled and encouraged to

continue their education while working, and evento beaided financially to

do so, assuming that there are schools available where they could learn.

Second and more important, the young workers should be able to return to

school on full-time basis when they are older, and when they may be more

interested in schooling than they are at present. Many young people today

who have goneto workat an early ageare often sorry later that they did not

stay in school, and although their judgmentis based on hindsight, it does
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reflect a greater appreciation ofthe utility of education (or credentials) with

increasing age. The return to school could take the form of a leave of

absence from work, which manycorporationsalready give their executive
trainees, or of the equivalent of the GI Bill, which war veterans receive to

train themselves for better jobs.
If scholarships were available for such young people so that they could

return to schoolin their twenties and evenin their thirties, with enough
funds in the scholarship to enable them to support their families while they
are in school, the educational investment would producea higherpayofffor

them and for society than the present investment required for keeping poor

adolescents in schoolinto late childhood. Consequently, a work program

for young people should be combined with a later educational program,

with the federal governmentsetting aside enoughfundsat the time adoles-
cents go to workto allow them toreturn to finish their education—through
college—at a later date.

Allowing poor adolescents who are truant from school—or who have

dropped out emotionally—to go to work mightalso havea salutoryeffect
on the schools themselves. Teachers would no longer have to cope with
unhappyand unruly youngsters and could devote themselves morefully to
students with academicinterests. In addition, the threat of losing students
to the world of work, which would lead to a reduction in teaching jobs and
school budgets, might encourage the schools to make education relevant to
poor young people in an attempt to keep them from going to work. Perhaps
the schools might even begin to draw some educational lessons from the
mass media and the peer group, both of which have long been able to
educate children more effectively than teachers and textbooks. Converse-
ly, the schools might become more involved in preliminary forms of job
training, in order to give someanticipatory job socialization to youngsters
who wantto drop outto go to work. Finally, if the schools are likely to lose
at least some of their students when the job market beckons, they could
recoup the declining enrollments by matriculating young children at an
earlier age, before kindergarten. Head Start, private-school nursery pro-
grams, and some day-care programs have shownthat prekindergarten
children are particularly eager to learn, and the poor ones among them are
then still too young to know that their schooling may not help them
occupationally when theyare older.

In effect, I am suggesting that whetheror notthe aim is the elimination
of poverty, the schools should not be used to postponeentry into the labor
market, as they are at present. Their contact with poor young people ought
to be timed for those periods at which people are most readytolearn,i.e.,
when they are very young, and later, when they have had sufficient job
experience to realize that they need more education.
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Some Caveats

As already noted, the proposals for changes in antipoverty policy and the

schools rest on a sparse data base, about both the occupational mobility of

the European immigrants andthe takeoffpoint at which education becomes
an effective device for mobility. Moreover, neither the poor nor the labor

markets nor the schools of the 1970s are exactly like those of the late

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. For example, today’s poor ap-

pear to have muchhigher expectations about the utility of education than

did the poor of the past, and poor parents now put considerably more
pressure on their children to stay in school and to perform effectively.
Indeed, many studies have shownthat poor black parents have high edu-

cational aspirations for their children, and higher ones than poor white
parents, which encourages some observersto argue that the formerthere-
fore resemble the European urban immigrants more than the peasantones.

Althoughit is undoubtedly true that poor people today have higher edu-

cational aspirations for their children than did the European immigrants,

parental aspirations do not necessarily predict children’s performance.

Actually, many poor Jewish childrenat the turn of the century did badly in
school despite parental pressure, if only because they realized, as do

today’s poor, that for them occupational mobility can only rarely be

achieved through educational success.
Finally, my proposals have several difficulties and defects, of which at

least three are worth mentioning. First, they imply differential educational

treatment for the poor and the rest of society, for while poor youngsters

would leave school to go to work, affluent ones would stay in school and

prepare for college, thus widening the gap between the poor and the

nonpoor. Such inequality oftreatmentis not desirable, although in this case

it only formalizes what already exists informally, and enabling poor chil-

dren to work at decent jobs seems preferable to having them sit in school

without learning. Nevertheless, formally unequal treatment of poor ado-

lescents can only be justified if it is complemented by a later chance for

education, if the adolescents who drop out to go to work are allowed to

return to school later and to go on to college. Even so, I would suggest that

if the goal is the escape from poverty, equality of results or outcomesis

more important than the time-honored educational belief—if not

practice—in equality of treatment. If unequal treatment can bring about

more equality of results, it is preferable to equal treatment that helps to

perpetuate poverty.

Second, the argument I have madehere can be used, whentaken out of

context, to justify pushing additional poor children out of schools, whether

jobs are available or not. Pushing children out of schoolis an unjustifiable

policy even when jobs are available for them, however, and I want to



emphasize strongly that whenjobsare notavailable, as at present, keeping
poor children in schoolis far preferable to forcing them out on the streets
without work. Even whenthe schools are unable or unwilling to teach poor
youngsters, they at least do not encourage poorchildren to becomecrimi-
nals.

Third, the entire scheme presented in this chapter rests, on the one
hand, on a highly pessimistic assessment of the school, and on the other
hand, on a highly optimistic assessment of the labor market and of the
possibilities ofjob creationin particular. In effect, I am suggesting that the
decisionmakers in American society, be they leaders or voters, are not
likely to be able or willing to educate poorchildren to the level at which they
can becomepartof the primary labor market, but that they are willing or
able to create jobs for them. Given the disappointing record ofjob-creation
and income-grantprogramsfor the poor, my implicationthatit is easier to
intervene in the economyto incorporate the poor and the youngpoorin the
labor market than it is to change the educational system may betotally
inaccurate.

There is no doubt that the proposals made here suffer from misplaced
optimism; andin actual fact, I am as pessimistic about the possibility that
the poor can obtain decent jobs or income grants as that they can obtain a
decent education. The powerlessness of the poor and their economic
superfluousness, at least in the current economy, strongly Suggest that
nothing significant will be done for them, either in the schools or in the
economy. Worsestill, in many parts of the American economy, machines
continue to replace workers, and governmentpolicies (for example, in the
granting of investment credits and depreciation writeoffs) only exacerbate
this tendency. Consequently, if present trends continue, the number of
unemployedis likely to increase, and unemployment may becomea factof
life for people who are not now classified amongthe poor. These trends can
only be reversed by a drastic change in national economic policy, which
measures growth notbyincreasesin the GNP,but by increasesin employ-
ment, and by the replacementof capital-intensive production with labor-
intensive production.

Ultimately, the proposals I have made here can only be implementedin
a full-employment, labor-intensive economy,and at present the chancesof
bringing about the necessary political change to achieve such an economy
are less than miniscule. As a result, my proposals are, for the moment,
utopian. Nevertheless, even if they cannot be implemented, these pro-
posals seem justified on another ground:that they will at least dispel the
illusion, which has been created both for the poor and for the rest of
society, that ifand whenthe right combination ofphilosophy and technique
is found, education can offer an escape from poverty. If that illusion,
however, which Colin Greer has called the ‘‘Great School Legend,’’ can be
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dispelled, it may be possible to achieve some progress by considering

entirely new approaches, in which education takes an effective role within

a larger and broaderantipoverty policy. Such approaches are beyond the

scope of this chapter, but they require not only the movement toward a

full-employment,labor-intensive economy,but also someredistribution of

wealth and income, as well as the greater equalization of tasks which S.M.

Miller has suggested.? Poverty cannot be eliminated without a more

egalitarian economyandpolity, and only when such equalization has been

achieved will it be feasible to bring about the educational equality which

educators have sought for so long.
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Education, Life Chances,
and The Courts: The Role of
Social Science Evidence

Henry M. Levin*

Introduction

Public policy attempts to improve the ‘‘life chances”’ of youngsters from
low income and minority backgrounds have focused primarily on the
schools. ‘‘Life chances’’ is defined as a child’s future ability as an adult to
participate fully in the social, economic, andpoliticallife of society. More
narrowly, “‘life chances’’ may be considered in terms of such outcomesas
ultimate earnings, occupational status, and political efficacy. The crucial
role of the school in preparing students for these eventualities has been
tacitly assumed.It is no surprise, therefore, that in their quest for greater
equality among persons of different races and social class origins, both
policy makers and the courts have devoted extensiveefforts in an attempt
to alter the organization and financing of education.!

There are three principal areas ofreform to which policy makers and the
courts have directed themselvesin the last two decades: school desegrega-
tion, the provision of additional resources for the education of children
from low incomefamilies, and reform of state educational finance systems
by reducing the reliance upon local property wealth as the determinant of
local school expenditures.? Each of these reform measures comports with
notionsof basic fairness and, indeed, could be defended on these grounds
alone. But this view of reforms—that they are essential in a ‘“‘yust”’
society—has been overshadowedbytheclaim that social science research
has shownthatthe particular educational strategies offered to the courts
enhancethelife chancesof children. Educational reform litigation increas-
ingly relies on social science evidence, as seen in the challenges to school
segregation, to the present methodsof financing education, and to student
classification policies .?

This article explores the appropriateness of using social science evi-

* Professor, School of Education and Department of Economics, Stanford University.
Reprinted, with permission, from a symposium on The Courts, Social Science, and School
Desegregation appearing in Law and Contemporary Problems (Vol. 39, No. 1, Winter 1975),
published by the Duke University School of Law, Durham, North Carolina. Copyright 1975,
by Duke University.
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dence as a basis for formulating public policy and for deciding law suits in

these particular areas. In the courseofthis exploration, four questions have

to be addressed: (1) To what degree can social science methodology de-

termine the impact of schooling on suchlife chance outcomes as income

and occupational attainment, separating out other factors influencing life

chances such as family background and IQ? (2) To the extent that social

science research presents conflicting theories of these relationships, why

do sometheories receive considerable attention in the policy arena while

others do not? (3) What impact does social science evidence have on the

evolution of law and public policy with respect to education? (4) Finally,

what contribution can the social sciences make to the issues raised in

litigation?

Effects of Education on Life Chances

How mightthe social scientist attempt to trace the effects of a particular

educational strategy on the life chances of an individual or group of per-

sons? The difficulties inherentin this task can beillustrated by considering

the fundamental characteristics of the problem. At the outset, there is a

complex multitude of psychological, social, genetic, political, economic,

and educational influences that can determine occupational attainments

and earnings. The actualeffect of education and of a particular educational

environmentis particularly difficult to trace because the outcomesthat we

wish to review are very much removedin both time and context from the

schooling process. Typically, research in this area is intended to relate the

income and occupation of an individual or a group of persons to the

schooling which they received many years before and under circumstances

very different from their present situations. Also, the educational experi-

encesof an individualare so closely tied to his social class origin and family

experiencesthatit is virtually impossible to isolate the distinct influencesof

each on life chances.

In addressing this issue, social scientists have two basic approachesat

their disposal.‘ Thefirst is the purely experimental approach.In theory, an

experiment would select persons who were similar in every respect and

assign them to a different quantity and quality of education, and then

monitor them overtheir life-times in order to determine how the differences

in educational experiences are translated into differences in life-time ex-

perience. Such an experiment would probably require a minimum of thirty

years and would haveto ensure thatthe individuals in both the experimen-

tal and control groupsweretreated identically in their pre-adult years, with

the exception of schooling. In other words, such factors as genetic

background, family environment, community factors, medical care, nutri-
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tion, friendships, and so on, would haveto beidentical in order to draw an
accurate inference about the effects of differences in schooling.

For obvious reasons, however, such an exerciseis impossible. Not only
do welack the luxury of several decadesor

a

life-time to carry out research
for impending policy decisions, but the conditions that we would haveto
place on the humansubjects in order to conductthe experiment could very
well raise questions abouta violation of their constitutional rights.° Even
were such an experiment feasible, we would not be able to generalize
beyondthe actual educationalstrategies that were utilized and the specific
persons or groups of personsthat were involvedin the experiment. Since
there are infinite combinations of both, even a relatively large scale exper-
iment would reveal information about only a limited range of alternatives
and population groups. Moreover, in a society such as ours, the relation-
ship of education to one’s life chancesis likely to change from generation to
generation, meaningthat the results obtained from a particular experiment
might not be applicable to conditions some forty years later when the
experiment wasfinally completed.

Thus, the most powerful investigative tool that science has to offer for
an understandingof the relationship be:ween education andlife chancesis
politically and practically infeasible. At best, experimentation can be used
to test minor hypotheses that may berelated to somelater outcome.® For
example, it may be possible to set up an experimentto determinethe effect
of teachers’ attitudes on student achievementor educational aspirations,
assigning students randomlyto two different types ofteachers, and holding
other factors constantfor the period of the experiment. Outcomes would be
measured by standardized test scores and such elements of educational
aspiration as incentive for further schooling. Even with this more limited
type of experiment,it is a formidable endeavorto fulfill the ceteris paribus
conditions. And even more problematicalis the relationship of the experi-
mental outcomesto life success. One would have to make the assumption
that student test scores and attitudes are related initially to educational
attainment, and ultimately to income and occupational attainment. While
the logic of such a relationship may be compelling, any conclusion in this
respect is beyond whatcould be substantiated by results from the experi-
ment just outlined.

Analternative social science strategy that is used when direct experi-
mental researchis not feasible is the quasi-experimental approach.’ This
latter strategy represents an attemptto parallel the experimental conditions
by usingstatistical proceduresto ‘‘correct’’ for those factors that cannot be
controlled experimentally. Sometimes the quasi-experimental approachis
termed a ‘‘natural’’ experiment because data are collected from an actual
life situation rather than an experimental one. For instance, a researcher
whois interested in the effects of schools on life chances might collect
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historical data for a sample of adult males or females. These data would

include the present earnings and occupationofthe individuals, information

on their parents’ class origins, characteristics of the schools that they

attended, information ontheir friends, their work experience, and soon. A

statistical model would then be constructed in an attempt to determine the

relationship between the educational variables and the occupational and

income attainments of the sample being studied.

Quasi-experimental studies attempt statistically to relate all relevant

factors that might explain a particular phenomenon.The successof such an

approach is dependent upon the ability to identify and measure these

factors and to relate them in thestatistical analysis in a mannerreflecting

the true phenomenon. As mentioned previously, however, there are an

unlimited numberof potential influences on adult outcomesandthere are a

variety of plausible ways that each can be measured andrelated to other

variables in the analysis. In an area where choices must be made amongthe

myriad of possible variables, measures, and relationships, the complexity

and arduousnatureofthis type ofstatistical analysis necessarily limits the

researcherto a narrowsetof alternative formulations. The actual choice of

factors to be included in a study, the measuresof those that are ultimately

selected, and the structure usedto relate them is in part determined by the

personal predilections of the researcher.*®

In summary, there are enormousdifficulties in determining howa host

of genetic, psychological, social, cultural, political, economic, education-

al, and chancefactors determine a person’s ultimatelife attainments. These

difficulties and the complex nature of the problem suggest the inability of

social science research to derive answers that can be utilized with any

reasonable degreeofreliability. Indeed, it is little wonder that opinions on

the subjectdiffer as much amongsocial scientists as they do among laymen.

Because of the inherent inadequacy of our presenttools, there is no social

science consensuson the appropriate educational strategies for improving

the life chances of children from low-income and minority backgrounds.’

Hypotheses about Schooling and Adult Attainments

The fact that social science has not provided a definitive or even a tenta-

tively acceptable analysis of the relation between schooling and adult

attainments does not mean that there exist no hypotheses on the subject.

To the contrary, there are at least four such theories relating schooling to

eventual adult occupation and income. Each of them presumesa relatively

different educational approach toward improvingthelife chancesof disad-

vantaged students.
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Skills or Cognitive Achievement

Muchofthe literature on schooling and adult income is dominated by the
notion that education produces verbal and mathematical skills as well as
other knowledgethattranslate into higher productivity in the market place
and consequently higher earnings. Underthis hypothesis, the more cogni-
tive knowledge that children acquire in school, the greater will be theirlife
attainments. Accordingly, the effect of schooling or income is determined
by the effect that schooling hasonskills and knowledge. Those schools that
contributed toward greater gains on achievementtests ostensibly would
have the greatest impact on improvingthe future adult attainmentsoftheir
pupils. Hence, the appropriate educational strategies would be those that
are consistent with increasing the test scores of children from low income
backgrounds. The most notable of these approachesis the provision of
additional educational resources as exemplified by programs of compen-
Satory education in the elementary and secondary schools !° and such
preschool programs as Project Head Start.!! It has also been argued that
greater social class and racial integration of schools will have this effect. 22

Noncognitive Characteristics for Work Relations

In contrast to the cognitive achievement hypothesis outlined above, the
second thesis viewsthe schoolas inculcating students with the appropriate
behaviors for occupying particular positions in the occupational or organi-
zational hierarchy. Such characteristics as respectfor rules, dependability,
and internalization of the norms of the workplace have been found to be
strong predictors of employee ratings by supervisors and of income lev-
els.** The workplaceis seen as a hierarchically differentiated organization
in which different positions require varying workercharacteristics. !4

those at the base of the hierarchy requiring a heavy emphasis on obedience and
rules and those at the top, wherethe discretionary scopeis considerable, requiring a
greater ability to make decisions on the basis of well-internalized norms. This
pattern Is closely replicated in the social relations of schooling. Note the wide range
of choice over curriculum, life style, and allocation of time afforded to college
students, compared with the obedience and respectfor authority expected in high
school.

According to the second hypothesis, while minimalskills are necessary
for productivity, most of the discrepancy in occupational attainment and
earnings is attributable to noncognitive work traits. Four of these work
prerequisites—proper level of subordination, discipline, Supremacy of



718

cognitive over affective modes of response, and motivation according to

external reward structures—havebeen identified.!> Also identified are the

waysin which the schoolsare structured to foster these traits. For exam-

ple, subordination and proper orientation to authority along hierarchical

lines are necessary in virtually all modern workenterprises. Thus, *‘[a]s the

workerrelinquishes control overhis activities on the job, so the student is

first forced to accept, and later comes personally to terms with his loss of

autonomy andinitiative to a teacher who acts as a superior authority,

dispensing rewards and penalties.’’*® Similarly, it Is argued that other

school practices are related to the requirements of the workplace; students

from lower social class origins are being prepared to occupy lowerstatus

occupations and those from higher class backgroundsare being socialized

to undertake professional and managerial roles.

This hypothesis suggests that the contribution of schooling should be

evaluated in terms of its impact on creating productive worker character-

istics. Unfortunately, the work hierarchy is so unequal in terms of job

requirements, satisfaction, income, and prestige that providing everyone

with the ‘‘most productive’’ traits is not likely to increase life chances for

everyone. Rather, it would simply redistribute opportunities among the

population with some individuals improving their standing and others

losing groundin termsof productive adult roles. In contrast with the thesis

that everyone’s productivity is enhanced by the attainment of greater

cognitive skills, it is difficult to argue that productivity forall individuals

would rise with the inculcation of higher echelon occupational traits, so

long as the number of such positions is rationed by the occupational

pyramid. In short, the view that the schools affect the life chances of

students by preparing them for particular levels of the work hierarchy

suggests that schools perform their function when they differentiate and

producethe highly unequal outcomesthat correspondto adult roles.*’ The

most that could be accomplished by the schools in such a world is that

students from disadvantaged backgrounds would have the same chanceto

be preparedfor particular roles as those from diadvantaged backgrounds,

in contrast with the present system whichrelegates racial minorities and

the children of the lower class to corresponding lower-class adult roles.

Screening and Certification

The third major hypothesis of how education affects earnings and occupa-

tional status views the school as an organization whoseprincipal function Is

to sort and select students. According to this interpretation, the schools

carry out a sophisticated process of assessing the cognitive and personal

attributes of a student and then assigning him to a particular educational
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fate. Through testing, ability grouping and tracking, curriculum assign-
ment, grading systems, andstratification by social class among neighbor-
hoods, the schools act as an enormousfilter.18 Students who have the
low-level skills and personality characteristics suitable for the lower end of
the work hierarchyare placedin slow ability tracks or in inner-city schools
that provide them with little incentive for further schooling. In contrast,
students with high test scores and with personality attributes that corre-
spond with the upperlevel of the job hierarchy are encouraged to pursue
further education and will be rewarded with the high grades which repre-
sent the admission requirement for obtaining superior educational creden-
tials.

The screening and certification hypothesis assumes that the occupa-
tional and incomeattainmentprocessfor an individual is determined large-
ly by the amountof schooling he has received, his field of study, and the
prestige of the institutions that he attended.!® Thus, the sorting andselec-
tion of each student accordingto his initial and developing characteristics
are identified in thejob marketby an educational credential which is used to
establish his place in the occupational structure. Since such credentials are
awardedonthe basisof *“‘productive’’ characteristics, employers need only
to find out which ‘‘certificate’’ an individualpossessesin order tojudge his
suitability for a particular position.2° The hypothesis thus suggests that
schools do not serve to educate students but instead to select them for their
future fates according to characteristics derived from their genetic heritage
and non-school environments. It has been further argued that the traits
used for selection havelittle to do with real productivity differences and
that persons with higher educational credentials are simply placed in jobs
that are ostensibly more productive because of such factors as, for exam-
ple, greater capital investment per worker.?!

Presumably, then, the reason that children from lower income and
minority backgrounds do morepoorly in both schools andlater careersis
that they are filtered out rather early on the basis of low initial test scores
and personality traits deemed inappropriate for further educational selec-
tion. Their low educational credentials mean that they will occupy low
productivity jobs with little hope of access to the more productive and
remunerative ones.?? The educational policy implications of this hypothe-
sis are not unlike those of the second hypothesis discussed earlier, whichis
concerned with the noncognitive characteristics or behavior appropriateat
variouslevels. In both instances, the schools tend to reinforce theinitial
attributes of students; according to the third hypothesis, through selection
and certification procedures, and according to the second hypothesis,
through selection, differentiated preparation by category of student (espe-
cially social class), and certification. The major distinction between the two
viewsofthe educationalprocessis that the sorting hypothesis assumesthat
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the school has no educational effect on the student and that the observed

differences merely reflect variation in natural endowments and out-of-

school influences. The noncognitive socialization theory, on the other

hand, assumesthat schools do have an effect—that of further reinforcing

these initial differences.

Only by eliminating all sorting and selection based on characteristics

that coincide solely with race and social class will educational credentials

be distributed in a more nearly random manner. Yet, since grades and

examination scores are based substantially upon behavior and language

styles which in turn are heavily determined by racial and social class

backgrounds, drastically different criteria would have to be developed for

determing a student’s educational success.

Reduction of Social Class and Racial Frictions

The final hypothesis considers the attitudes of all students towards racial

and social class differences. The premise is that the better all racial and

social class groups understand each other, and the greater the number of

intergroup contacts, friendships and interactions,the less racial and class

conflicts there will be in adult life.22 The role of the schoolin this regard is

crucial, for racial, cultural, and social class diversity in the educational

environment is considered to be a prerequisite to greater justice in the

distribution ofjobs and earnings amongthe population.It is assumedthat

such a policy would have a marked impact on reducing labor market

discrimination against racial minorities and membersof the lowerclasses.

The obvious educational strategies that are consistent with this hypoth-

esis are those whichlie at the heart of the school desegregation movement.

These includegreater social class and racial heterogeneity among students

and the introduction of a more multi-culturally oriented curriculum. The

former action would be accomplished through massive desegregation of

schools, thereby increasing the diversity of student populations and of the

resultant educational and social interactions. The latter approach, which

emphasizesa greater balance amongthe cultural contributions of different

social and racial groups, would be implemented through changesin instruc-

tional materials, teacher training, and teacherselection.

Empirical Support for the Hypotheses

According to the conventional image of science, mere application of re-

search methodology to competing hypotheses will reveal which one best

describes the world. Thus, through the use of sophisticated empirical
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research techniques we should be able to distinguish among those ap-
proaches worthyofelevation to the level of explanatory theory and those
which should be banished as falsehood. But, as noted previously, the tools
of social science are inadequate for this task. The social science evidence
that does exist is incomplete, fragmented, and applicable to narrow popula-
tions only. It cannot, therefore, be conclusive.24

Although each hypothesis can be shown as consistent with some ob-
servable facts, the same facts often lend support to more than one of the
hypotheses. Table 5-1 represents a summary of the evidencein support of
the four hypotheses linking education with the life chances of poor and
minority students. The educational strategies and the measures of edu-
cational outcomethat are consistent with each hypothesis are showninthis
table. But beyondthis, the important concern is whether certain specified
educational outcomes have been produced successfully by the correspond-
ing educational strategy. The extent to which the desired educational
outcomeis linked to such adult attainments as income and occupational
Status is of substantial concern as well. These aspects are essential to
determining the degree to which we can expect a particular educational
Strategy to produce enhanced income and occupational positions. Ac-
cordingly, the summaryofthe evidencelinking the educational Strategy to
a specified educational output, and the educational output to measures of
life attainmentis also provided in Table 5-1. It is important to observe that a
lack of evidencefor the impact ofany particular strategy does not meanthat
the approach is without merit. It simply means that existing research—
which may be quite minimal on the subject—hasnot provided sufficient
empirical support for such

a

strategy.

Measures of Educational Outcome

The cognitive skills hypothesis has as its measure of educational outcome
standardizedtest scores. Despite the fact that there are many and diverse
measures of the broad rangeof cognitive skills, the evidence,as indicated
below, is remarkably consistent whether IQ tests, achievementtests, read-
ing tests, mathematicstests, or others are used. Inorderto raise the level of
cognitive performance of low income and minority youngsters, the edu-
cational strategies usually invoked are the provision of greater resources
for compensatory education andracial and socioeconomic integration. The
evidenceis weakthat either of these policies has significant impact ontest
scores. For example, neither the Coleman Report?® nor subsequent
studies, some of which used the data collected for the Coleman Report,
foundthat differencesin the level of educational resources have any major
impact on test scores.?® An analysis based onthestatistical results of a
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number of these studies has shown that even major increases of those
educational resources most related to test scores would not come close to

eliminating the performance gap between white and black students.2’
Evaluations of compensatory education programscarried out underTitle I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 196528 similarly have
been unable to demonstrate any significant relationship between increased
resources and improvedtest scores.?9

While some studies have suggested that both socioeconomic andracial
integration improvethe test scores of minority and low-incomestudents,?°
these conclusions have been contested in other evaluations.?! Thus,
neither compensatory education strategies nor those related to desegrega-
tion show anything other than a weakrelationship to cognitive gains. Even
whenstatistical differences in favor of these strategies are reported, the
improvementin cognitive skills is generally marginal.

Assuming that strategies other than compensatory education andracial
and class integration could be found which did improve cognitive scores
substantially, what would be the impact of such an improvementon income
and occupational attainments ofpoor and minority youngsters? Numerous
studies demonstrate a consistent statistical relationship between test
scores and these measuresoflife success.?? The explanatory significance
of this relationship is nonetheless quite weak.? At most only about 10 per
cent of the differences in income can be explained bytest scores, leaving 90
per cent or moreto be explained byother factors. Furthermore, relatively
large increases in test scores are associated with only modest increases in
income. While the apparenteffect of test scores on occupationalstatusis
somewhathigher,it still only explains—at the most—about25 percentof
the variance.*4 Differencesin test scores, therefore, are not a major factor
in explaining why occupational attainments and incomes differ among
variouscrosssectionsofthe population. In summation, the hypothesis that
improving the cognitive test scores will raise the adult attainments of
children from low-income and minority families showslittle promise of
success because (1) available educational strategies have not dem-
onstrated much success in improving test scores of these students and
(2) increases in test scores show only modesteffects on adult income and
occupations.

Evidence on Noncognitive Work Characteristics

In contrast with the numerous studies exploring the relationship between
test scores and increased resourcesor integration, there are few research
studies devoted to the other hypotheses. Nonetheless, there have been
some attempts to explore the noncognitive worker characteristics thesis.
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Asindicated previously, the measure of educational outcomerelating such

traits to income and occupation are those values, attitudes, and behaviors

which are required for work positions in a hierarchical setting. These

include such characteristics as dependability, subordination to authority,

respect for rules, and internalization of work norms.?° Measures of non-

cognitive work traits have been demonstrated to be related to grades

awarded by teachers, more so than are test scores.2® However, there is

apparently no study which has attempted to determine the degree to which

the worker characteristics of poor and minority students can be altered by

compensatory education or integration. Contrariwise, there is a strong

presumption that the present approach will resist change becauseit is

functional to the reproduction of the capitalist work hierarchy.?’ Ac-

cordingly, the relationship between the educational strategy and the de-

sired educational outcomes must be considered as weak.

There is, however, evidence linking noncognitive outcomes to income

and occupational attainments. The amount of schooling a person receives

is a more powerful determinant of income and occupation than are test

scores. For example, three studies using longitudinal data—permitting

prior schooling experiences andtest scores to be linked to earnings—have

found either a nonexistent or arelatively negligible correlation betweentest

scores and earnings. This is in contrast to the rather pronounced impact

that the amountof schooling has on ultimate income.** Thusit appears that

the amountofschooling a person receives has a considerableeffect on adult

success, independentof the cognitive skills attained from the educational

process.

But there is additional evidence supporting the noncognitive work

characteristics hypothesis: teachers tend to award higher gradesto stu-

dents who exhibit personality characteristics functional in the workhierar-

chy.29 One study of a sample of workers from three different enterprises

found that these personality traits or characteristics are related both to

supervisors’ ratings and to earnings, even after differences in cognitive

skills among employees is accounted for.*° Obviously, much more re-

search is needed in this area, but the view that noncognitive educational

outcomes have more importantinfluencesonlife attainments than cogni-

tive ones has considerable support. Nevertheless, the lack of evidence

indicating that educational strategies can alter the distribution of these

traits suggests that the policy implications of this hypothesis are minimal.

Evidence on Sorting and Selection

Thedifficulty in evaluating the sorting and selection hypothesisis that there

is virtually no reliable way to distinguishits effects from those generated by
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the cognitive and noncognitive socialization hypotheses. Essentially, the
difference between the sorting and selection hypothesis and the other two
is that the former assumes that schools do not produce the cognitive and
noncognitive traits that are reflected in educational attainments and cre-
dentials. Rather, schools simply identify and select students according to
those traits which they already possessedor acquired outside of the school
setting, and bestow upon them differing educational rewards. Whether
schools sort according to already-existing characteristics or actually incul-
cate these characteristics in students cannot be determined without very
intensive studies. Possibly both aspects are prevalent but there is no
apparent evidence that permits differentiation between the two.*! Thus,
any evidence tending to support the cognitive and noncognitive socializa-
tion hypotheses would certainly be consistent with a sorting and selection
hypothesis as well.

Evidence on Reduction of Frictions between Races and
Classes

Finally, the hypothesis on reducing racial and social class frictions mea-
sures educational outcomebytheattitudes ofrepresentatives of each group
towards themselves(self-image and senseofefficacy), as well as by at-
titudes that connote an understanding and acceptance of membersof other
groups. Whether the educational strategies of desegregation and multi-
cultural emphasis*? have long-run effects on attitudes and behavioris
questionable. That the evidence in these areas is both controversial and
contradictory is reflected in recent debates on the subject.42 In some
instances desegregation of the schools appears to have improvedtheself-
imagesof racial minorities and racial attitudes of both majority and minor-
ity students;** in other cases there seem to have been noeffects, or even
negative ones.*> One of the basic problems that pervadesthis researchis
the questionablereliability and stability of any measure ofhumanattitudes.
Given the variable quality of desegregation efforts and multi-cultural edu-
cational programs, it is not surprising to find such a divergenceofresults.

There is at least some empirical evidence supporting the view that
socioeconomic integration improvesthelife chances of low-status children.
An analysis of data collected for a sample of youngsters then in the ninth
grade, supplemented by follow-up information on their subsequent school-
ing, Occupational attainments, and incomenineyearslater, indicates that
students who hadsimilartest scores and social class backgroundsas wellas
educationalattainments had higher incomesifthey had attended secondary
schools with other students from high socioeconomic backgrounds.4® A
particularly interesting aspect of this study was that low-status individuals
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appeared to ‘‘gain’’ more than twice as much incomefrom this effect as did

the high-status individuals. However, eventhis finding applies only to the

young adults in this particular sample. Furthermore,it is not clear why

socioeconomic composition per se should lead to higher incomes.

Social Science and the Choice of a Strategy

The difficulty of using social science research to determine how different

educational strategies can be usedto affect the future life chances of low

income and minority students is clear. While virtually all of the four

hypotheses discussed above have some support, the results are ambiguous

and inconclusive. Advocacy of any particular approach, therefore, is not

based so much uponits general acceptancein the scientific communityasit

is upon the predilections of researchers and policy makers. The fact that

they as well as the courts have not been neutral among competing ideas

suggests thatit is useful to explore the reasonsthat particular strategies are

selected.

At the outset, one may very well ask how social science researchers can

commit themselves to a particular hypothesis or approach onthebasis of

ambiguous, fragmented, and often contradictory findings. The answer,

seemingly, is that researchers often have commitments based upon deeply

ingrained social experiencesthataffect their understanding of how society

functions. The natural consequence of these experiences encourages the

social scientist to accept the evidence whichreinforces his own experience

and to be skeptical of that which does not.#” As Polanyi has noted:**

I start by rejecting the ideal of scientific detachment. Inthe exact sciences, this false

ideal is perhaps harmless, for it is in fact disregarded there by scientists. But we

shall see that it exercises a destructive influence in biology, psychology and sociol-

ogy and hasfalsified our whole outlook far beyond the domain ofscience.

To a substantial degree the social scientist is himself a product of the

very forces he wishes to study. Long before he has received his pro-

fessional training he is exposed to such phenomenaasclass, race, family

structure, money, prices, religion, industry, politics, work, the messages of

the media onall of these subjects, and more. His perspective of the world is

largely a cumulative result of his role as a child, student,sibling, husband,

consumer, professor, rich man, black, woman, mother, and so on. All of

these roles have defined the boundaries of experience whichin turn mold

his social reality.*9 In a more specific sense, the social scientist who studies

the effects of schooling on achievement has been socialized to a large

degree by his own particular experiences during his education. His knowl-

edge about the determinants of poverty is influenced by his own class
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origins and experiences. His imageof political reality is conditioned by his
owninteractions with the political system and otherinstitutions that incul-
cate political attitudes. Interacting with these influencesis his professional
training which emphasizes particular metaphysical and epistemological
frameworks for viewing the world.

Moreover, since researchers are not randomly assigned to studies, the
effects of the researcher’s commitmentand ideology on the interpretation
of research findings is not a chance event. To the contrary, there is a
self-selection of problems by researchers according to their predilections,
as well as the selection by government and other decision makers, based

upon the ‘‘outlook’’ of the researcher and the sponsoring agency. Social
science investigators choose those problems that interest them and to
which they feel they can contribute something of value. Of course, research
Support is also a prerequisite, but most social science analysts—
particularly in the academic setting—havea choice ofproblemson which to
focus. Public policy-oriented research has a substantive or topical compo-
nent that may or may not be of interest to potential investigators. Such
motives as a sincere wish of the individual to improve government
decision-makingare often strong factorsin the choice ofproblems, but they
also coincide with a deep personal involvementin the outcomeofthe study.
That is, the researcheris likely to haverelatively strong viewpoints about
what proper policy should be in advance of his research.

The agencies that support research are just as likely to select a re-
searcher on the basis of his values as on his ‘‘scientific’’ competence. As
Paul Samuelson has remarked:*°

The leaders of this world may seem to be led around through tbe nose by their
economicadvisers. But whois pulling and who is pushing? Andnote this: he who
picks his doctor from an array ofcompeting doctorsis ina real sense his own doctor.
The Prince often gets to hear what he wants to hear.

It would be inconceivable to think of the United States Commission on
Civil Rights hiring a researcher for his neutrality on the desegregation
issue. Indeed, we expect that government decision makers seek out those
investigators who are sympathetic to the agency’s ownorientation.

Obviously, these phenomenadovetail very closely with the use ofsocial
science evidencein the courts. Legal proceedings are endeavors in advo-
cacy, each side seeking that ‘‘evidence”’ which will support its own posi-
tion. There is always somesocial science evidence on virtually any phe-
nomenon, so one must ask whattypes of evidenceare likely to be drawn
into the courts. I assert that the social science evidence which courts are
likely to receive hasthe following attributes: (1) It tends to be based upon
complex, statistical methodologies that are generally beyond the experi-
ence and the competenceofthe court to question. (2) It directly supports or
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refutes the matter under consideration. (3) Itis based upon a theory which

is credible and understandable to the court. (4) And, finally it implies a
remedythat is readily within the court’s powerandis politically feasible.

The first requirement evolves from the image that the laymen has of

science. ‘‘Good”’ social science is characterized by large data sets, compli-

cated statistical methodologies, and an aura of technical competence.
While the researcher has made many personal judgments with respect to

his formulation of the problem—selection of a frameworkforthe analysis,

definition and measurement of variables, technique of data analysis and

interpretation of results—all will tend to be obscured by what appears to be
a strictly technical analysis. The greater the methodological sophistication,

the moredifficult it is to demystify the analysis and the more temptingit

becomesto see ‘‘the emperor’s new clothes.’’ Thebias in favor of sophisti-

cated empirical studies also rules out the consideration of hypotheses that

are not conducive to empirical evaluation.

The second requirement suggests that ambiguity in research findings

will be shunned. Alternative interpretations of the results can obviously be

dangerous to the advocate who uses the evidence to support his client’s

case. Thus, the social science researchthat is utilized must unequivocally

support the particular objectives of the advocate. This tends to eliminate

any opportunity for a thoughtful analysis of all of the competing hypothe-

ses.
The third requirement, that the social science evidence presentedto the

court be based upon a credible hypothesis, is illustrated by the fact that

while social science research in the Marxian tradition may be both ex-

tremely sophisticated and unambiguous, the theory upon whichit is based

may not be acceptable to those heavily indoctrinated with the capitalist

viewpoint.

Another example: no evidence has been presented in either the de-

segregation or the school finance casesthat argues in favorofthe noncogni-

tive worker characteristics hypothesis as an explanation of the effects of

schools on thelife attainments of children from low income*! andracial

minority backgrounds. To the educated layman the cognitive skills theory

is much more credible than the noncognitive one.

Finally, the requirement that the social science evidence presented to

the court implies a remedy that is both within the court’s remedial powers

and is politically feasible,is illustrated, for example, by the fact that given

the present institutional framework it is not possible for the court to

interfere with family child-rearing for educational purposes. Yet studies

have shownthat such interventions will improve the life chancesof stu-

dents from low-income families.*?

In light of these principlesit is understandable that the courts and other

policy makers have focused primarily on the cognitive skills approach.
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Firstly, the research in this area, beginning with the Coleman Report** and —
the ‘‘Racial Isolation’’ report of The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights the
following year,** has the aura of being methodologically sophisticated and
empirical. Enormousdatasets (about 650,000 students and 70,000 teachers
comprise the Coleman Report data), sophisticated methodologies such as
multiple regression analysis, and quantification of educational outcomesas
reflected in test scores, create a strong image ofvalid scientific endeavor.
Secondly, these studies purport to show unambiguously that socioeco-
nomic andracial integration as well as certain school resources improvethe
test scores of low income and minority students. Thirdly, educated men
tend to believe that cognitive test scores are important determinantsoflife
chances becausethey are likely to attribute their own educational and
occupational successto their relatively high levels of knowledge andskills
rather than to “‘less rational’? factors such as those related to family
socioeconomic origins. Cognitive skills are an attractive basis for con-
structing the meritocracy.*® Finally, implementation of the desegregation
and compensatory educationstrategies implied by the cognitive hypothesis
are within the powers of the courts and educational decision makers.

Effects of Social Science Evidence

Thus far, it has been argued that the social sciences cannot produce
conclusive results that would support a particular educationalstrategy for
improving the life attainments of students from low-income and minority
families. Also, it has been asserted that the evidence that does enter the
courts or policy arena is considered and utilized on the basis of factors
other than its scientific ‘‘validity.’’ What are the implications of these
assertions for the evolution of public policy and the law?

There are three possible cases. Thefirst is the happy one where the
evidence presented is somehow the ‘‘best’’ that is available. In other
words, the evidence is based upontheclearest attainable picture of the
world and is unequivocally better than that which supports alternative
hypotheses onthe subject.It is not clear how this would happenbutto the
degreethat it does occur, it can be viewed as advancing the wisdom of the
legal system. The second caseis a less benevolent one in which thesocial
science evidence, while representing just one among competing views on
the subject, nonetheless carries the day. To the degree that the results of
the research are erroneous,the use of social science may be harmful.

But in many waysit is the third case that is most interesting. Here social
science evidence is used to support both sides of a legal dispute.°® In
educational financelitigation, the constitutionality of state school finance
Systems was challenged on the ground that they provided lower quality
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education for children in low property wealth districts than for those in

more affluent districts. The defense relied upon social science research

which,they asserted, indicated no relationship between the level of expen-

ditures and the quality of an education program. The defense arguments

were buttressed by the Coleman Report*’ and other research,”® tending to

show that there was little or no causative effect between educational

expenditures and other measures of school quality and student achieve-

ment. Theplaintiffs countered with witnesses and research that disputed

the methodologies and data employedin the studies cited by the defense,

and which indicated a correlation between increases in educational re-

sources and improved pupil achievement.*® In some casesthe plaintiffs

won the argument;®° in others, the courts were unpersuaded.®?

Even whereboth sides draw upon social science evidence and the court

decides between the two competing presentations, there is a possibility that

use of such evidencewill tend to redefine the issueitself. Presentation of

evidence on the relationship between educational expenditures and cogni-

tive achievement implicitly narrows the context within whichtheeffects of

unequal expenditure patterns will be considered. While the twosidesofthis

debate disagree on the effect of school resources, both have accepted the

view that standardized achievement scores are the appropriate focus for

exploring educational outcomes. Since courts and policy makers generally

find it easier to understand a point of agreement than of contention, such

points of accord have moreinfluence on the assimilation of the policy

implications of research than the conclusions of the research itself. Thus,

much of the legal debate surrounding the challenge to present methods of

financing education does not addressthe basic unfairnessreflected by state

arrangements to spend moreon the education of children in rich districts

than in poor ones. Rather, the prima facie inequalities are ignored as the

courts are tortured with the convoluted arguments provided by social

scientists about whether money makesa difference for ‘‘poor kids.’’®?It is

unfortunate that the issue has now become framed in terms of whether

additional expenditures for children in poor schooldistricts will raise their

test scores.°?

A second example of the tendencyof a tacit consensus amonglitigants

having a greater influence on policy formation than the actual research

results, is the controversy overthe effect of school desegregation. Until the

mid-1960’s, the case for racial desegregation was onethatwasbasedlargely

upon the type of society one envisioned.** For those who equateda fair

society with the absence of racial separation, segregation of schools was

contradictory. For those who defined a fair society in other ways, racial

isolation in the educational system wasoflittle consequence. The argument

wasprimarily a moral one, dealing with normative visions of the world.°°
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With the advent of the Coleman Report and the 1967 Reportof the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, Racial Isolation in the Public Schools, a new
dimension was added. These studies attempted to demonstrate that segre-
gated school environments retarded the test scores of black children and
other students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. By 1972, serious
questions were being raised about the validity of the earlier findings.
Reanalysis of the Colemandata did not support the hypothesis that the test
scores of black students were a function of the racial composition of the
schools.*® A subsequent analysis of several longitudinal studies of the
effects of busing argued that the data do not support the conclusion that
racial integration of schools initself will improve the achievementlevels of
racial minorities and that there is at least some evidence that harmful
changesin attitudes take place. *®7

The results of this study were shocking®® dueto the fact that heretofore
there seemingly had been one point of agreement in the social science
studies on desegregation—that ‘‘[i]Jntegrated education will enhance the
academic achievementof minotority groups, and therebyclose(oratleast
substantially reduce) the achievement gap.’’®® Despite the very contradic-
tory literature on school desegregation, the case for desegregation was seen
as hinging primarily on whetherit improves the achievementtest scores of
minority students. Rather than considering what kind of educational policy
regarding school racial patterns is consistent with our democratic ideals,
the issue seemsto be whetheror not blacks and other minorities gain a few
more points on a vocabulary or reading test. This standard is far removed
from the declaration of the Supreme Court of 1954 that the separation of
black children ‘‘becauseoftheir race generatesa feeling of inferiority as to
their status in the community that may affect their hearts and minds in a
way unlikely ever to be undone.’’7° At this stage, the issue has thus been
cast in termsofthe achievementscoresofblacks rather than in termsofthe
larger moral and human dilemmasraised by segregated publicinstitutions.
Thereis little doubt that the research agenda has framedthe issue.

Conclusion

Whatis the properrole of social science in charting educational policy for
improving the life chances of low income and minority students? The
answer to that question is not clear. The question of the relationship
between educational influences and actual adult status addresses a very
complicated area of social and individual behavior. In particular,little is
known about the effects of different school environments on human be-
havior, about underlying theories of human productivity and its determi-
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nants in a particular social setting, about the myriadofother influencesthat

can intervene between the educational strategy and the adult outcomes

manyyears hence, and about the appropriate measurements of even those

factors that do seem relevant. Further, the fact that experimentation as an

empirical investigating tool is politically and practically infeasible limits

severely our ability to uncover the true relationships.

Someobservers may reactto these conclusions by suggestingthe social

science evidence in these complicated areasis likely to be so misleading

and value-laden that we oughtto ignoreit.7! In contrast, some technocrats

will argue that the case against the ability of social science to validate the

relationships between education and life chances has been overstated and

that rapid scientific advances in research methodology will even nullify

those anomalies which have arisen. Both of these views assumethat the

social sciences must play a deterministic role in contributing to policy or

that they can play no role at all. Yet, it may be the heuristic aspectsof social

science research which are mostuseful.

Alice Rivlin has suggested that we acknowledge the development of a

‘‘forensic social science,’’ rather than pretending ‘‘to be part of the tradi-

tion of balanced, objective social science in which the scholar hides (or

claims to hide) his personal biases, and attempts to presentall the evidence

on both sides of a set of questions so that the reader may judge for

himself.’’”2 Using the notion of a forensic social science for addressing

policy issues,’?

scholars or teams of scholars take on the task of writing briefs for or against

particular policy positions. They state whatthe position is and bring togetherall the

evidence that supports their side of the argument, leaving to the brief writers of the

otherside the job of picking apart the case that has been presented anddetailing the

counter evidence.

The problem with such an approachisthat it assumesthatall of the sides

will be fairly represented. But adversary proceedings normally are based

upon only two conflicting points of view.74 Moreover, the fact that the

epistemology of the social sciencesitself limits the analysis to a specific set

of hypotheses (particularly ones that have readily identifiable empirical

consequences) suggests that the issue might be framed in an erroneous

manner. Of course, this type of bias can be avoided by permitting non-

social scientists to enter the forum to present their views and arguetheir

evidence.It is not clear whatcriteria would be used to select such witnesses

noris it obvious how one could determine how manypoints of view should

be permitted. It is also not clear that the courts would attach great weight to

‘‘non-scientific’’ presentations. Finally, the court lacks expertise in select-

ing amongalternative presentations that are grounded in complexstatisti-

cal procedures and highly technical language.’> Of course, the court could



hire its own experts for examining andinterpreting the evidence, but what
guarantees the objectivity of the ‘‘wise men’’ who advise the court?

Social science research can best be used to frame the issues and their
consequencesrather than to obtain conclusive evidence on whatis right
and what is to be done. This approach requires a recognition that while
many aspects of the world cannot be quantified or analyzed in a social
science setting, such factors should be considered along with the results of
social science research.”’ It is not clear that utilization of social science
research in this manneris consistent with an adversary framework. Furth-
er, if social science findings increasingly are used to create what appear to
be technical issues out of essentially moral dilemmas, this presents a
potential social danger. The apparently increasing reliance of the courts on
social science evidence suggests that intensive debate on these issues
should be given high priority.
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Education of the
Disadvantaged: A Problem
of HumanDiversity

 

Edmund Gordon*

Once again, we find ourselves considering problems of educating low-in-
come and low-status persons, with a sense of déja vu and an even greater
sense of embarrassment which borders on shame.I feel déja vu because I
know that we have donethis before. I sense embarrassmentin part because
of the contrast betweenthe affluence of the resort area ofthis conference
and the conditionsoflife in which the people we have cometo talk about
struggle hour after hour, day after day. That embarrassment changesto
shameas I recall that it was fifteen years ago whenI first started attending
meetings like this and more than twenty years ago that I began pro-
fessionally to try to do something about changing the life chances of the
children of the poor. In thosefifteen, twenty, twenty-five years mylife
circumstanceshave greatly improved—ashave yours, largely as a result of
the fact that helping the poor has becomea respectable professional and
research pursuit. Yet the life chances of the people weare supposed to be
helping have changedverylittle. In the early 1960s we did not know what
needed to be doneto makeschool achievement independentofsocial class
and social caste. Most of us thought that more money, extra effort, im-
proved technology would solve the problems of educating the minority
poor. Here in the mid-1970s mostof us agree that to the extent that these
things have beentried, they have not solved the problems. Despite cum-
ulative appropriations of what must be nearly $30 billion and an enormous
amount of sometimes misdirected effort and equivocal research, westill
don’t know how to make school achievement and developmental opportu-
nity independentofsocial position. Our best general predictor of successin
schoolis successful birth into a middle- or upper-class Caucasian family.

I am ashamedthat ourefforts have been so futile. I am not so much

Ten years ago I predicted that we might not succeed, that we mightnottry
hard enough,and that some ofus would try to blame the victimsfor our lack
of success. Permit me to be so immodestas to quote from my ownwriting,
‘Help for the Disadvantaged,’’ published in the American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry, vol. 35, no. 3, April 1965.**
* Columbia Teachers College
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It is tempting to anticipate that the current outbreak of enthusiasm will produce

results consistent with the quality of time, energy, money and concern being

expended. However,in dealing with problems for which solutions are based upon

significant social and scientific advances, popularity and productivity do not neces-

sarily go hand in hand. In the present situation there is grave danger that work with

the unfortunate may, unfortunately, become a fad. So great is the danger, thatit

maynot be outof place to suggest that the appropriate attitude at this time for those

truly concerned with the long-range goal of significantly improving the life chances
of disadvantaged populations, is one of restraint and considered action. It is

obviously not the quantity of effort that will solve the problems here involved.

Work of high quality which more correctly reflects scientific and social reality
finally will give this result.

Having recently reviewed muchof the research and mostof the current programs

concerned with the disadvantaged, I am impressed by thepitifully small though

growing body of knowledge available as a guide to workin this area. The paucity of

serious research attention to these problemshasleft us with little hard data, many

impressions and a few firm leads. What is distressing, however, is the slight

representation of even this research in the rapidly proliferating programs. Much of

whatis being donefor andto the disadvantaged seemsto be guided by the convic-

tion that whatis needed is more of those things we feel we know how to do. Despite

the fact that much of our knowledge and techniques of behavioral change have

proved to be of dubious value in our work with more disadvantaged populations,

these same proceduresandservices now are being pouredinto the new programs.

Althoughserviceto the disadvantaged has become popular, there remains a serious

lack of basic research on the developmental needs of such children as well as on the

applicability of specific techniques of behavioral changeto their directed develop-

ment.

It is not intended to suggest that the extension of known techniques to these

previously neglected populationsis entirely negative. Humanitarian concerncalls

for the use ofall possible resources to relieve human suffering. Whatis suggested1s

that there maybevast differences between whatwe feel we know how to do andthat

which must be done. To settle for what we ‘‘know’’ while we ignore new concepts

and the exploration of new leads renders us less humanitarian,less scientific and

less professional. Unfortunately, our society has permitted us to place the burden of

proof of the worth of our services on the beneficiaries of these services rather than

on the professional workeror the system in which he functions. This has permitted

us to ignore or rationalize our failures. If real progress is to be made, we as

professionals must assume greater responsibility for the success of our work,

recognizing that it is our role to better understand these problems and to design

techniques and measures more appropriate to their solution. It must be clear to all of

us that more counseling is not going to solve the problemsof a population we have

defined as nonverbal. Reading texts in technicolor are not going to solve the reading

problems of youngsters who weclaim are deficient in symbolic representational

skills. Reduced demand curricula and work-study programsare not going to ad-

vance the conceptual development of youth whose conditions of life may have

produced differential patterns of intellectual function which are so frequently

interpreted as evidence of mental retardation rather than as challenges to improved

teaching. Occupational information and aspirational exhortation are not going to

provide motivation for youth who have yet to see employment Opportunities or

employed models with whom they can identify and accessible routes to achieve-
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ment. Intensive psychotherapyis goingto havelittle impacton the neurotic mother
whose energies are consumedbythe Struggle to meet the minimum physical needs
of herself and her children. Similarly, preschool programs which capture the form
but not the contentof someofthe more advanced models are doomedto failure. Nor
will good programs which are not followed by greatly strengthened primary,
elementary and secondary school programs make a majordifference in the lives ofthese children. Improved and expanded mental health services will mean little
unless our nation comesto grips with the problemsof economic, political and social
opportunities for massesof disfranchised and alienated persons.
To honor ourtraditional concern and for the sake of the disadvantaged, it is
essential to recognize thelimitations ofthe currenteffort. If the products of serious
research were as well represented in this effort as the good intentions, theenthusiasm,the ‘‘band-wagon hopping”’ and the grant hunting, we could be morehopeful that meaningful solutions would be found to the problemsof the disadvan-
taged. Unfortunately, some of us viewing the currentefforts are left witha nagging
Suspicion that the net result of many of these programswill be to provide (for thosewho choosetointerpretit so) empirical evidence of fundamental inferiority in thesepopulations we are trying so hard to help. Whenfive or ten years from now thepopulations we nowcall disadvantagedare still at the bottom of the heap, those who
only reluctantly acceded to the current attempts to help may revive their now
dormant notions of inherent inferiority to explain whyall the moneyandall the
effort have failed to produce results. The more likely fact will be that we shall have
failed to producethe desired results simply because weshall havefailed to develop
and apply the knowledge andtheskill necessary to the task. Unlessthe issues are
more sharply drawn, we may not even then recognize the nature of our incom-
petencies. Weseein retrospectthat bleeding wasanineffective cure for the plague,
not becausethe barber-surgeons did not know how to draw blood, but becausethey
did not sufficiently understand the nature of the disease with which they were
dealing.

To honor our commitments to science and professional service, we must under-
Stand the limitations of our knowledge and our practice. Much of what wedois
based on the hopeful assumption that all human beings with normal neurological
endowmentcan be developedfor participationin the mainstream ofour society. We
believe this because we have seen many people from

a

great variety ofbackgrounds
participate and because we want to believe it. But we do not yet have definite
evidence to support our belief. We Operate out of an egalitarian faith without
knowing whetherourgoalsare really achievable. Yet it must be our aim, notonly as
scientists and professional workers, but as humanitarians as well to determine the
potential of human beings for equality of achievement. If in the light of our most
sophisticated and subtle evaluations, we conclude that such equality is not gener-
ally achievable, if in spite of the best we can do it seems likely that some of our
citizens will remain differentiated by their own biology, then weshall merely have
answered a persistent question. We will still have no evidence that group differ-
ences per se imply anyinability on the part of particular individuals to meet the
demandsof society. Wewill then be able to turn our energies to helping individuals
meet those demands. Andif, on the other hand, as webelieve, true equality of
opportunity and appropriate learning experienceswill result in equality of achieve-
ment, then we must so organize our professional services and our society that no
personts kept from achievingthat potential by our indifferenceto his condition, by
the inadequacyor inappropriateness of our service, or by the impediments society



104

deliberately or accidentally placed in his path. It is not an unhopeful paradox that

the only way weshall ever know whetherequality ofhuman achievement is possible

is through providing for all ourcitizens, privileged and underprivileged, the kind of

service and society that assumesit is possible and makes adequate provision for the

same. As we pursue the ‘‘Great Society’’ let us not be misled by the plethora of

activity or companions in the cause.**

A great deal has happenedin the U-S. since 1965. Even though we do

not have final answers, we know somewhat morein 1975 than we knew in

1965. Now,as then, it may be beneficial to think more about what we know

and to try to generate better conceptions of what needs to be done.

Researchrelated to the education of the disadvantaged has covered a

wide variety of approaches and issues. However, most of the work can be

classified under two broadcategories: (1) the study of population charac-

teristics and (2) the description and evaluation of programsandpractices.

In the first category, investigators have focused oneliciting deficits in the

conditions or behaviors of the target population—the ways the groups

studied differ from alleged ‘‘normal’’ populations. In the secondcategory,

whichis only now beginning to build a body of theoretical and descriptive

material, investigators have attempted to describe what goes on in the

schools and to relate such variables as schoolstructure, teaching methods,

or a myriad of special services to student achievement. Whilethefirst type

of study has been conducted largely by educational psychologists, spe-

cialists in testing and measurement, and developmental psychologists, the

second has been the product of anthropologists, sociologists, social

psychologists and, on a more informallevel, teachers who have worked in

the school system. Studies in the former group precedethosein the latter

and have tendedto place responsibility for failure on the children and their

background. Although studies in the latter group grew out of the same

philosophy and were developedwith the goal of designing compensatory

experiences for identified deficiencies, newer research in this group has

begun to emphasizetherole of the educational experience in producing the

observed dysfunctions in performance.

Population Characteristics

Studies within this category can be further divided betweeninvestigations

of performanceandlife conditions. The largest body of research concerns

whatis called ‘‘intellectual performance.’’ Most studies in this area have

concentrated on IQ test results and consistently support the hypothesis

that high economic, ethnic, or social status is associated with average or

high IQ scores, while the reverse—low economic, ethnic, or social

status—is associated with low IQ scoresrelative to the other group.’

** Reprinted with permission of the American Journal ofOrthopsychiatry (New York: Ortho-

psychiatric Association, Inc., 1965).
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A by-product of descriptions of the relationship between socio-
economic status (SES) and/or ethnic groups andintellectual performance
has been the attemptto interpret results with speculations as to causes. On
the one extreme, investigators have seen their workas supporting genetic
determinantsofintelligence:? at the other end of the spectrum, researchers

intelligence. However,the majority ofinvestigators now interpret the data
as reflecting a complex and continuousinteraction betweenhereditary and
environmental forces.‘

In contrast to the huge body ofstatistics and analyses concerning
intellectual status as judged by standardized tests, only limited effort has
been directed at differences in cognitive style. There has been someat-
tempt to factor-analyze standardized tests,®> and one substantial investiga-
tion deals with differential strengths anddeficits in the intellectual function-
ing of different ethnic groups.¢

Anotherarea ofconsiderable researchis thatofthe plasticity ofintellec-
tual development. This work has been conducted by both those investi-
gators who would support the dominanceofgenetic determinantsofintelli-
gence and those who adhereto the importance of environmental factors in
determining the quality of intellectual functioning.’ Building upon Binet’s
early concern with the trainability of intellectual functioning and Montes-
sori’s efforts to modify intellectual performancein children with subnormal
performancelevels, investigators have worked withall] but the most gifted
children.* There is only one major longitudinal study which attempts to
relate intellectual developmentto differencesin environmental conditions:
this investigation traces the developmentof a sample of twins reared in
dramatically different environments over a period of 25 years and shows
significant variations in their level of intellectual functioning.®

Short-term studies dealing with the plasticity of the intellect have led to
mixed feelings. Some reports show intervention to be associated with no
significant change in intellect as measured by intelligence test scores. !°
Others have shown only modest change, and manyofthese results have
been interpreted as reflecting a normalfluctuation in intellectual function
from one test period to another.!! On the other hand, some studies have
demonstrated significant increases when pretreatment and posttreatment
scores are compared.'* Unfortunately, these improvements have not yet
beentested in large populations, and no follow-up studies have been made
after a long enough time period to justify the conclusion of permanent
change.

However uncertain these data may be, there remains among many
researchers the conviction that intelligenceis largely a trainable function.
A numberof studies have attemptedto relate trainability to age.!3 One of
the more pessimistic positions is that, due to the lack of powerful and
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positive environments, the processes underlying intellectual functioning

rapidly lose their plasticity after three years of age.'* More optimistic

reports show typicalIQ gainsof 10 points with adolescents; however, such

gains are still only half as much as can be generated with younger sub-

jects.1®> Studies of such programs as Harlem Prep and Upward Bound

support the hypothesis that big changes in achievement, if not in intellec-

tual functioning, can be effected in adolescence.'®

In general, the data lead oneto concludethat, as measured by standard-

ized tests, significant changes in the quality of intellectual function are

morelikely to occur to the extent that there are powerful positive changes

in environmental interactions, and that these changes occur early in thelife

of the individual. The fact that malleability may decrease with age, how-

ever, may notreflect a recalcitrant character of intellectual functioning.

Rather, what may be operating is the tendencyto rely on earlier patterns of

stimulus processing in the absence of exposure to powerful and different

environmental input. It has been suggested, for example, that the decreas-

ing malleability of intellectual functioning among the urban disadvantaged

may betheresult of prevailing school practices, which do not provide new

positive inputs and which may even reinforce previous maladaptive pat-

terns of functioning.**

As measured by grades, standardized tests, and high school attrition,

there is an abundance of data showing that disadvantaged populations do

not perform as well academically as do more advantaged populations.

Their le wer achievement and higher dropout rates have beenrelated to

such environmental factors as low income(resulting from limited education

and occupationallevel of parents);** health and nutritional deficits ;!9 child-

rearing patterns which do not prepare the children for school;?° cultural

differences between disadvantaged students and their teachers;*’ and ra-

cial isolation and discrimination as well as other school-related variables.”

Demographic studies have fallen into several categories. The more

traditional type has concentrated simply on economic, employment, and

educational levels of the family as they relate to the children’s school

performance.” A newer type attempts to go beyond

a

strictly economic

kind of data and, centering its interest around what has become known as

the ‘‘culture of poverty,’’ examines various aspects of family disorganiza-

tion such as consensual marriage, out-of-wedlock children, divorcerates,

broken homes,and matriarchal or female-dominated households.?* One or

more of these configurations are then related to children’s performance in

school. However, the concept of the ‘‘culture of poverty’ has recently

beenhighly criticized, and a few investigators have begun to focus on those

patterns which maybe adaptive within the school in a depressed environ-

ment, evenifthey are nottotally adaptive within the school environment.?°

The relationship between specific childrearing practices and academic
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achievement has been copiously studied. Concentrating particularly on
mother-child interaction, investigators have identified maternal influences
which maycreate such characteristics as language behavior, task orienta-
tion, and value commitmentin the disadvantaged child. Implicit in these
studies is the assumption of a middle-class norm, and moststudies compare
interactionsin disadvantaged families with those in moreprivileged house-
holds.?® So far there has beenlittle attempt to describe the variations in
childrearing practices among lower-class or minority-group families, and
there has been scant research on those elements in these families which
lead to academic success.27

A neglected area in educational research has been the investigation of
the relationship between health status and school performance. Dataon the
effects of poverty on health and nutrition are substantial, all showing that
disadvantaged populations suffer from poorer health care, a greater pro-
portion of premature deliveries, higher mortality rates, poorer nutrition,
etc.** There is also some research indicating the possible effects of the
health ofthe pregnant motherontheintellectual functioning ofthe develop-
ing child.2® However,there are scant data on the relationship between the
individual’s own health and nutritional condition and his/her cognitive
development or academic performancein school. Thereis alsolittle re-

poorhealth mayresult in lowered performance through impairedefficiency
or reduced energylevels, or, in more serious conditions, through impair-
ment of the nervous system.?°

With the concentrationstill on demographic characteristics, racial and
economic segregation of a disadvantaged population asit relates to school
performanceis one of the most heavily researched areas.?! Investigations
have consistently led to the conclusion that low school achievementis
associated with the concentration of low-income and minority-group stu-
dents in separate schoolsituations (the one possible exception being Orien-
tal students in segregated situations).?? A small group ofstudies focused on
separating out the effects of economic from racial or ethnic isolation, and
the predominating view has been that economic segregation is even more
deleterious to school performancethanis racial segregation. However, the
point has often been madethatit is impossible to draw strictly comparable
socioeconomic groups acrossracial or ethnic lines.33

Related to this research on economic andracial isolation have been
those investigations which focus onthe effects of desegregation on school
achievement. Studies in this area take two forms: those which measure
achievementbefore andafter desegregation, and those which examine the
relationship between the degree of ethnic or economic mix andthe level of
achievement. Research in the former group hasarrived at the conclusion
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that differential response to desegregation is based on such factors as the

reasonsfor desegregation, students’ expectations of how theyare going to

be evaluated in the integrated setting, and the degree of organization or

disorganization in the integrated as comparedto the segregated setting.**

Studies in the latter group, which are usually based on larger populations

than the former, show that desegregation is more likely to be associated

with heightened achievementfor the minority-group child whenthe receiv-

ing school population is predominantly white and middle-class.*? How-

ever, caution is often expressed about applying these findings to smaller

populations and individual cases becauseofthe intervening variables, such

as student expectations or school disorganization.*°

An areaof research whichis crucial to the interpretation of any results

on population characteristics is that of testing and measurement. Most of

the effort in this area has been directed toward validation of the content and

construction of existing standardized tests and the predictive valueoftest

scores.3? Research on testing and measurementof disadvantaged popula-

tions had been largely concernedwith the relative predictability of specific

tests for minority-group versus white students, the efficacy of traditional as

opposed to culture-fair and other innovative tests, and the problemsin-

herent in testing minority-group populations.°* More recently, there has

beeninterestin factorial analyses of test data; the aim of this researchis to

identify specific patterns of functioning in different populations in orderto

understand variations in skills as well as deficits.°® A small group of

investigators has also begun to research the effects of intelligence and

achievementtests on such variables as teacherattitudes, student expecta>

tions, and school administrative policy.*° f

\
\

Programsand Practices

In contrast to the rather well-designed and detailed research into the

characteristics of disadvantaged groups, the description and evaluation of

educational programsand practices for these children have generally been

superficial. There has beenlittle effort at matching treatmentefforts with

the nature and needs of the subject population. Programs are often de-

signed on thebasis of long-standing theoretical models or the special biases

of researchers. Program evaluationsstress little more than the fact or the

magnitudeofthe intervention and a general assessmentofthe impact. What

is lacking are detailed descriptions of the nature of the intervention, the

interaction between the intervention and the learner, and the outcomeof a

particular treatmentor intervention program whenusedwith specific kinds

of learners.
Research on programsand practices can be groupedinto four types on
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the basis of the scope of the subject treated. Most prominentare studies
which report on large-scale projects such as Head Start, Title I, More
Effective Schools, Project Talent, and Upward Bound. A second group of
studies reports on specific programsand services in the schools. A third
attempts to relate administrative and organizational change to student
progress. Changesin attitudes and orientations of school personnelare the
subject of the fourth type.

Large-scale projects run the gamut from preschool to college. The aim
of these programs has been to provide intensive compensatory edu-
cation—school readiness, remediation of lagging achievementlevels, or
supply ofthe necessary skills for success in higher education—to disadvan-
taged students. With the exception of preschool projects, where centers
have developed experimental programs, mostof the large-scale programs
have been moreintensive versions of standard curriculum and teaching
methods.*! The projects have been evaluated by pretreatment and
posttreatmenttest scores and subjective evaluations of student progress;
little research has focused on describing the exact nature of program input
or on following the subjects’ longitudinal developmentoncethe treatment
is completed. #2

Project evaluationsin general indicate that compensatory education has
failed. In those cases where positive findings are reported, it has been
difficult to identify or separate treatmenteffects responsible for the result
from Hawthorneeffects (the impact of a changedsituationitself) or from
Rosenthal effects (the result of changed expectations). However, recent
reviews of the research criticize evaluation methods and indicate that the
tests used may beinsensitive instruments for tapping whateverprogress
might be made.#3

Evaluations of specific programs and services in the schools include
studies of such elements as counseling programs, tutoring projects, special
service personnel(bilingual teachers, reading specialists, paraprofession-
als, etc.), curricular innovations (such as bilingual or ethnically oriented
studies and teacher-student developed materials), and changesin teaching
techniques (individualized instruction, teaching machines, team teaching,
etc).*4 Here too, much of the intervention has been a continuation of
traditional programsandservices, andlittle effort has been given to match-
ing the specific needs of the population with the intervention instituted.
Only projects focusing on curriculum relevance and individualized instruc-
tion have been directed toward matching learner and the learning experl-
ence.*? Adequate evaluations of these programs havealso beenscarce.
Programstend to introduce a numberofservices simultaneously, andit has
been difficult to identify, even in successful programs, the element or
elements which are most instrumental in causing change. ‘46

Until recently, studies of administrative and organizational changein
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the schools have been directed primarily at desegregation. Research on

desegregation in Southern schooldistricts describes the politics and proc-

ess of desegregation, including the implementation of federal guidelines

and community resistance to change.*” Literature on Northern desegrega-

tion deals with the same issues, but also describes the development and

implementation of specific desegregation plans such as bussing and trans-

fer programs, school zoning, or the creation of the middle-school and

education parks.*® As reported earlier, findings onthe effects of desegrega-

tion tend to show that the single most important schoolfactor influencing

academic achievementfor black and other minority-group children(as well

as low-incomestudents) is that the classroom be made up predominantly of

white middle-class students.*°

More recent organizational and administrative changes in the schools

include experiments with homogeneous and heterogeneous groupings,

changesin pupil-teacherratio, and the implementation of parent and com-

munity involvement. Major research on ability grouping showsthatit has

no measurable effect on student achievement.®®° When homogeneous

grouping causes de facto segregation, it may, in fact, lower the achieve-

ment of minority-group and low-income students.*’ Changes in pupil-

teacher ratio have been studied by a numberofinvestigators with differing

viewpoints; and as might be expected, the conclusions reached vary ac-

cordingto the point of view of the researcher.** Since extensive parent and

community involvementarestill relatively new areas for investigation,

there is no definitive work on this subject. However, a numberofresearch-

ers have hypothesizedthat the influence of parent and community forces in

the schools may provide a powerful force for instituting needed changes in

both the children and the schools.*? Several investigators have linked the

“sense of fate control,’ which has been found necessary for school

achievement, with parental involvement in the schools.°* One majorre-

search project concludes that the only hope for narrowing the spatial,

cultural, and emotional gap between schoolpersonnel and school children

is through introducing parents and other community members into the

schools.°°

There is a rapidly growing body of research which relates teacher

attitudes and expectations to student performance. Studies in this area

point to the debilitating effect of low teacher expectations.®® A number of

investigations have been aimedat identifying factors which form teacher

attitudes and behavior.®” So far, this research is inconclusive, but indica-

tions are thatit is not social class backgroundalone, as previously thought,

which creates either positive or negative attitudes and behaviors toward

disadvantaged children.** Without any clear indications of what causes

teachers’ negative attitudes toward low-income and minority-group chil-
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dren, a few studies have focused on the possibilities of changing teacher
attitudes. Research in this area is difficult to interpret, since positive
changes are usually measured by answers to a questionnaire®® and thus
indicate little more than the fact that teachers have learned more ‘‘accept-
able’’ responses. It has been hypothesized that artificially changing
teachers’ expectations of student performance can create measurable
change in student achievement; but data on this subject also remains
inconclusive. ®°

A brief examination of the work which has been done over the past few
years indicates that many investigators are turning their attention to the
vitally important problem of quality education for the many disadvantaged
youngsters in our society. These concerned educators are directing their
efforts to a variety ofproblems. Butthe variety of questions to be answered
only servesto indicate the complexity ofthe problems, and there remain, in
addition to the many unanswered questions, many problems with the
answers we have and the methodsused in obtaining them.

1. A commonfault amongthose investigators concerned with population
characteristics among disadvantaged groups has been the tendency to
view all the many groupsinvolved as constituting one homogeneous
population, with a commonsetof problems anddeficits and a common
set of needs. The real problem maylie in the degrees and types of
differences between groups.

2. A result of this hasty attitude on the part of one set of researchers has
been the tendency of those educators concerned with compensatory
program design to search for the program or the remedial approach
which will prove to be the magic answerto this problem whichis called
‘the disadvantaged learner.’’ Attention is diverted from the problem of
designing specific approachesto benefit specific learner characteristics.

3. The tendencyin past research has been to concentrate on quantitative
data to the neglect of those qualitative analyses and process variables
which may provide more useful keys to successful individual treat-
ments.

4. Much of the research evaluation has simplistically tended to relate
single variables, avoiding the morerealistic conclusion that the complex
process of behavior determination must be the result of complicated
intéractions of many variables and conditions.

5. In a failure to maintain the traditional research stance of objectivity,
investigators too often have yielded to the assumption that those
variations from the assumed norm whichtheir research discovers con-
stitute deficits to be overcome in the education of the groups being
studied. There has been an almost general neglect of the possibility that
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these differences, once carefully defined and determined, may be used

as helpful featuresin the design of new educational treatments which are

more appropriate for the children to whomthey are applied.

6. Far too frequently, evaluators of specific programs or practices have

gone no further than to look for certain improvementsin the program's

subjects; when these changesare not noted, the immediate assumption

is that the compensatory practice does not work; some have even gone

so far as to assert that compensatory education as a whole cannot work.

Thesekinds of assertions have been madewith no attempt to determine

the quality of the program used,or evenif the program as described was

actually implemented. Often the fact of intervention is assumed to be

sufficient effort to merit results, and when thoseresults are not forth-

coming, the tendencyis to place the blame on the pupils, not on those

responsible for assuring the quality of the program.

7. Sloppy experimental design is a frequent fault in research to date, and

with the increasing complexity of our society, improvementin the useof

controls cannot be expected unless a great deal of expert attention Is

turned to this problem.

8. Too much of educational research has been turned to the purpose of

proving a hypothesis, andtoolittle research effort has been spentin that

kind of systematic observation whichleads to theory generation. Given

our lack of successso far in this vital field, all our efforts should be bent

toward the fostering of new ideas, instead of the reworking of old and

tired arguments andfailures.

In reviewing briefly, as we have donehere, the progress to date in

research on the disadvantaged, I think wefind in our list of weaknesses

several important insights which not only apply to future research, but also

have valuable implications for those of us who are more concerned with

practice. Although it is certainly important to bring increased technical

competence to research issues, improved research design simply cannot

compensatefor the lack of programsor material available for study. Thisis

the problem we cannotavoid facing: if we can gain any general impression

of the field, it is that not one program of demonstrated effectiveness hasyet

been successfully implemented ona large scale.

Two basic problemslie behind this disturbing failure. The first 1s the

crippling lack of funds for meaningful large-scale innovation. In a report

prepared for the Civil Rights Commission recently, Jablonsky andI esti-

mated that the cost of an effective effort would be $100 billion per year,

whichis just about double what weare presently spending on education in

the United States.*! In a more modestestimate, prepared for the same

body, David Cohen suggested that it would be necessary to spend $10
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billion more each year than we nowarespending. Even this lower figure
contrasts dramatically with the $1 to $2 billion yearly whichis in actuality
allotted to the effort to bring about quality education for disadvantaged
children and youth.

However, even when moneyis available, we face anothercritical
shortage:a lack of effective ideas for the bestutilization of available funds.
By 1966, when I worked with Wilkerson on a national survey of compen-
Satory education programs, we found verylittle that was substantially
different from traditional approaches to education. In 1968, conducting a
similar survey with Adelaide Jablonsky,I did observe a few programswith
promise, but their reflection in widely accepted practice was minimal. Still
another study, conducted by Hawkridge in 1969, found few programs
associated with significant changesin the level of achievement. In review
of his data, it becomes clear that he was no more successful than my
colleagues andI in identification of substantive innovationsin this field that
is sO desperately in need of change.

Obviously, then, we are not putting high creative conceptions or the
necessary national resourcesinto this task. I am not impressedthat we are
utilizing the valuable research information whichis available to us. What
are some of the conceptions and research leads which we can use im-
mediately to improve the outlook for the attainment of a higher level of
effort?

Upon completing the study with Wilkerson, I concluded that more
effort was needed to improvetechnical educational procedures designed to
change cognitive function. I felt then that we greatly needed to improve
formal teaching behavior. I am certainly not ready to back awayfrom this
position now,but I do think thereis increasing evidencethatthis cognitive
emphasis may notreally be the most productive pursuit at this time; the
field of education and its supporting sciences may not be able to move
quickly enough to make meaningful modification in cognitive functions a
viable goal. Zigler has suggested that affective processes may be more
malleable and that we maybetterbe able to modify affective than cognitive
functions. In addition, we have good reason to believe that appropriate
changesin affective state are likely to result in significant changes in the
quality of cognitive function. I must emphasize that I do not mean to abandon
a concern for understanding and improvingteaching. I do believe that most
aspects of the teaching-learning processcanbe identified and refined, that
this process can be systematized, and that educability is primarily a func-
tion of the quality of the learning experiences to which pupils are exposed.
However, although I believe that teaching may becomescientifically
based, I think we maynotat present be able to identify sufficiently and
apply those underlying scientific principles to the task at hand. However,
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we do seem to havebetter leads toward levers for involving ourselves and

pupil environments in the changing ofattitudes, feelings, motivation, and

task involvement.

Without demeaning the cognitive aspect, I think we maystill conclude

that effort directed at better understanding and more appropriately design-

ing and controlling the social-psychological conditions in which learning

occurs may, in the present period, be a more appropriate strategy. The

rationale, viewedin light of the current sociopolitical scene, is obvious and

lends additional support for this position. Many argue that formal educa-

tion, divorced from the main currents ofthelife experiences of our pupils,

is perceived by them asirrelevant and retards academic development. Asa

result, such issues as ethnic studies, participatory democracy, and decen-

tralization are seen as possible levers for making the learning experience

more relevant to the conditionsof life, and more conducive to success for

greater numbersand varieties of students.

Once we have conceded the importance of social and psychological

conditions to successin learning, we will find ourselves with a valuable tool

if we extend ouruseofit far enough. In the past, our concern with analysis

of pupils has been characterized by a heavy emphasis on identification of

levels of achievement. What we need nowis greater qualitative analysis of

learning behaviors, combined with the matching of this broader range of

characteristics to the design of appropriate learning environments and

experiences. Of course, this is not a simple task, since we know very little

about the ecological or psychological environments of our pupils. Clinical

psychology has at least provided us with models for investigating

psychological environments, that is, the way in whichindividuals perceive

their effective environment; but this expertise has not yet been systemat-

ically applied to education. The study of ecological environments, that is,

the physical, social, and political conditions of the surroundings in which

learning occurs, is still in its infancy. Yet it is increasingly clear to me that

differences in achievement are more related to the circumstances and

conditions in which learning occurs and the extent to which the environ-

ment supports the mastery of the learning task than they are a function of

variations in measuredintelligence. Looking at these variationsin intelli-

gence, we don’t see a sufficient relationship betweenalleged potential and

actual performanceto saythat intelligence, as we know how to measure it,

is the sole or most important factor; but the conditions under whichlearn-

ing occurs, the degree of support they provide for learning—these appearto

be very important indeed.

Now if we agree that there exists wide variance in the character and

quality of the learning behaviors that children bring to school, and if we

agree that the conditions under which learning and development occur can

influence the quality of achievement, then it is possible to conclude that
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relationships between quality of learning behaviors and quality of learning
conditions may be of importance as determinants of quality of achieve-
ment. If this somewhat complex statement of a rather simple concept
holds, it has critical significance for conceptualizing the central issue in the
education of the poor or disadvantaged.

For more than a score of years the concept of ‘‘equal educational
opportunity’’ has dominated our thinking. The concept grew out of court
litigations aroundissuesrelated to ethnic segregation in public education.
As a nation, wehaveaffirmed our commitmentto equality of educational
opportunity for all and have translated this to mean equal access to the
educational resources provided to the populus through public funds. Butif
mylittle paradigm is permitted to stand, equal opportunity may not ade-
quately reflect the implicit commitments of a democratic, diverse, and
pluralistic society. If what we are committed to is to make educational and
other achievements independentof ethnic group, social class, sex group,
religious group, or geographic origins, concepts such as diversity and
justice may be more worthyof ourtradition. Diversity focuses our atten-
tion on those aspects of difference or variance in human characteristics
which have relevance for pedagogical and developmental intervention.
Justice moves beyond a concernfordistributive equality to a concern for
distributive sufficiency. When wespeakofdistributive sufficiency, we are
immediately forced to look to questions of need rather than share. The
functional education question becomes, ‘‘What do the special character-
istics of this person suggestthat the intervening institutionsof society do to
enable this individual to function with adequacy andsatisfaction?’’ The
answer to that question should dictate the quality and quantity of the
educational or developmental intervention. The program indicated may
violate our more narrow conceptions of equality, but given the compelling
facts of diversity in our people, it may be the only way in which we
approach justice. For the next period in the history of our nation, let us
build on our commitment to equality of Opportunity with a new commit-
ment to the nurturance of human diversity and the achievement of social
justice.
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Equality and Diversity in
Education

Arthur R. Jensen*

Gordon’s long and complex chapter, which I have been asked to discuss,
touches upon so manyofthe important problemsofthe current educational
scene that a comprehensivediscussionofall its points would require a work
at least as long. Since that is impossible here, I shall try to focus my
discussion on only a few of the main points that seem to most warrant
further attention.

At many conferences on the problemsofeducation, we often emphasize
points ofdisagreement more than points ofcommonagreement.It would be
worthwhile if educators and behavioral scientists could spend some time
discussing their points of agreement. We need more consensus as to
(1) whatprecisely the problemsare that we should be most concerned with,
(2) what is known about the conditions and causes underlying these prob-
lems, and (3) what is known that can feasibly contribute to a solution. Each
of us is more qualified, by experience and interests, to contribute to one of
these facets more than to the others. There may well be a sizable area of
disagreement amongprofessionals concerning each of these points. Yet,
unless educators and behavioral scientists can find some common core of
agreement about someof the problems and the relevant facts, we haven’t
even taken the first step toward a solution.

Technological advances of any kind depend upon a hard core of
agreed-uponfacts, principles, and theories. Our physicists and engineers
could never have harnessed the energy of the atom or put a man on the
moon without a tremendous commoncore of agreement amongall those
involved in these achievements. Oneof the chief aims of behavioral scien-
tists today should be to determine just how large a core of agreement there
exists as a basis for discussing educational problems. If there is not some
substantial body of knowledge upon which we can agree at this point, then
one mightjustifiably demand to know just what socialscientists and edu-
cational researchers have been doing in their heyday of multimillion-dollar
grants from federal research funding in the years since 1960. It would be

denominator of agreement among researchers and educators concerning
educational problems, their nature, causes, and solutions. If the areas of

*

Universityof California, Berkeley.
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agreementare scant, then it is about time we foundout why, and proceeded

to obtain the crucial factual information that must compel agreement

amongall rational persons. A most important property of scientific investi-

gationis that it can compel agreement despite philosophic, ideological, or

political differences—that is, unless scienceitself is corrupted by politics,

as was so well exemplified by Lysenkoism in the U.S.S.R. Are there

realities of human psychology that exist independently of our differing

political and social philosophies and upon whichall must agree that need to

be taken into accountif we are to find ways for public education to serve

better the whole society?

Big problems like ‘‘educational inequality’’ have to be greatly sub-

divided even to be discussed, to say nothing of being solved.

Dividing the problem should be a basic principle, and we need to keep

on dividing the problem until we get downto the raw specifics about which

we can determine just what can or cannotbe done in quite concrete terms.

It can be likened to troubleshooting in repairing machinery or electronic

equipment—aprogress through a branchingtree, going from recognition of

a general problem (‘‘for some reason this car doesn’t run’’), through

various diagnostic branchesto specific causes (‘‘the fuel line is clogged’’).

Atthis point possible or probable solutions can be evaluated in termsofthe

reality principle—thatis, in light of known resources, costs, and social and

political conditions. Problem solution must take into account the gap

between utopia and the U.S.in 1975. In the real world, such as itis, public

education is the art of the feasible.

A first step in dividing the problem of educational inequality can be

shownasfollows:

 

Individual Group

Input I] IG

Conditions CI CG

Output Ol OG

 

Now, instead of one problem—inequality—to talk about at a high level of

generality and abstraction, we have six problem areasto talk about, some

more crucial than others. Of course, each of these could be further sub-

divided, as would be necessary if we are to comefully to grips with them,

which we can’t do at this broad-gauge conference.

What does the above table mean? It can be likened to an industrial

manufacturing process, as unappealing as this may seem in talking about

the education of children. But the analogy is useful up to a point.

Input refers to the raw materials with which the school mustdeal. It is

the total nature of the children (whateverthe causesof that nature) the day
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they enter school; also it is the extraschool influences that Shape thechildren when they are outside of school, influences over which the schoolitselfhas virtually no control, and which the children bring with them everyday that they attend school.
Conditions refers to what the school itself is and does, in terms ofphysical plant, curriculum, quality of teachers, staff morale, instructional]facilities, management of instruction, pupil-teacher ratio, special services,

and so on.

(How much ofwhat was taughtdid the children actually learn?) as wellas toother benefits of the school experience to the individual, in terms ofoverallpersonal developmentandself-realization.
Inequalities in each of these factors—input, conditions, and output—can be viewedand studied from the standpoint ofIndividual differences orGroup differences. The meaning of ‘‘individual differences”’ is obvious—differences between personsas individuals. ‘‘Group differences” refers to

Statistical differences between various racial, ethnic, or social class groups
in the school population. Such groups are aggregates of individuals who
happen to beclassified together because they share somefeatures in
common—the income bracket of their parents, their neighborhoods, or
their racial or nationalorigins.

Thestatistics ofgroups have properties oftheir own which do notinhere
in individuals as such. Means and standard deviations and correlations and
heritability coefficients and percentage overlapsare groupstatistical phe-
nomenawith noreferents to any given individual. A most important lesson
that must be taught to everyoneis that noneofthesestatistics inherein the
individual and that no one’s fate is determined by his orher particular group
meanor anyotherstatistic computed from aggregationsof persons. Statis-
tics can describe groups. They do not determine individualfates.

Aboutthe input factors we can ask whetherthe problemsof inequality
are better dealt with as individual differences or as group differences, orif
the inequalities need to be classified in ways that make someofthem better
dealt with as individual differences and others as group differences.

Cultural difference and perhaps some personality, attitudinal, and value
differences may best qualify for consideration in the group input (GI) cell.
But these factors, in my opinion, are minor contributors, amongall the
input variables, to variance in the output, particularly scholastic achieve-
ment in the traditional sense.

Whatweidentify as cognitive ability differences are the input factor
which is undoubtedly the most highly correlated with output. Two funda-
mental things can be said here on which I believe the evidence is so
overwnelming as to command practically universal assent among all who
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conscientiously study and understand the evidence. If I am wrong in

supposing this, then we are not as far ahead as I had imagined, and we'll

have to go back to our spadework in basic psychology.

First, there is thefact that there 1s a factor of general cognitive ability

which accounts for the largest part of individual differences in all tests or

measurements involving complex cognitive processes. A tremendousdi-

versity of tests tap this generalfactor. It underlies the positive correlations

among all tests of complex mental functions. The general factor, tradi-

tionally called ‘‘general intelligence,’’ is not the whole of mental ability, but

it is more important than any other single ability identified by the factor

analysis of mental tests. Technically, this general factoris thefirst principal

componentin anylarge battery of diverse, complex mentaltests. Standard

intelligence tests measure individual differences in this general factor,

although they do so imperfectly and sometests do a better job than others.

A numberof these various tests (so as to achieve as much diversity as

possible) given at, say, yearly intervals from ages 6 to 18, and averaged

(preferably in the form of a factor score on the first principal component)

would provide a very reliable and valid measure of the individual’s stand-

ing. relative to others, in“ general intelligence.”

Second, there is thefact that objective measures of scholastic achieve-

ment(i.e., how much and howwell the child learns of whatis specifically

taught in school) show a large generalfactor. The most reliable measure of

this general scholastic achievementfactor for an individual is obtained by

averaging a large numberof assessments takenat regular intervals over the

entire course of schooling.

Evenif the cognitive ability tests consist of nothing that is a part of the

school curriculum, and if the achievement tests measure only what iS

actually taught in school, the first principal componentor general factor of

the ability tests and the first principal component of the scholastic

achievementtests are so highly correlated in a population which has had

moreorless the same scholastic experience as to be regardedas virtually

the same factor. This one general factor, however, usually accounts for

slightly more of the total variance in the ability tests than in the scholastic

achievementtests, since other factors involving motivation, personality,

special aptitudes for particular subjects, and the like, enter more into

scholastic achievement than into performance on cognitive ability tests.

But the largest sourceofvariance(i.e., individual differences) is essentially

the samegeneral factor of cognitive ability.

Thus, this general factor is the single most important input variable as

far as scholastic performance is concerned. All the large-scale studies of

the correlates of scholastic achievement, both in Europe andin the United

States, are consistent in showing very muchgreater correlations between

input and output(as defined above) than between conditions and output.
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Table 7-1

Percentage of Total Variance and Average IQ Difference in WISC-R Full-scale IQs Attributable to Each of Several SourcesOT
.

Percent of Average IQSource of Variance
Variance Difference

Between races (independent of SES) 14 12Between SES groups (independentof race) 8 hoo 6Between families (within race and SES groups) 29 9Within families
44 hrs 12Measurement Error
5 4

Total
100 17eee

For our present purpose it seems unnecessary to go into the causes ofInput differences. The schooltakes input differences as given. Whatever

In discussing input problems, it has becomealmosthabitual to focus on
group differences. Racial and social class differences are a reality, of
course, but we are too aptto lose sight of the fact that the largest part of the
problem ofinput differences would remain evenif all the group differences
to which we have given so muchattention were completely eliminated.

I have recently analyzed some data on the newly revised Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC-R) (Wechsler, 1974), which is one of
our best measuresofthe general cognitive ability factor. The data are based
on a perfectly random sample ofall California school children, ages 6 to 12,
except that the sample was drawn in sucha Wayas to equalize the numbers
of black and white children (622 of each). (All other minority groups were
omitted from this analysis.) We can divide up the total variance in WISC-R
IQs to show whatpercentage of the total variance (i.e., the mean squared
differences amongall individuals) is independently attributable to each of
several sources. The results, shown in Table 7-1, will be surprising to
many.

Wesee that race (white-black) and socioeconomicstatus (a 10-point
scale of SES) together account for only 22 percentof the total variance.
Average differences between families within each race and SES group
account for 29 percent, and differences among children within families
accountfor 44 percent. Thus, even ina school with 50 percent whites and 50
percent blacks(any other split would yield a lowerracial variance), the race
plus SES differences would contribute less than one-fourth of the total
cognitive abilities variance that the schools have to deal with.
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The last column in Table 7-1, headed ‘* Average IQ Difference,’’ means

that the average IQ difference found by averaging the IQ differences

betweenall possible pairs of children, e.g., all possible pairs of black versus

white children, would show an averagedifference of 12 1Q points—whichis

just the same as the average IQ difference found between pairs of

children—full siblings—from the same family. The average difference be-

tween children (all of the same race) selected from different SES groupsis

only 61Q points, whichis less than the average difference between families

in the same SES category! The average difference between the IQsof the

sameindividual tested on two occasionsis 4 points. The average difference

betweenpairs of personsselected at random fromthetotal population is 17

IQ points.

Whatall this means is that if we are concerned with input differences in

the variable that counts the mostin schooling, we should probably be more

concerned about individual differences than about group differences—

unless it could be shown that the group differences are in some way

essentially different from individual differences. If they are not essentially

different, then differences between individuals classified as members of

different groups can betreated as individual differences.

In fact, it is very hard to find differences between groups that do not

behavejustlike individual differences as far as abilities and schooling are

concerned. Thoughthereare average group differences on cognitive ability

tests, we find it impossible either by direct inspection or by fine-grained

statistical analyses to discriminate between the intelligence test protocols

of black and white children. Thereis just nothing you canfind in the child’s

test performanceitself that will tell you whethera child with an IQ of, say,

100 is black or white. The sameis true of scholastic achievementtests.

Moreover, the correlations amongvarioustests are the same for black

as for white children, and tests of cognitive ability predict scholastic

performance the samefor black children as for white (Jensen, 1974a, 1974b;

Humphreys, 1973). In dealing with individual children, race and social

class per se seem to makenodifference. I have never seen any demonstra-

tion that individual prescription for any educational purpose need take race

into accountatall.

Group differences in the distribution of scholastic aptitudes and at-

titudes, however, may take on an importanceof their own under two main

sets of conditions: (1) when low aptitudes or poorattitudes for schooling

becomeheavily concentrated in certain schools, as we have seen in some

urban ghetto schools, and (2) when ‘‘representative equality’’ becomesthe

main criterion of the school system’s effectiveness.

The two problems, (1) and (2), I believe are related. Muchofthefirst

problemis a result of frustration leading to aggression and demoralization

due to insistence on a moreorless uniform, lock-step curriculum through-



focusing on individuals in education, and evaluating educational programsin terms of their effectiveness in maximizing individual potential ratherthan in termsof equalizing groupdifferences. However,I would notignoregroup identity in research to evaluate school outcomes, becauseif, say,black and white children equated on key input variables showed up assignificantly different on the output variables, I would wanttofind out whyand see what might be done aboutit.
Now we cometo the conditions part of our table. Here is whereeducational equality can be most clearly assessed and inequalities mosteasily remedied, given the will and the resources to do so. The main pointconcerning equality of conditions that most educators and behavioral sci-entists now agree onis that equality shouldn’t be interpreted as uniformity

of curriculum,instruction, Services, andfacilities, but equality ofopportu-
nityfor a diversity ofconditions suited to the diversity ofindividualabilities
and needs of the pupils.

It seems quite justified to pay attention to group differences in the
category of conditions. Equality of educational opportunity will not be-
comea reality until all groups in society enjoy equality of conditions as here
defined. The quality of education should be the samefor all. This is largely
what Gordon means whenhe speaksof achieving ‘‘justice in a diverse

One point that we don’t understand well enoughis the interaction of
conditions and input and output. Parents generally view poor output as
poor conditions. There is sometruth in this. When output 1s poor andis
associated with a demoralized school atmosphere,the conditionsforlearn-
ing are adversely affected for all children, regardless of the objective
equality of those conditions which are directly under the school’s control.
The input and output aspects of a school seem to Carry more weight with
parents than the school conditionsperse. Thisis in large measurethe basis
of public resistance to bussing and enforced racial integration of the
schools. It is largely responsible for the ‘‘white flight’’ from the schools and
neighborhoods when these measuresare instituted. But one of the most
cogent argumentsfor bussing,etc., is that in some casesit has proved to be
the only way of getting equality of conditions. As long as schools are de
facto segregated, itis argued, the system under white majority control will
not grant equality of conditions. This whole issue has never been suffi-
ciently examined and discussed publicly. The problemsof racial integra-
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tion of schools are problems moreofdiffering values and attitudes and the

public’s perception of these, than of differing academic abilities per se.

Problemsin this realm are whitewashedby school peopleso often thatit

is difficult to obtain much objective evidence, and the largely sub rosa

discussion of these problemsconsists mostly of word-of-mouth personal

anecdotes of teachers, children, and parents who have had experience in

forcibly integrated schools. A thorough description and diagnosis of these

conditions may prove painful, but it may be a necessary step toward

improving the situation. The U.S. Senate Committee report on school

vandalism, headed by Senator Birch Bayh,is an important though disturb-

ing attempt to describe and diagnosea part of this problem in the schools.

Again, it is not a racial problem perse, but neither is it uncorrelated with

school input and outputvariables.

The overriding question among educators today is how to manage

conditions so as to improve output. We are getting away from thinking of

this as equalizing output and are now thinking more in termsoftrying to

make the outcomesofeducation beneficial to every child, even thoughthis

may explicitly mean quite different outcomes for different children. This

goal, which seems to me very realistic, runs into direct conflict with the

goal of representational equality of output, which I consider inappropriate

(not necessarily unrealistic) as an educational goal. If group differencesare

diminished as a by-product of attempting to maximize the benefits of

education to all individuals, all well and good. But educational programs

should not be evaluated on that basis.

Concern with representational equality—i.e., the same percentage of

every group meeting a given criterlon—exaggerates group differences.

Becauseofthe nature of the normal or Gaussiandistributionof abilities and

achievements,a relatively small difference in group averages can make for

enormousdifferences in the percentage of persons in each group whofall

above or below somegiven selection cutoff. It will be muchless fruitful

educationally to go on emphasizing thesestatistical percentage differences

than to focus on the scholastic progress madeby individual children.

Three classes of educational conditions have been proposedforincreas-

ing the benefits of education toall children. These are: (1) the ‘‘problem of

the match’? or ‘“‘readiness,’’ (2) aptitude x training interaction, and

(3) computer-assisted instruction.

(1) Gordon emphasizesfirst the ‘“‘problem of the match,”’ an old con-

ceptfirst labeled by Piaget and popularized in education circles by Hunt.It

simply means matchingthe instruction to the child’s ‘‘readiness”’ or ‘‘entry

skills.’’ It amounts to teaching the child what heor sheis able to learn under

the prevailing instructional procedures. Children differ greatly in readiness

for various school learning tasks. Good teachers have always taken ac-

count of this, but our past emphasis on equality of conditions,I fear, has led

us to neglect readiness factors. Much that we struggle to teach in the
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primary grades could well be postponedto later grades for many children,entirely to their benefit. A great dealof early failure experiencesin schoolcould be cut down by moreattention to readiness.
There are dangersin this, too, of course. Putting off instruction in, Say,reading or arithmetic, because of a Supposed lack of the pupil’s readiness,can be used as an excusefor not teaching at all. So the readiness factorrequires a greatdeal of thought and planning to avoid abuse. Butifintelli-gently managed, it could have considerable consequencesin the economyof teaching andin final achievement levels.

residual effects of the early instruction in these cognitive skills (Jensen,1973, pp. 72-102; Kohlberg, 1968).
(2) The aptitude x training interaction, called ‘‘ATI”’ for short, isanother possible means for coping with individual differences, Whatit

means is that we can get better achievement from everyone by using
different teaching methodsfordifferent persons than by teaching everyone
in the same way. By varying instructional techniques, the teacher can
presumably optimize each pupil’s scholastic achievementandgreatly re-
duce the wide rangeofindividual differences that results with more orless
uniform instruction for everyone.

So far in educational research,the fruits of ATI are a mere hope, nota

the school curriculum can be pointed to, as well as subjects x methods
interactions in the very limited tasks of the experimental psychology labo-
ratory, but as yet no broad effective instructional program involving ATI
for scholastic subject matter has been demonstrated. No one hasyet found
a wayof appreciably reducing the achievementdifferences predicted by IQ
differences, which, as I pointed out earlier, contribute the largest part of the
variance in scholastic performance (Jensen, 1975, pp. 69-70).

Since rote learning and memory abilities have been found to show
rather low correlations with IQ, it has been suggested that perhapsgreater
use can be madeof these abilities in school learning; and in fact the few
instances ofATI that have been demonstrated as in the learningofarithme-
tic, have consisted of rote learning versus conceptual learning of the
subject matter. Low-IQ children were somewhat more successful with rote
learning instruction while high-IQ children did better under instruction
emphasizing a more abstract and conceptual approach (Anderson, 1941;
Cronbach, 1967). Bereiter’s suggestion** of making the instruction less
™ Editor’s note: See ‘IQ Differences and Social Policy’’ by Car] Bereiter in Chapter8 ofthisvolume.
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cognitively loaded for some children with below-average IQs, while mak-

ing more use of their rote learning and memoryabilities, which are not

highly tied to IQ, is in the same vein.

(3) Computer-assisted instruction, called ‘‘CAI,’’ has permitted a

greater diversity of instructional techniques that can be managed by a

single classroom teacher charged with teaching some twenty or thirty

children. In fact, some CAI programs have used as many as 70 different

program variations per 100 pupils, in order to deal with the problem of

individual differences in learning styles and learning rates. But whatthis

research has consistently shownis that while it raises the average level of

achievement for all children, it also increases the spread of individual

differences. It seems to be impossible to maximize the overall mean and

minimize the variance (i.e., individual differences) at the same time. Dif-

ferencesstill are highly related to IQ.

Nevertheless, CAI is beneficial. With it, more children acquire essen-

tial scholastic skills and knowledge than would do so in the same amountof

time in ordinary class instruction. Also, CAI greatly reduces certain moti-

vational barriers for slow-learning children. Since each child works indi-

vidually at a program that best suits his or her own pace and level of

readiness, differences in performanceare visible only to the teacher and do

not act as stigma and punishmentto the pupil’s self-esteem, as so often

results when the pupil’s performancein classis visible to all the other

classmates.

A third approach nowbeingseriously discussed in educationalcirclesis

a muchgreaterdiversification of school curricula and organization after the

elementary grades, at about 12 years of age. The range of abilities and

interests is too great for all to benefit from continuation in academically

oriented curricula. European school systems have long recognized this

fact, but unfortunately in Europe the educational diversification after age

12 or so has been moreclosely associated with social class differences than

we knowis warrantedin termsofthe wide distribution of academictalent in

all social classes.

A greater diversity of curricula and educational goals, involving more

vocational education, work apprenticeship programsin industry, and the

like, could be tolerated in the United States only if selection for various

programs were highly flexible and based on frequent and continuing as-

sessmentofthe child’s progress throughthefirst several years of school. At

age 10 there should be a comprehensive assessmentofthe child’s level of

mastery of basic scholastic skills needed for coping in an industrialized

society. For those whofall below a certain reasonablestandard,the school

should make special provisions for bringing children’s mastery of the

basics up to a functional standard between the ages of 10 and 12. The

techniques of ‘‘mastery learning’’ seem most appropriate in this context.



more than a certificate of attendance, neededto gain entry into the job
market. What wesee, as a result, is an inflation of educational credentials.
It can be counteracted only by ‘‘decredentializing’’ the job market and
insisting that hiring and promotion of personnel be based strictly on job-
related skills and aptitudes. Selection procedures should be made more
job-specific and not be based upon formal educational credentials remote-
ly, if at all, related to the particular job or training program applied for.
Objectivejob-validated tests and work-sample assessments are much pref-
erable to general educational credentials, and their wider use would give
greater incentive for the acquisition of functional job-related skills.

The schools should not be charged with solving all the social and
economic problems of society. Yet they must mesh with the economic
System in waysthat can benefit in some degree all who are required by law
to spend a decade or moreoftheir lives in school. A growing youthful
population, a shrinking job market, the technologizing of many forms of
work, and the increasing variance in scholastic abilities in the population
associated with markedly differential birthrates among population groups
differing in scholastic aptitudes—suchfactors can be expected to addto the
problemsof the schools in the nearfuture. Either universal compulsory
education will have to evolve rapidly into something quite different from
the traditional pattern, or we can expectfuture historians to look back upon
it as the greatest dinosaur among our public institutions.
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[Q Differences and Social
Policy

 

Carl Bereiter*

(2) Although generalintelligencewill probably continue to be the main
factor determining scholastic achievement, schooling too can be carried
out in ways that dependless onthis factor.

(3) Although thereislittle chance that education can substantially re-
duceindividualdifferencesin intelligence, there is much to be gained from
trying to raise the overall level ofintelligence in society through education.

(4) Although methods of substantially increasing the intelligence of
normal people are practically nonexistent, there is justification for con-
tinued basic research to discover such methods.

It is impossible, within the scope of this chapter, to discuss these
propositions in much depth.In particular, I have to ask the readerto take
the first part of each proposition on authority, in order to proceed with a
consideration of the second and morecontroversial part.

Making WorkLess Dependent on IQ

As technology advances, the work that a person can accomplish comesto
depend less and less on physical and sensory abilities. In the process, of
course, accomplishment comes to depend more and more on the higher
intellectual abilities that are a uniquely human possession. While this is on
the whole

a

benefit to people, the benefit is not shared equally by all. People
who have less than the normal endowmentofintellectual abilities find
themselves cut off from many avenues to achievement and Status, even
though they possess abilities which in another time might have held themin
goodstead.

* The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education.
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Intelligence is by no means the only factor determining occupational

status—overall it accounts for only a small part of the variation in

attainment—but it appears to be a necessary condition for many occupa-

tions. There are indications that between World War Land World WarII the

number of occupations that exclude people of low intelligence increased

(Freyer, 1922; Harrell and Harrell, 1945),* and there is little doubt that this

trend continues.

This increasing dependence on IQ 1s wasteful of human resources.”

Because of the scarcity of high IQs (and because high IQ is never a

sufficient qualification by itself) much of society’s work is done by people

intellectually incompetentto doit, while other kinds of humanabilities are

underutilized. Dependence on IQ also has the effect of elevating IQ as a

criterion of human worth. People of low IQ are thought to deserve their

lowly status (a view often shared even by those handicapped by low IQ).

The extraordinary alarm raised by Jensen’s suggestion that one race may

havea genetically determined lower average [Q than another only makes

sense on the presumptionthat having a low IQ makes one a fundamentally

inferior human being. That does seem to be the presumptionin our society.

Once you havesaid that someone has alow IQ, there is not much more you

can say that does not sound condescending.

Can the tendency toward increased dependence on 1Q be reversed? Not

entirely, it is safe to say. In part it follows from the continuing discovery of

new ways to use humanintelligence. But surely part of human intelligence

could be directed toward finding ways of making worklessintellectually

demanding.

Human-factors engineering is a field already concerned with designing

tools and work processes so as to conform to humanlimitations. A con-

certed effort to reduce the IQ demandsofall kinds of jobs, and not just

those that currently draw people from the lower IQ ranges, could have the

effect of greatly increasing the employment options open to people of low

IQ, allowing them to excel on the basis of other abilities.

Another step in the direction of reducing IQ-dependence, oddly

4The two studies cited provide Armyintelligence test score data on men from different civilian

occupations, in World WarI and World WarII respectively. In several important ways the

two sets ofdata are not comparable,but the following weak generalizations can be made.In all

occupationsa substantial proportion of men had scores abovethe normal range (hence the low

correlation between intelligence and occupational status), but in some occupations few,if

any, men had scores below the normal range (hencethe inference that IQ is a necessary

condition for certain jobs). The number of such occupations appears to have about doubled

between the two world wars.

> In this discussion I use ‘‘IQ”’ and‘‘intelligence”’ interchangeably. The term ‘‘intelligence’’

has a numberoflegitimate meanings. One of the more limited, but nevertheless legitimate,

meaningsis ‘‘that which IQ tests measure.’’ That is the meaningI use here, outof necessity,

becausethe data do not support any broaderinterpretation. I see no harm inthis, as long as we

remain aware of the limitation and recognize that ‘‘intelligence’’ means other and broader

things in other contexts.’’
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enough, would be to require employersto usetests ofrelevant competence,
instead of educational credentials as means of selecting employees. Asitis,
the crucial abilities involved in getting a job are often not the abilities
needed to do the work butthe abilities needed to complete the schooling
required for employment, and it is schooling that makes the strongest
demands on IQ.

Any move toward equalizing the rewards and prestige of occupations
would also probably have theeffect of creating more opportunities for
people of lowerIQ.Asit is, the moreattractive fields can demand andget
people of higherintellectual abilities than the work minimally demands,
while less attractive fields have to adjust to what comesalong.It is doubt-
ful, for instance,if the large difference in average IQ between doctors and
school teachers can bejustified by the intellectual demands for the work.

Noneofthis is to deny that for mostjobs a higher IQ is a valid asset. But
it would seem that ina wise approach to human resources, high intelligence
should be recognized as a scarce resource and efforts should be madeto
make maximum use of other available ability resources so as to obtain
maximum social benefit from all of them.

Differentiated staffing is a movein this direction. Few jobs require full
use of one’s mentalabilities continuously; large parts of the work could be
doneby people oflower IQ or done better by people with differentabilities.
Thus one of the most promising waysfor creating new opportunities for
people oflower IQ would beto ‘‘unpackage”’ existingjobs, making several
different jobs, in the place of one, that could be performed by people of
different abilities. Instead of twenty teachers doing much the samething,
there could be twenty people with different assignments drawing upon
different abilities, performing the same total set of functions with more
effective use of varied skills. Ideally, such differentiated staffing would not
mean that a few professionals were in charge and that the other people
perform routine subordinate chores. Rather, there would be a numberof
different jobs of equal or nearly equal status that allowedfordifferent kinds
of excellence.

Making Learning Less Dependenton IQ

Scholastic achievement is determined more by IQ than by anyother known
factor. It is most unlikely that any reasonable way of teaching could be
found that would produce a substantial relative improvement in the
achievementoflow-IQ students. Improved teaching methodstend to raise
the performanceof high-IQ students as much as or morethan they raise the
performance oflow-IQ students. But substantial gains could be madein the
absolute levels of achievement of low-IQ students, and this would be most
beneficial from both a human resources and a humanitarian standpoint.
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There is nothing about the basic skills of reading and arithmetic that

intrinsically requires high levels of intellectual ability. Both have been

effectively taught to young children of less-than-average potential

(Engelmann, 1970; Becker, 1974). The reason,I believe, that higherlevels

of IQ are normally required is not because of the difficulty of the skills but

because of the difficulty of the teaching methods.

The point I am makingis a very simple one.If a subject is taught badly,

then only very intelligent students can learn it. Confusing explanations,

misleading examples, large gaps in the instructional sequence, faulty tim-

ing, failure to establish prerequisite skills—all these pedagogicalerrors will

havethe effect of causing low-IQ studentsto fail while high-IQ students will

be able to learn in spite of them becauseoftheir superior ability to figure out

things for themselves. Also, teaching that relies on the ‘‘discovery’’ meth-

od or that presents material at a high conceptual level, like some of the

‘new math,’’ while it may be well suited to the high-IQ student, places

unsupportable burdens on the student of low IQ. According to the current

fashion, ‘‘making students think’’ is considered a pedagogical virtue. So it

may be, but whenthis policy is converted into ‘‘making it impossible for

students to learn unless they can think,’’ it becomescruelly discriminatory

against the student whois not blessed with an aptitude for thinking.

If the last two decades of educational experimentation have shown us

anything, however,it is that there is no simple recipe for improving the

effectiveness of instruction. Some of the work has been misdirected, of

course. As a result of noble efforts supported by the National Science

Foundation, we now know

a

lot about how to make mathematics and

science moredifficult; it remains to find ways to make them easier. There

are some promising developments—the low-literacy version of the Biolog-

ical Sciences Study Committee materials (Grobman, 1969), Mathematics

for the Majority (McHale and Witzke, 1971), and an operational cost-

effective computer-assisted program in remedial mathematics for

postsecondary students developed at the Ontario Institute for Studies in

Education (Olivier, 1973), not to mention several promising programsat

the elementary level.

It is clear that if we are to makesignificant progress in helping low-IQ

children to learn, we must stop looking for panaceas like performance

contracting, contingency management, open classrooms, instructional

‘‘svstems,’’ and the like. We must invest heavily in the much slower and

less glamorousprocessof engineering, subject by subject and step by step,

instructional programs that methodically remove difficulties and fill the

gaps so that students of low aptitude can make steady progress. The

programsmust be enjoyable for students and teachable by ordinary teach-

ers. It is a large undertaking, and it has scarcely begun. What is most



14]

discouragingis that the great bulkofthe educational community has neither
commitmentto nortalent for the task.

Jensen has suggested that we try to design instructional methodsthat
draw ondifferent abilities than those represented by the IQ. This parallels
the suggestion made in the preceding section of this chapter that we
redesignjobsso that they draw on differentabilities. In principle, the ideais
an excellent one, but Iam less optimistic about applying it in education than
I am about applying it in the world of work, at least in the foreseeable
future. Differentiation of methods makes sense only after technique has
reached a certain level. Techniquein teaching is at such a primitive level
that to begin looking now for different methods for different kinds of
students can only serveto retard overall progress, whichis already slow to
the point of being imperceptible. The search for one method of teaching
that is best for student A and anotherthatis best for student B is actually, in
the presentstate of the art, an investigation to find which of several bad
methods is least bad for A and whichis least bad for B.

Raising the Overall Level of Intelligence

The early literature on experience and intelligence (Hunt, 1961) raised
hopes that IQ gains on the order of 30 points could be achieved through
feasible kinds of educational intervention. There is now ample evidence
that these hopes were mistaken. Evidence from genetics suggests that IQ
gains of this magnitude, while not outside the range of variation due to
environment, could be achieved only by the most extraordinary improve-
mentin all the environmental factors knownto influence IQ. In order to
achieve such gains, we would haveto have heaven on earth, in which case
we would probably no longerbeinterested.

If we stop thinking about making everyone equal or making everyone a
genius, however, we can begin to recognizethat thereis exciting promisein
working toward IQ gainsthatlie within the bounds of reasonable expecta-
tion. It is well within reason,for instance,to think of raising the mean IQ of
the population by 2 points through such conventional and benign meansas
improved prenatal and postnatal care, better nutrition, and generally
greater intellectual stimulation throughout the years of growth. Such a
small gain would be imperceptible in small samples such as one would
encounter in daily life, but for the population as a whole it would have
results of potentially enormous consequence. Assumingthat the shape of
the IQ distribution remained the same, it would mean there would be only
three-fourths as many mental retardates (IQs below 70) as there are now.
The numberofpeople with IQs above 130, on whom we depend for most of
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our professional and highly technical work, would increase by a third. The

number of people with IQs above 145, on whom we dependfor highly

creative intellectual achievements, would increase by more than half.° It

might be morerealistic to expect, however, that environmental improve-

ments would have a greater effect on lower ranges of IQ than on higher.If

so, an average rise of 2 points might produce only something like a 16

percent gain in the numberof IQs above 130 but a 40 percent reduction in

the numberof retardates.®

We must recognize that IQ improvements of this magnitude or even

greater magnitude would have no material effect on the spread of individual

differences in IQ. The bottom fourth wouldstill be as far away from the top

fourth as they are now,andthere is no guaranteethat they would not be just

as badly off. If an upwardshift in the IQ distrubution were accompanied by

an upward shift in the IQ demands of school work, there would be no

change in the distribution of social advantages, even though society as a

whole might function to the better advantage of everyone. Thus the effort

to raise IQ through environmental improvement must not be seen aS a

resources andraise the quality oflife.

I don’t think we are in a position to make anybut the crudest estimate of

the costs of producing a small meangain in general intelligence, and I am

not competent to make even that crude estimate. It is clear that the

improvementsin health are worth making on other grounds, even if they do

not prove to have an effect on IQ. Efforts to increase intellectual stimula-

tion are also worth making on other grounds. Weare talking aboutdirectly

enhancing the quality oflife over a span of years that amounts to one-fourth

of an average lifespan. This is surely worth something evenif it has no

effect on later years. It should be recognized that the expected tangible

benefits are sufficientto justify a fairly ambitiouseffort on that basis alone.

Assuming that the added educational and welfare costs of the average

mental retardate are between $500 and $750 a year, then the expected

¢ Many people seem to find this argument quite implausible. Their objection is that a 2-point

gain in IQ does not magically transform a mental retardate into a normal person or a normal

personinto a gifted one, evenifit results in crossing somearbitrary numerical boundary. They

also argue that IQ scoresare notthat exact, that the gains may be meaningless, and soon.Itis

important to realize that what we are talking about is a change in the environment that

producesa 2-point average difference between IQsin the present population and IQs in the

future population. Whatever an IQ of 70 or 130 implies now in terms of real mentalabilities, it

means then. The implication is that by whateverreal-life standards of performance we might

categorize people as retardedorgifted, if we apply the same standards on both occasions, we

should have fewerretardates and moregifted in a population that had a 2-point higher mean

IQ, given the same shape of IQ distribution.

dThese results assume that the 2-point mean increase is accompanied by a 3.33 percent

decrease in standard deviation, as a result of the distribution’s being compressed upward

instead of simply shifted upward.
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Savings from reductions in the numberofretardates of the magnitude
indicated above would lie between $0.6 and $1.4 billion per year.

To produce a moderate increase in intellectual stimulation lies well
within the presentstate of art. Much could be done in the way oftelevision

information push. The dangeris that in rallying the public to support a drive
toward greaterintellectual stimulation ofthe young, we might be encourag-
ing a further ascendancy ofIQ as ahumanvalue. Forthis reason it would be
well if a drive for intellectual stimulation were joined with a more com-
prehensive emphasis on the development of humanabilities.

Searching for Heredity-Environment Interactions

Those who wish to deny the importance of heredity as a determinant of
intelligence reiterate the fact that heritability is only a description of the
current state of affairs in a population and tells us nothing about the
potential susceptibility of a trait to environmental influence (Hirsch, 1972).
This is a slender twig on which to hang an egalitarian platform, in the
absence of any promising leads to environmental changesthat might pro-
duce large IQ changes, but it should not be entirely discounted.

It is reasonable to supposethat the customary waysto rearing children
that have evolved over the ages are ones that work fairly well on the
average, but that they are not necessarily the most favorable waysforall
children. There maybe special kinds of treatmentsfor certain children that
would release unrecognizedpotentials for intellectual attainment.It is safe
to assume, however, that we will not discover those ways by looking at
what is normal or even exemplary. If the magic keys existed there, we
would no doubt already have found them.

What is needed is an extensive and penetrating search for what are
knownas heredity-environmentinteractions, carried out at much the same
level as the search for cancer cures. The searchis similarin that the primary
problem is ‘‘where do you look?’’ One possibility, mentioned only for
purposesofillustration, is that someofthe critical determinants of IQ may
be motivational. Some children mayinherit the neural structures for high
intellectual ability but may lack hereditary dispositions toward certain
kinds of mental activity that are necessary in order for these abilities to
develop (Hayes, 1962). It might be possible to compensate for the lack of
these hereditary dispositionsifwe knew precisely what they were,but then
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again it might not. It might require a kind of treatment that was inhumaneor

that required such radical changes in parenting behavior that no one was

capable of them.Orit might be easy and harmless, and not doneat present

simply because no one has recognized the need, just as no one recognized

for along time the needof children with the PKUsyndrometo havespecial

diets in order to develop normally.

Oneofthe ironies of the environmentalists’ opposition to research on

the genetics of humanintelligence is that they thereby block efforts that

might eventually lead to discovery of environmental waysto treat intellec-

tual deficits. There is a great need for genetic research to go beyond study

of global IQ andtease out single-gene components of intelligence, someof

which might be susceptible to specific compensatory treatment. It is our

presentstate of ignorance that makes ‘‘heredity-environmentinteraction’

a futile banner to carry.

It is certainly wrong to regard lowintelligence generally as a disease to

be cured (Zigler, 1967). I am suggesting, however, that for exploratory

research purposesthis may be a valuable working hypothesis. Some of the

intellectual differences that appear normal to us because they are not

associated with any biological defects—and whichare in fact normal from

the standpoint of genetic variation—may nevertheless be treatable. Low

intelligence, like far-sightedness, hyperactivity, and distractability, is one

of those normalvariations that becomesa diseaseonly as aresult of modern

cultural demands.® In the modern world,low intelligence is certainly a far

more serious problem than cancer, and yet there is no comparison in the

amount of researcheffort that is being invested in finding something to do

aboutit.

Conclusion

I have suggested several ambitious undertakings that address the problems

e Hyperactivity and distractability are particularly clear cases of ‘‘normal’’ traits that have

becomedefects. In the kinds of environments in which most ofhuman evolution tookplace,it

was no doubt advantageousto the species to have considerable variations in activity level and

distractability. It was good to have some people whocould concentrate ontasks and to have

others who were more easily distracted and thus morelikely to detect the approach of

enemies. It was good to have steady plodders and others whose level of physical activity was

such that they ranged about more widely. But in a school classroom or a sedentary occupa-

tion, hyperactivity and distractability are grave handicaps and they must either be cured or

ways mustbe foundto restructure situations so that they are less of a handicap. It does not

seem as if wide variations in general intelligence could have had similar advantages for the

species in the past, butit is clear that a diversity of abilities was and still could be advanta-

geous; and it is reasonable to suppose that such diversity would entail variations in the

particularset of abilities that we identify with IQ. Thus variations in generalintelligence that

were once compensated for by otherabilities become a serious problem as those other abilities

diminish in significance.
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of intelligence in the modern world. Together they constitute a program
with the following components:

(1) Redesign occupations and work methods so that fewer kinds of
work demand high levels of IQ.

(2) As muchaspossible, eliminate educational requirements for em-
ploymentand base employmentinstead on competence directly relevant to
the work to be done.

(3) Work to reducethe differences in Status, income, and worksatisfac-
tion between occupations of high and low IQ demand.

(4) Invest heavily in the design of instructional methods and materials
that make the learning of basic academic subjects less intellectually de-
manding.

(5) Undertake a massive, continuingeffort to provide moreintellectual
stimulation for children and youth and to mobilize public interest in the
development of human abilities of all kinds.

(6) Provide ample supportfor basic research on the geneticsofintellec-
tual abilities and for extensive exploratory research aimedat discovering
factorsin intellectual ability that are amenable to treatment.

No doubt to many people this program, evenif it were accepted as
constructive, would be seen as having a low priority in light of the im-
mediately pressing problemsof society. To be sure, this program does not
offer immediate solutions to any problems. Yetall social problemsrelate in
some way to individual differences, and as people become moreaware of
the genetic bases of individual differences, there is a dangerthat they will
develop a defeatist attitude toward social problems. There does indeed
seem to be a growing defeatist attitude.

I have tried to show that there are many hopeful things that can be done
evenif the most pessimistic conclusions from genetics are true. Even if we
cannot do much to modify people’s intelligence, we can do quite a bit to
modify the intellectual demands of schooling and work. Evenifwe cannot
eliminate the vast individual differences in intelligence, we have a reason-
able likelihood of producing small gains in the overall intelligence of the
population that would have major social benefits. And there remains the
largely unexplored possibility that some normalvariations in intellectual
abilities can be treated by practical and humane, though presently unfore-
seen, Means.

differencesis the belief that the problemswill go awayifwe only change our
attitudes—if, for instance, we ‘“‘stop putting so much emphasis on IQ.’’ To
methis is an entirely wrong-headed view. ‘*Putting less emphasis on IQ’’ is
something that can only be done within limits and only by painstaking
development of new structures and processes of education and work.
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Changesin attitudes toward IQ may well follow such material changes;

they cannot be expected to precede them.

Thereis a strong tendency to denythe existence of problemsrelated to

individual differences. Jensen’s statement, which I have echoed, that the

differences in intelligence between social groups are real (that, whatever

the cause,they are not merely anillusion created by false tests) has caused

us to be branded as racists. The movementto abolish the use of IQ testsisa

furtherillustration of the urge to kill the messenger who brings bad news.

Myposition is that the news, though unpleasant, is far from hopeless, and

that we had better study the newscarefully, analyzeits implications, and

start doing something aboutit.
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IQ Tests and the
Handicapper General

 

Thomas R. Pezzullo*

IQ testing, a principal area of concern for those whosearchfor equality,is
Steeped in great controversy. This chapter will attempt to bring some
Sharper focusonthis issue in American education and suggest somedirec-
tion for future policy. This author maintains that the controversyis largely
misdirected. Before exploring this misdirection, however, some stage-
setting is necessary.

Equality: Public Policy and Educational Practice

Kurt Vonnegutsatirized our endless searchfor equality through the short
Story character ‘‘The Handicapper General.’’ In that Story the Handicap-
per Generalassigns handicapsto all men and womenin orderto bring them
down to a common denominator of mediocre but equal circumstances.
Those with outstanding physical attributes are required to wear weights
around their waists and wrists and ankles, those with outstanding mental
attributes have electronic devices implanted in their skulls which buzz,
tingle, and shock whenever a complicated thought enters. The result is
equality—guaranteed and enforced. Infact, in his 1984-like setting, remov-
ing one’s handicap even for a momentis a capital crime againstthe state.

It is important to note, however,that Vonnegut’s satire is satire on the
bureaucratization of the means of achieving equality and notof the ideal
itself. Unfortunately, public policy has often materialized as a bureaucrati-
zation of a philosophical ideal. All too often we have created policies and
practices which are no more reasonedthanthe Handicapper General’s. For
example, in one California school district where there was an accelerated
class for exceptionally bright students—eight in all—egalitarian policies
mandated that an equal numberof minority students be placedin the class.
Numerical equality was achieved and presumablya feeling of victory for
those responsible, but in terms of educational results their effort produced
a deleteriouseffect. Eight minority students selected on the basis ofrelaxed
criteria subsequently had to struggle along performing tasks for which they
were not prepared. Had they remainedin their former high-level classes
* University of Rhode Island.
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they would no doubt have performedvery well rather than facing incessant

frustration just to ensure representative equality. (There are, of course,

highly defensible arguments against using criteria which do not admit

minority students, but the point of the anecdotets to illustrate the effect of a

wrong-headedinsistence on a superficially defined equality. This authoris

no more comfortable than the most liberal reader with the suggestion

implicit in the preceding illustration that only majority students can or

should be selected in ‘‘gifted’’ programs.)

In an area where social science data seem to be relevant to policy and

practice but also somewhat ambiguous,the data can often becomea politi-

cal tool to be bent to the motives of the majority. Those responsible for

policymaking must, of course, make the conscious or unconscious choice

of whether policy is to flow principally from facts or from moral and

philosophical principles. The following excerpt from H.J. Eysenck’s

“T.Q., Social Class and Educational Policy’’’, aptly sums up the situation:

It is widely agreed that social policy should be governedby the interplay between

philosophical and ethical ideals on the one hand and scientifically ascertained facts

on the other. Facts by themselves are neutral. Even if we could be certain, for

example, that intellectual differences between whites and blacks were wholly

determined by heredity (a position not maintained by any serious psychologists

who have studied the literature) we could argue from that either for a policy of

segregation or a system of positive discrimination in favor of blacks. One’s

philosophical and ethical ideals, one’s political orientation and the like, govern the

way one deals with facts.

One such clearphilosophical value permeating ourhistory is the ideal of

equality. All overt Americantraditions, beginning with the Constitution,

subscribe to the ideal of equality—a history of slavery, social injustice,

child labor abuse, and racial and ethnic discriminatory patterns not-

withstanding. Public policy,as reflected in legislation, judiciary decisions,

and Congressional appropriations, particularly with respect to education,

has at least nominally subscribed to the special role of education as

equalizer. The decision ofBrown vs. Board ofEducation ofTopeka in 1954,

a Unanimous decision which maintained that separate-but-equal schools

were inherently unequal and unconstitutional, reflected the belief, by both

the judiciary andcivil rights advocates, that schools were an effective way

to achieve equality. The Congress wassimilarly disposed in the passage of

the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the Civil Rights Act

in 1964 when it directed the Commissioner of Education to conduct a

nationwide assessment of the equality of educational opportunity. The

results, published in 1966 by James Coleman as Equality of Educational

Opportunity, were sometimesdistressing for those who arguedfirst that

schools are inherently unequal, and second, that these inequalities in

schools produced inequalities in achievement and ultimate social and eco-
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nomic success. Thesefindings gave pause to those who advocated schools
as economic and social mobilizers.

Coleman’s findings lent considerable empirical evidence to the belief
that integrated education, under the right circumstances, seemed to be
associated with greater achievement by blacks. Thespeciallimitations on
those circumstances were disappointing to the proponents of schoolinte-
gration, but not nearly as disappointing as his other general conclusions.
These suggested that while the average black student attended a pre-
dominatly black school, the difference on the average between pre-
dominatly black and predominatly white schools wasnot nearly so great as
had been imagined. Further, school characteristics did not contribute very
much to the differences in IQ and achievementin those schools. Rather,
home and community characteristics seemed to bear far more heavily on
intelligence and achievement. These findings left the egalitarians cold.
Confirmation of these findings was published by Christopher Jencks and a
team of researchers at the Cambridge Center for Policy Research in 1972,
as Inequality: A Reassessment of the Effect of Family and Schooling in
America. So much of inequality, Jencks concluded, results from inherited
inequality both in ability and in social and economic condition, that nothing
short of socialism can overcome economic inequality.

In other words, most of what children do in schoolsis attributable to
factors outside the schools’ influence; further those lifetime effects we’d
believed attributable to school—earning power, social Status, and the
like—were morelikely a consequenceofthe child’s forebear’s earning
powerandsocial status than of the school’s intervention. Marginalinstitu-
tions were what he called the schools—marginal in the sense that they
seemed associated with effects on social and economic mobility, but not on
the order of magnitude that we had formerly attributed to them.

To say that these challengesto the traditional role of education were
staggering would be a monumental understatement. But an even more
far-reaching challenge to our basic assumptions was made public in the
interim between these reports. This work, Challenging a key policy and
operating principle of the Great Society, was published in 1969 in the
Harvard Educational Review. In oneofthe longestarticles ever published
in that review,and easily the most controversial, Arthur Jensen undertook
a substantive challenge to environmental theories ofintelligence, aptitude,
and educational progress. To those morefamiliar with the controversy than
with the work,the title is apparently misleading: ‘‘How Much Can We
Boost IQ and Scholastic Achievement?’’ The most widespread impression
left by that article is that Jensen asserted that IQ differences between
blacks and whitesare largely genetic, that the available gene pool for blacks
is inferior to the gene pool available for whites, and that blacks havelittle
hope that equality of condition can be attained by conventional means
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becauseofthis inherent difference. His article, of course, dealt with a great

deal more. He argued, sounding much more egalitarian than most people

give him credit for, that differential treatment should be offered to people of

different abilities and that since some of these abilities are no doubt in-

herent, compensatory education efforts through conventional means are

doomedto failure.

Jensen took great pains to define the single factor to which his 80

percent heritability thesis applied. He described at length a constellation of

other abilities which are important to success and survival but which are

not valued or rewarded by schools as they are constituted today. In the long

run, one of his most important messages wasobscuredby the dust from the

race issue, namely: people should be treated as individuals and in ways

whichare likely to equalize opportunity and condition, but the individual

should not be considered so highly malleable that through environmental

manipulation each person will ultimately be equal to every other person.

(Either Vonnegut reads Jensen or Jensen reads Vonnegut!)

Mostof those who challenged his work focused on either the genetic

model he applied or his reliance on the IQ as a single, stable measure of

scholastic aptitude. An examination of the efforts to discredit the genetic

modelis too technical for consideration in this work. IQ testing, however,

can be considered ona less technical level and is afar more productive area

of discussion sinceit is of more generalinterest in the search for equality,

and most challenges to the IQ test are themselves technically unsophisti-

cated.

The IQ Test: The Misdirected Search for Equality

Muchhas beenwritten and circulated through the media on abuseofthe IQ

test, its use, and the general concept of predictive tests. The IQ testing

movementhadits rather innocent origins in the work of Binet in France at

the turn of the century. Binet merely attempted to establish a series of

criterion tasks which would help determine which students were, in today’s

sense, retarded, and those for whom ordinary schools would be inappro-

priate. What he and his successorsin the testing movementdiscovered was

that the samecriterion tests, when appropriately scaled, correlated with

overall success in school, not only amongthe retardates, but in the whole

range of ability and experience. The following sixty years spread the

concept around the Western world with many technical refinements and

increasing efforts to removethe cultural saturation foundin earlier forms.

Most psychometrists today agree that IQ tests depend a great deal on

individual cultural and experiential readiness to take tests. Enough cultural

factors can be shownto be related to IQ to cast doubt as to whetheranytest
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can be independentof experience and cultural bias. Werethis the only data
on the subject, the IQ testing movement would have dried up long ago. The
principal reasonthat it has not is that the IQ test score is highly correlated
with successin school. Possibly, and probably,it is more highly correlated
with success than with these cultural factors that have been used to de-
scribe its inherent unfairness. When one extracts, as Jensen has done, a
common factor amongall intelligence, aptitude, or IQ tests, correlations
tend to be reduced with respect to cultural factors, and correlations with
achievement tend to become morespecific rather than general. Whatthis
meansIs we have an ‘‘impure’’ measure, tainted (ina mannerof speaking)
by the culture, background, education, and experience of the subject of
measure. Although a numberofmeasures show differing degrees and kinds
of taintedness, the one commonfactorthat can be detected amongall these
measuresis quite independent of the measure and somewhat independent
of these cultural factors. More simply, culture bias is most apparent from
test to test and least apparentin the generalfactorthatall the tests appearto
have in common.

Spearman,a pioneerin psychometrics, first discovered that this general
factor was presentinall aptitudetests, regardless of the medium through
which they purported to measure aptitude. He called the factor ‘*9,”” or
‘*general factor.’’ Jensen wasreferringto ‘g’’ in his 80 percentheritability
hypothesis.

All the foregoing becomesrather immaterialif one attends to the most
significant issue of culture bias: the school’s focus on culturally biased
modes of behavior, language models, experience prior to schooling, and
entering attitudes and behaviors, which are measured only covertly by IQ
tests, and upon almostall of which beginning school experience depends
heavily.

Whenpsychologists cite IQ test differences between ascriptive groups,
the champions of equality seek to discredit the psychologists, their data,
their analysis, their test, or all four. The greatest effort has been focused on
discrediting the tests. In order to properly discredit, or at least disregard,
the IQ test (whether culture-biased or relatively culture-fair), one must
set as a goal the reduction of the overall correlation between such test
scores and success in school. Since the value of a predictive test is mea-
sured byits correlation with the criterionit is designed to predict, eliminat-
ing or reducing the correlation would have the most discrediting effect on
the IQ test.

There are two obvious approaches: thefirst facetious; the second
sincere. Thefirst is to change the natureofthecriterion tasks in the IQ test
so that they do not reflect the kinds of activities necessary for success in
school. Many people, who have written on the subject of establishing a
counterbalanced or culture-biased minority IQ test, have donethis. Little
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researchliterature on the use of these tests exists, but it seems obvious that

such scores will not be correlated with the general success of the American

majority or minority populationsin school.? The tasks presentedjust don’t

reflect what goes on in school.

The second approachis to so substantially change schooling’s expecta-

tions of aptitudes and interests of individuals and refocus those primary

media through which learning and teaching take place in our schools that

the tasks or skills in the IQ test are made unrelated to tasks and skills

required in school. Jensen® stated in his 1969 article:

If diversity ofmental abilities, as of most other human characteristics, is a basic fact

of nature, as the evidenceindicates, andif the ideal of universal education is to be

successfully pursued, it seems a reasonable conclusion that schools and society

must provide a rangeof diversity of educational methods, programs,and goals, and

of occupational opportunities, just as wide as the range of humanabilities.

While Jensen has argued, in that and subsequent articles, that the

culture bias in IQ test scores is grossly overstated, he does suggest that

these tests representthe cultural bias in our schools. It is interesting that in

most essays lamenting the culture bias ofIQ tests, scant mention is made of

the same inherent cultural bias in our means of teaching and the environ-

ment in which we conductit. That may be a far morerelevantarea of attack

for achievingtheidealofequality of educational opportunity. The ‘‘alterna-

tive school’’ and ‘“‘free school’? movements may have some pertinence

here, if they seek to teach pupils in culturally relevant ways. T.L. Wilson*

has written specifically of minority-culture-relevant education plans ina

Harvard Educational Review® volume devoted entirely to the subject of

alternative schools. While scant data are available on the cognitive

superiority of such schools for their special clientele, prospects seem

encouraging, especially with regard to noncognitive outcomes.It will be

most encouraging to find that success in them is not correlated with IQ.

The fact is, however, that the overwhelming majority of American

school children and youth attend a school that can only be considered

‘‘“conventional.’’ IQ tests predict success in these schools as no other

variable can. How then, in the name of equality, equity, or just plain

scientific curiosity can one begin to deflate the predictive power of such

tests? The necessary background for understanding predictive test proper-

ties is best described through the following instructional anecdote, told in

many educational measurementclasses. The story is that a certain insur-

ance companyis investing about $25,000 pertrainee in their school for new

insurance salesmen. They approacha test consulting firm and ask them to

develop a short predictive test for success in insurancesales. They hope

that by administering a test before investing in training they will screen out



153

those for whom successin thetraining and subsequentsales will be unlike-
ly. A few weeks later, after testing many, many items and determining
those which correlate most highly with ultimate success, it is found that
items such as ‘‘do you have onions on your hamburgers?’’ or ‘‘do you or
does your wife choose your neckties?’ turn out to be among the most
discriminating. It is clear that there is no logical link between onion on
hamburgers or whoselects neckties and ultimate success in insurance
sales. Yet, they are amongthebest predictors! And nowthepoint of the
anecdote: Predictive tests rest on their predictive power and not on the
logical validity of their items. It may be that IQ test scores, like the
apocryphal insurancesales test, while possessing predictive power, are
inherently unfair, and our nation’s educators and psychologists should
focus more attention on changing schools rather thantests so that ulti-
mately IQ test scores will have increasingly less and less correlation with
success in those schools.

Jensen raised this whole question indirectly, but unfortunately it was
obscured by an issue moresensitive and more provocative. Heredity and
environment have become an overblown controversy. How importantis
the hereditary or environmental nature of intelligence in the search for
equality if we’ve only focused on one narrow conception of intelligence?
Jensen, as well as Richard Hermnstein, the Harvard psychologist, argued that
the reward system makes the IQ important in almost all forms of edu-
cational and social success and that familial and educational patterns tend
to reinforce that relationship. Even those others who don’t accept a high
heritability for intelligence take great pains to show the nongenetic but
hereditary nature of poverty, unequal conditions, and unequal circum-
Stances in their arguments to support mechanismsforsocial mobility. One
wayor another, those wishing to deal with social, educational, and eco-
nomic inequality have had to ascribe some large measure of each individ-
ual’s condition to heror his ancestors’ condition; whether deemedbiologi-
cal or environmental, it is somewhatinherited. This combined inheritance
is a fruitful area of inquiry leading toward achievement of equality, but
trying to decide which proportions are biological and which sociological
contributeslittle to the search for equality. Jensen’s principal message was
to divert us from the futile effort to boost IQ and to send us looking
elsewhere in the search for equality. It seems, after seven years, to have
gone unheeded. Schools and the tests which best predict success in them
remain highly culturally biased, and thatis simply becausethetests reflect
the samebiasesas the schools, which reward andsort according to one’s
fitting into the school’s cultural mold. Whether one construes intelligence
to be highly inherited or highly susceptible to environmental manipulation,
schools appear to be so limited in the vehicles through which learning takes
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place as to make the nature/nurture argument far less important than

general school reform designed to compensate for existing culture bias.

IQ Tests and a Policy Prescription

What,then,is the policy prescription to be? Let us supposethat the policy

prescription for the achievement of equality remains as it is today: con-

ventional schools that operate largely on the cognitive-verbal-abstract

level; IQ tests remain cognitive-verbal-abstract. If measures of success for

schools and individuals remain the same, and if sorting and rewarding

proceduresdo,too, then the American system of education will always be

investing enormous resources in remedial efforts for those who are not

highly verbal, abstract, and cognitive in their abilities—whatever the rea-

son for the deficiency. Further, schools will remain marginal since they

will fulfill only an easy prophecyoffinding and rewarding those who have

always found success in school. Don't we knowof, or suspectthe existence

of, a diversity of aptitudes through which learning could conceivably take

place?

Our next task should be to examine morethan the limited, narrow part

of that constellation of aptitudes to which educators appeal as the sole

vehicle for learning. Jensen’s research into a two-level model of learning

ability has produced someinteresting patterns. While they are still tenta-

tive, it appears that one level of learning ability does not show a disadvan-

tage or depression for those from an economicor socially depressed back-

ground. Should these tentative findings hold up under further research,

then the implications for teaching methodsare significant. I don’t wish to

especially dignify the Jensen research and direction as the only sound

vehicle for our future efforts. National policy should continue to support

and stimulate researchinto the basic nature of the learning process, paying

particular attention to those other learning modesheretofore unexplored.

The search for aptitudes and teaching methods which show nosignificant

differences betweenascriptive groups such as race, sex, and social strata is

certainly a worthy endeavor;but in addition the search for methodsthat are

positively discriminating in favor of minorities is equally valuable. As S M.

Miller points out in Chapter 2, equality of opportunity often simply ad-

vances the majority and minority in equal gainsso that relative inequality

remains unaffected.

The IQ test cannot and should not be a measureofa person’s worth, and

even those who havebeen accusedofthis in the mostvillainous way point

to the narrownessofthe conceptionofintelligence in our culture, and argue

misdirection in our quest, and put the Handicapper Generalto rest.
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Summary

searching for equality, without the inappropriate criterion of IQ.
This chapter has attempted to suggest the futility of attacking the IQ

myth head-on. Rather, it seems more fruitful, in the cause of achieving
equality, to attack and reform the extreme culture bias in schools, and thus
mosteffectively eliminate the role that IQ tests play.
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Problems Without Solutions:
Solutions Without Problems

 

Lester C. Thurow*

A Past of Stable Inequalities: A Future ofRising Inequalities

By nowthe post-World WarII Stability of the distributions of income and
wealth have becomea part of our conventional wisdom. All incomes are
rising at approximately the same rate with no group gaining or falling
relative to other groups. Whilethis perceptionis basically true with respect
to the distribution of family income,it ignores the fact that Stability has
been produced bya series of offsetting factors. Relative income Stability is
not inherent in the economy,butis a byproduct of a numberofaccidents.
Unfortunately, someofthe factors leading to greater equality have, or are
about, to disappear. Since the factors leading to greater inequalities will
remain, we are probably on the edge of a period where strong income
redistribution measures will be needed to hold the distribution constant,
much less make it more equal.

The distribution of family income is a product of three underlying
mechanisms. First, how are incomes awarded to individuals? Second, how
are incomesshared amongindividuals? Third, how are governmenttaxes
and transfer payments distributed to individuals and families? In the
post-World WarII period, the distribution of economic rewards has be-
comeincreasingly more unequal. But the process of sharing income and
distributing governmenttransfer payments hasled to more equality and a
constant distribution of family income.

payments haverisen from $11 billion in 1947 to $113 billion in 1973, but this
large increase has mostly gone to preserving the incomeposition of the
economically inactive. Very much larger increases would have been
needed to equalize the distribution of income.@ (While taxes have also
risen, the U.S. tax system is proportioned. As a result, taxes do notalter
the marketdistribution of incomes.)
* Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

* This is particularly true since many government transfer payments do not go exclusively tolow-income individuals—veterans benefits, social security, farm subsidies, etc.
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The family is the basic institution for sharing incomesincethe largest

incometransfers are made within its boundaries. Individual earners volun-

tarily combine their incomes and share them with nonearners. In the

post-World WarII period, the combining and sharing of incomes within the

family has been a powerful process leading to more equality in the distribu-

tion of income. More and morefamilies have had two earnersas labor force

participation rates have risen for women. But this process has not occurred

equally across the incomedistribution. Participation rates have risen most

rapidly and are highest from women with low-income husbands. With the

exception of the very poor, the lower a husband’s earnings, the higher the

probability that he will have a working wife.

Thus while the incomes of low-income males have fallen relative to the

income of high-income males, the earnings of wives of low-income males

have risen relative to the earnings of wives of high-income males. The

ground lost by low-income males has been madeup by sending their wives

to work in the paid labor force.

While governmenttransfer paymentsare at least in principle capable of

preserving the economicposition of the economically inactive, increases in

female participation rates are inherently self-limiting. Technically they

cannot rise above 100 percent, but even males do not have participation

rates above the low 90’s. Realistically, maximum female participationrates

are probably well below those of males.

An examination of the participation pattern of women married to low-

and middle-income males reveals that those womenare already approach-

ing full participation in the paid labor force. Only in the childbearing years

is there room for large expansions in participation rates. This meansthat

these families are reaching, or shortly will reach, a time when they are

unable to preserve their family’s relative economic position by increasing

the paid work effort of the wife. When this occurs, an increase in the

inequality of male earnings will immediately be reflected in increasing

inequality in family incomes.

The problem is compoundedby current developments in the labor force

participation patterns of women married to high-income males. Their par-

ticipation rates have now started to rise more rapidly. Regardless of

whether this is due to female liberation or not, it is going to have an

immense impact on the distribution of family income. While low-income

families havelittle future opportunity to increase their family incomes by

increasing female work, high-income families have a large, previously

untapped, source of income gains. This is doubly true if you believe in

assortive mating (males marry females who could earn what they earnina

nondiscriminatory world) andif you believe that sex discrimination will be

eliminated.

While there is almost no doubtthat a period ofrising inequality will be
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Table 10-1

Distributions of Money Income: 1947-1972
ee

 

Families Unrelated Individuals

1947 1972 1947 1972

Lowest fifth 5.1% 5.4% 1.9% 3.4%
Second fifth 11.8 11.9 5.8 8.1
Third fifth 16.7 17.5 11.9 13.9
Fourth fifth 23.1 23.8 21.4 24.2
Highest fifth 43.3 41.4 59.1 50.4
Median income $5,665 $11,116 $1,833 $5,144

(1972$)

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports: Consumer Income, 1972.
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington D.C. 1973, pp. 34, 45.

 

visible over the next decade or two, there is also somelimited evidencethat
rising inequalities may already have begun to occur. First, since 1969 the
aggregate shareoftotal incomegoing to the bottom 60 percentofall families
has beenslowly falling. The declines are not yet large enoughto belabeled
Statistically significant, but they are nevertheless persistent and pervasive.
Second, black family incomes have beguntofall relative to white. After
reaching 63 percent of white incomesin 1970, they havefallen to 58 percent
in 1973. Since black female participation rates have reached physical and
sociological maximums, black families have little or no opportunity for
future incomeincreasesfrom this source. As white females increasingly go
to work, white incomeswill rise relative to black incomes.

As a result, those interested in obtaining an equitable distribution of
economic rewardsshould be awarethat we are probably entering a period
of increasing inequality. To increase equality or to maintain the current
degree of inequality will require much stronger measuresthan in the past.

Where Are We?

While the existing distributions of income and wealth are probably familiar
to mostof,if not all, the participants at this conference, I have been asked
to review the data to set a commonfactual background.

Table 10-1 provides data on the distributions of incomefor families and
unrelated individuals in 1947 and 1972 (the latest year for which complete
data are available). As the data indicates, the distributions of income have
been basically constant as real incomes doubled. The mean income of the
top quintile of all families has remained about 8 times as large as the mean
income of the bottom quintile of all families, and the top 5 percentofall
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Table 10-2

Family Income Shares: 1966

Census Money Adjusted to Reflect

Income Capital Income

Lowestfifth 4.3% 3.7%

Secondfifth 11.3 9.9

Third fifth 17.3 16.1

Fourth fifth 24.5 22.6

Highest fifth 42.6 47.9

Top 5 percent 16.0 22.1

Top | percent 4.8 10.5

Source: Joseph A. Pechman and Benjamin A. Okner, Who Bears the Tax Burden, The

Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., 1974, p.46. Reprinted with permission. © 1974 by

the Brookings Institution.

families enjoy a mean income morethan 30 timesas large as that of the

bottom 5 percentof all families.

Unrelated individuals have both lower average incomes and a more

dispersed distribution of income. While the top quintile ofall families have

41 percentof all family income,the top quintile of all unrelated individuals

have 50 percentof all their group’s income.

While the U.S. Census Bureau collects good, accurate data, it should be

recognized that their definitions of income exclude many forms of income

from capital. In 1972 wages and salaries accounted for 77.5 percentof total

Census income,self-employment income accounted for 8.3 percent, and

indirect labor earnings (mostly pensions) accounted for another 8.9

percent—making a total of 94.7 percentage points attributable to labor

earnings. Of the remaining 5.3 percentage points, public welfare programs

accounted for 1.0 percentage points with 4.3 percentage points coming in

the form of dividends, interest, rents, income from estates and trusts, and

other formsofcapital income. By contrast, capital income accountedfor 23

percent of the gross national product in the same year. As a result, Census

income data are basically data on earnings.

If the Census data on incomeare corrected to be made compatible with

national income and product account data, the distribution of family in-

come becomes much more unequalthanthat calculated by Census. As the

data in Table 10-2 indicate, the income share of the top 1 percentofall

families more than doubles, from 4.8 percent to 10.5 percent. The income

gap between the bottom 5 percent and the top 5 percent expandsfrom 30 to

1, to 45 to 1; and the income gap betweenthe bottom | percent and the top |

percent expands from 240 to 1 to 525 to I.

Adjusting the distribution of incometo reflect capital incomesaffects

only the top of the income distribution for a very simple reason. The



161

Table 10-3

U.S. Distribution of Family Wealth in 1962

Percent of Total Percent of Total
Families Family Wealth

Lowest 25.4 0.0

Next 31.5 6.6

Next 24.4 17.2

Top 18.7 76.2

(Top 7.5) (59.1)

(Top 2.4) (44.4)

(Top 0.5) (25.8)

 

Source: DorothyS. Projector, ‘‘Survey of Financial Characteristics of Consumers,’’ Federal
Reserve Bulletin, March 1964, p. 285.

Table 10-4

Distribution of Wealth in 1969

 

Percent of Total
Percent of Population with Assets of These with

Net Assets Gross Assets over $60,000 Gross Assets over $60,000

Under $50,000 20.1 6.0

50,000 - 100,000 38.8 19.1

100,000 - 150,000 18.2 14.1

150,000 - 300,000 14.4 18.6

300,000 - 1,000,000 7.1 21.8

1,000,000 - 5,000,000 1.2 13.4

5,000,000 - 10,000,000 0.07 2.8

Over 10,000,000 0.04 4.2

 

Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income 1969: Personal Wealth, Publication
482(10-73), p. 19.

ownership of wealth is extremely concentrated in the U.S. As the datain
Table 10-3 indicate, the top 18.7 percentof all families own 76.2 percent of
all the privately held wealth in the United States while the bottom 25
percent have no netassets. Although there has not been a comprehensive
measurementofwealth since 1962, it is possible to get more current data on
approximately the top 7.5 percent of the families shown in Table 10-3.
These data (see Table 10-4) indicate that there were no significant changes
between 1962 and 1969, but also allow us to examinethe very wealthy in
greater detail. As the data indicate, the top 0.008 percentof all families own
as many assets as the bottom half of all families.

For a brief time in the late 1960s and early 1970s it looked like a
breakthrough might have been made on minority incomes. Historically
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black family incomes have varied between 60 percent and 50 percent of
white family incomes overthe course of the business cycle. In recessions

such as 1957-1958 black family incomes would fall to 50 percent of white

family incomes; in booms such as the Korean War they would rise to 60

percent of white family incomes. As mentioned, black family incomesrose

out of this range to 63 percent of white family incomes in 1970—a year with

a mild recession. Unfortunately the gains that were evidentin the late 1960s

now seem to be in the processof being lost. Black incomes were backto 58

percent of whites’ in 1973, and they are apt to be much lower when data

becomeavailable on the current recession.

The data on womendonot asyet indicate any incomegainsrelative to

males. Women who workfull-time (35 + hours per week) and full year (50

+ weeks per year) have made approximately 50 percent of the amount
madebyfull-time full-year males ever since the Great Depression. Female

earnings have gone up since female hours of work have goneup,but there

have been no gains in per-hourearnings. If this problem were to be solved

and women wereto both participate and earn equally with men,the distri-

bution offamily income wouid becomeabout 25 percent more unequal than

it now Is.

The Pursuit of the Pot of Gold at the End of the Rainbow

The conditions placed uponefforts to alter the distributions of income and

wealth have been such that no changein the distributions of income and

wealth could have been expected to take place. Put crudely, they were as

follows: Some method must be foundto alter the distributions of income

and wealth that will be inexpensive (i.e., not require a tax increase), that

will not lower anyone’s absolute income, andthat will not create a backlash

among those whoserelative incomesare to be lowered. As I shall attempt

to demonstrate, there are no social programsforaltering the distribution of

income and wealth that meet these conditions.

Before we look at the microeconomicstrategies for altering the distri-

butions of income and wealth, it is necessary to recognize a mac-

roeconomic fact of life. The U.S. economyhas gross national income near

$1,500 billion. There is no wayto reallocate $1 or even $10 billion that will

cause major changesin the allocation of the remaining $1,499 or $1,490

billion. If you want to design some program to reallocate $1,500 billion, it is

going to have to be a big program evenifit is fantastically effective. A very

successful $10 billion program would have little observable effect on a

$1,500 billion economy. If you want to see any results, you have to have

what would be regarded as massive programs. If massive programs are

politically unfeasible, then solutions are unfeasible.
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The Education and Training Strategy

The Waron Poverty embodied the traditional Americanreliance on educa-

tion as the solutionto all ills. In theory, the strategy was to reeducate some

low-incomeindividuals so that their productivity and income wouldrise. In

addition to raising the income of the retrained individuals, two other

equalizing effects would occur. With fewer low-skill workers available, the

market wagesfor low-skill workers would rise. With increased numbersof

high-skill workers, the market wages for high-skill workers would fall.

Thus there would be a three-prongedeffect leading toa more equaldistribu-

tion of earnings.

This strategy failed for a numberof reasons. Most importantly, reedu-

cating and retraining low-incomeindividuals provedto be too expensivefor

the public’s tastes. The Job Corps was only the most publicized example.

Costs proved to be around $10,000 per man-year. This was considered
absurd since it was higher than the man-yearcosts at the most expensive
universities, but surely it should cost more to educate the mostdifficult to
educate than the least difficult to educate. While it was possible to docu-
ment changesin the economic characteristics of those in the Job Corps, the
public basically said that it was unwilling to support programswith costsin
these ranges. Let it be rememberedthat at no time did anyone seriously
charge that the Job Corps was being inefficient or corrupt. The costs were
simply too high.

Cheaper programs could be designed, but extensive cost-benefit

analysis failed to reveal any that could generate benefits greater than costs

and that could be duplicated.’ Costs typically exceeded benefits since

dropout rates were high, manytrainees could not find jobs for which they

were trained, and many othertrainees held the jobs for which they were

trained for only short periods of time. It also became evidentthat the real

education problem wasnot so muchoneofteaching cognitivejob skills, but

one of teaching what might be called industrial discipline—good work

habits.
With the economic failure of some education programs and the eco-

nomic unacceptability of other education programs, the strategy shifted

from a formal education strategy to an informal on-the-job training
strategy. Subsidies were given to employersto hire and train workers from

disadvantaged groups. Any such program runsinto an immediate problem

of what economist’s call dead-weightloss.

If you look at any disadvantaged group, you will find that a large
proportionofthat groupis in fact employed.If 30 percent are unemployed,
70 percent are employed. As a result, most workers in disadvantaged
groupsare already beinghired, but given normal laborforce turnover, they

> Occasionally a program with a high benefit-cost ratio can be found, but they seem to depend
upon the existence of some charismatic leader that cannot be duplicated.
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periodically show up in the labor force looking for work. Thus many
employers would agreeto be subsidized to hire disadvantaged workersthat
they would have been hiring anyway. Money given as subsidies to hire
workersthat would have been hired anywayis dead-weight loss. From this
itis clear that most ofthe on-the-job training funds are dead-weightloss and
that they makelittle or no difference to the characteristics of the labor force
hired by different employers. Training subsidies were pumpedinto the
system, but they madelittle, or no, difference to the observeddistribution
of earnings in the longrun.

While it is possible to advance many reasons why the education and
training strategy did not workto redistribute earnings, an empirical fact of
life became increasingly evident. If you want to raise the income of an
individual by $1,000 per year for the rest of his or herlife, it is cheaper to
give that individual $1,000 per year for the rest of his or herlife thanit is to
make the investments necessary to raise that individual’s earnings by
$1,000 per year. While this unfortunate fact has never percolated into the
general public’s consciousness, it lies at the heart of the shift in gov-
ernmental strategy from education to direct incomeredistribution.

The Direct Income Redistribution Strategy

Asthe estimated costs of incomeredistribution via human-capital invest-
ments rose, so did the attractiveness of direct income redistribution. At

first glance the problem seems simple. Only $12 billion would need to be
transferred to bring every family and unrelated individual up to the gov-
ernment povertylines ($4,512 for afamily offour in 1973). Comparedto the
$113 billion in transfer payments that are already being made,$12 billion is
only an 11 percent increase. The problemsarise whenincentive questions
are considered and when attempts are madeto integrate new systems of

incomeredistribution with the present systems of incomeredistribution.

To preserve work incentives, it was thought to be necessary to set up
incomeredistribution programs with implicit tax rates substantially below
100 percent (i.e., when a person earned $1, his or her benefits were not

reduced by $1). While the American public is theoretically in favor of work
incentives, it does not like to face the fact that work incentives are expen-

sive. For example, if earnings are taxed at 50 percent, the costs of a

negative income tax program designed to bring everyoneupto the poverty

line rises to approximately $45 billion per year. To preserve work incen-

tives, benefits must be given to people that are above the povertyline. If

$4,500 is the poverty line for a family of four, benefits will be given to
families of four with earnings upto $9,000. A family with $8,000 in earnings
would receive $500 in net benefits. As Senator McGovern found out the



165

hard way,it is difficult to sell the idea of $45 billion programs that would

place a large fraction of the population on ‘‘welfare.”’

Some people have viewed the 1972 presidential election as a referen-

dum on direct incomeredistribution. President Nixon repudiated his own

family assistance program, and Senator McGovern was perceived as an

advocate of more incomeredistribution and was clobbered as a result. The

public voted not to redistribute income. To the extent that this is true, there

is nO incomeredistribution problem. Solutions are unnecessary evenifthey

exist.

The other problem with direct incomeredistribution springs from the

multiplicity of federal income support programsand the inconsistency of

state income support programs. Put simply, we have reached the point

whereit is not possible to graft another income support program onto the

current system without causing great inequities and without causing im-

plicit tax rates to rise above 100 percent. Imagine a negative income tax

system with a 50 percenttax rate servicing an individual in public housing

whererents are calculated at 25 percent of earnings, receiving food stamps

where stampscosts 30 percent of earnings, and subject to a state welfare
tax of 30 percent of earnings. This individual would be paying 135 percent

tax on any earnings. |

Direct incomeredistribution requires the federalization of all income
support programs and the coordination or elimination of many federal
programs. Politically each of these is defended by its constituency andits

bureaucracy. Estimates of the difficulty of bringing about the necessary

institutional changes range from difficult to impossible.
Whatstarts as a seemingly simple solution ends up miredin institutional

fighting and the necessity to start large or notstart at all. There simply is no
way to start a negative income tax system small and let it grow in the
manner of Social Security.

The net result is two seeming deadends. Both the education andtraining

Strategy and the direct incomeredistribution strategy are unacceptable.
But unfortunately these are the only twostrategies for altering the distribu-
tion of income and wealth.If it is not possible to alter earnings abilities or
possible to shift the market distribution ofincome with taxes and transfers,
it is not possible to alter the distribution of income and wealth.

Problems with No Solutions: Bury Them

The easiest way to solve a difficult problem is to discover new, more
pressing problems.In the shortrunthis is clearly the solution that we are
following. The energycrisis, the inflation crisis, the recession crisis, and
the environmental crisis have all served to push the incomeredistribution
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problem to a back burner,if not off of the stove altogether. Public opinion
polls show a dwindling interest in incomeredistribution as a majornational
problem.

Fortunately or unfortunately, more pressing problemsare unlikely to
provide a long-term solution. The distribution of income and wealth is too
fundamental to the rest of the economic system. Civil wars and revolutions
arise from maldistributions of income and wealth, not from dirty air or
high-priced gasoline. Inflation and recession themselves ultimately rekin-
dle interests in the equitable distribution of economic resources. History
indicates that mankind periodically rediscovers the problem of equitably
distributing the economicpie.

A Solution: Simple but Difficult

Economichistory also provides a guide as to howthedistribution ofincome
and wealth can be made more equal. Thelast major shifts in the distri-
butions of earnings and wealth occurred during the Great Depression and
World War II. Compression occurred at both the top and the bottom ofthe
incomedistribution. The share of the total income going to the bottom 40
percentof the families ofthe United States rose from 12.5 percentin 1929 to
13.6 percent in 194] and to 16.0 percent by 1947. The top 20 percent of
families saw their income going from 54.4 percent to 48.8 percent from 1929
to 1941 and to 46.0 percent by 1947. The top 5 percent of the population saw
its incomefall from 30.0 percent to 24.0 percent and then to 20.9 percent
over the same period of time.'! Not only were market incomes becoming
more equal, but the only progressive elementsofthe tax system (the federal
incometax and estate andgift taxes) were put in place. These taxes existed
before World WarII, but the maximum rates and coverage were so low as
to precludeanyeffect on the distribution of income and wealth. World War
I] rates were much moreprogressive than those nowexisting, and many of
the now famous loopholes were inserted after World War II.

From the perspective of incomeredistribution, World WarII is more
interesting than the Great Depression since the narrowing incomedifferen-
tials were a result of deliberate public policies rather than a result of the
pressures of a collapsing economy.As aresult of an overwhelming consen-
sus that the economic burdens of the war should be shared relatively
equally, the federal government undertookto use its wage and labor con-
trols to equalize market wages and its tax policies to further equalize
after-tax incomes.It did not have elaborate education and training pro-
grams, and it was politically able to institute large changesin the structure
of taxes. Once these new pretax and posttax income differentials were
embeddedin the economic system,they set a wage and tax frameworkthat
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has basically existed to this day. They wereinternalized as part of each

individual’s and our society’s conception of fairness or equity.
The important thing to note about these changes is that they were

imposed on the government by changesin the equity normsofits citizens
rather than imposedonits citizens by the equity normsof the government.I

would suggest that this is a serious lesson to be learned. Incomeredistribu-

tion is easyifthere is an overwhelmingpolitical consensusin its favor, but it
is impossible if such a consensus does notexist.

The basic problem is to bring about a changein the normsof what are

regarded asfair. It is at this point that the historian teaches a cynical lesson.

Major changesin the distributions of income and wealth only occur in the

face of civil revolutions and external threat. Sociologists often maintain
that only wars bring about changesin our normsofrelative deprivation.? If

it is true, we clearly have a problem.

The exception that hopefully does not prove the rule is Sweden. With-

out revolution or external threats they have brought about major changesin

their posttax distribution of economic resources. But as yet I have never
heard or read a good account of what brought these changes about. Even
Swedes do not seem to have a good explanation.

Notes

1. Herman P. Miller, Income Distribution in the United States, Bureau

of the Census, Washington, D.C., 1966, p. 21.

2. For an example see: Walter Garrison Runcimen, Relative Depriva-
tion and Social Justice, Routledge & K. Paul, London, 1966.



Equal Opportunity—Some
Promise and a Lack of Vision

 

Marshall S. Smith*

Thefirst part of this chapter responds to Thurow’s discussion of the income
distribution; the second part considersthe issue of educational opportuni-
ty. Neither issue is considered in detail.

Regarding the incomedistribution, I agree with Thurow that we may be
entering a period of increasing inequalities although there is some counter-

vailing evidence to his prediction. Beyond that, three general points are
made: (1) manyofthe families in this country below the ‘‘poverty”’ line are
headed by people who, for one reason or another, cannot leave hometo
work(e.g., they areill, they are homemakersin single-parent households,
or they are retired), (2) the gap between the median incomesof black and
white families is strongly determined both by the frequency of different
types of families (e.g., single-parent households) and by different incomes
of individual black and white families in similar situations, and (3) the
opportunity to make a large income may be more equalin the society than
most believe. I then consider briefly some policy alternatives directed at
reducing poverty and making the incomedistribution more equal.

In the area of education,I argue two points: (1) the nation’s schools are
not declining in quality—rather they seem to be doing as well as or better
than before, and (2) although compensatory education has not yet suc-
ceeded, there are signs of promise.

Income

Increasing Inequality?

Thurow’s argument may be summarizedin five points:
(1) Since 1945, there has been no systematic national policy toward the

redistribution of income. Yet, through setof ‘‘accidents’’ the distribution

* Harvard University.

The views expressedin this article are those of the author. They in no wayrepresentofficial
positions of the National Institute of Education.
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of income has remainedfairly stable. This stability may be coming to an
end, for we may beentering a period of increasing income inequality.

(2) Increased transfer payments from the federal governmenthas kept
the income of nonworking membersofthe society (the elderly, the hand-
icapped,and single parents with young children)in step with the increasein
real income among all membersofthe society withoutaltering their relative
position in the incomedistribution.

(3) Among male working members of the society there has been an
increase in the inequality of the incomedistribution—‘‘low-income males
have fallen relative to high-income males.’’ Thurowseesthis as likely to
continue.

(4) Since 1945 there has been relative increase in female workers in
low-income, intact families. Taking families as a unit, this increase in

earning powerof females in low-incomefamilies has offset the increasing
inequality of incomes among male wage earners, thereby keeping the
family incomedistribution relatively stable.

(5) The number of low-income females who can obtain work may be
rapidly approaching an upper limit—this influence may decrease in the
future and may not continueto offset the increasing inequality among men.
Moreover, a greater number of women from middle-and upper-income
families are entering the work force, and the effect of this in the future will

also increase income inequality.
Like all predictions, Thurow’sare tentative. The increasing disparities

among incomesof male heads of householdsrests in large part on the fact
that there has been an increasing percentage of people overthe past thirty
years in professional and managerial positions, not upon the increasing
disparities among the incomelevels of different occupations. If the per-

centage of professional and managerial positions has reacheda plateau, his

prediction may be inaccurate. There is some evidence that this may be
happening.! Andif a national day-care system for the poor evolves, there

will be greater opportunity for wives in low-incomefamilies to participate
in the workforce—a circumstance which would also tend to keep the
incomedistribution stable. Again, there are indications that such a system
may be developed.@

A key point, however,is that both circumstances which would render

Thurow’s prediction inaccurate are as problematic as the scenario he

describes. In the absence of a systematic policy toward incomeredistribu-

*Once again this year Senator Mondale and Congressman Brademus are sponsoring and
holding hearings ona comprehensivechild care billin the U.S. Congress. It is not at all certain
whensucha bill will be enacted into law—theprovisions and priorities which will be built into
the law are equally uncertain. Nonetheless there is an increasingly powerful lobby for such a
bill and, in my view, an increasing awarenessthatthebill will first have to address the needs of
families where the heads would be unable to work without the opportunities that such
legislation would provide.
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Table 11-1

Families below the Low-Income Level, by Sex of Head 1959-1967-1970-1974*

$ in Thousands

Families with Families with

All Families Male Head Female Head

Black White Black White Black White

1959 1,860 6,027 1,309 5,037 551 990

1967 1,555 4,056 839 3,019 716 © 1,037

1970 1,481 3,708 648 1,606 834 1,102

1974 1,530 3,482 506 2,185 1,024 1,297

Percent below Low-income Level

1959 48 .] 14.8 43.3 13.4 65.4 30.0

1967 33.9 9.0 25.3 7.4 56.3 25.9

1970 29.5 8.0 18.6 6.2 54.3 25.0

1974 27.8 7.9 14.2 4.9 52.8 24.9

*U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Special Studies, Series P-23, No.
54. The Social and Economic Status of the Black Population in the United States, 1974. U.S.
GovernmentPrinting Office, Washington, D.C., 1975. From Table 24, p. 43.

tion, we may well be entering a period which will dissolve the advances

made during the Depression and World War II. Thurow is pessimistic

regarding such a systematic policy. Unlike the policies from 1941 to 1946,

which occurred during a period where there wasa national ‘‘consensus”’

that the burdens of the war should be equally shared, there is now no

national consensus that equity should prevail. Without a national consen-
sus there apparently will not be a systematic governmentpolicy. Even the

emerging consensus that brought us to the brink of a coherent Family

Assistance Plan in the early 1970s seemsto havedissipated. One hasonly to
review proposed congressional legislation in this area over the past two
yearsto see the lack of interest—and this is during a Congress of apparently
strong liberal persuasion.

For those who believe in some form of incomeredistribution, times

therefore appear bleak. Yet, there are other waysof looking at the income
distribution which may suggest relatively inexpensive policies which

would at least maintain rather than increase the currentlevel of inequality
and which may, indeed, foster some mild form of redistribution.

Decreasing Poverty

Consider the following facts:

(1) Real income has doubledfor almostall the population during the last
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30 years. Between 1959 and 1974, the percentage of white families below
the federally established low-incomethresholdfell from 14.8 percent to 7
percent. For black families the samepercentagefell from 48 percent to 27.8
percent. (See Table 11-1.)

(2) Between 1959 and 1974 the number of white male-headed families
whichfell below the low-incomelevel decreased from 5.0 to 2.2 million; of
white female-headed households the number below the low-incomelevel
increased slightly from 1.0 to 1.3 million. Among black male-headed
families, the numberbelow the low-incomelevel decreased from 1.3 to 0.5

million, while the number of black female-headed households below the
low-incomeline increased from 0.55 to 1.0 million. Put another way, of the
7.9 million families which were below the povertyline in 1959, 1.64 million,
or 21 percent were in female-headed households. In 1974, however,of the
5.0 million households below the low-income level, 2.3 million, or 46

percent, were in female-headed households. (See Table 11-1.)
What do these numbers mean? First, it seems clear that the nation has

responded somewhatto the plight of low-income people. While their posi-
tion in the incomedistribution relative to others has not improved, far

fewer now than in 1959 have an income belowa basic subsistence level.

Second, in absolute numbers there continue to be more white families in

poverty than black families. When we compare white persons with blacks
and other races, wefind a ratio of absolute numbersofpersons in poverty
families of over 2 to 1. In 1974 the U.S. Bureau of the Censusestimated that
16.3 million white persons and 8.0 million persons from black and other
races were in families below the poverty guidelines.* Poverty is not solely

the prerogative of minority families.
Third, the brunt of poverty is becoming more and morecentralized in

female-headed households. The trends from 1959 are evident, and should

they continue at the samerate over the nextfive years as they have for the

pastfive years, close to 60 percentofall poverty families will be headed by

women.

Whenthe characteristics of family heads are looked at, the picture

becomesevenclearer. As of 1973, approximately 39 percent of the women

heads of households held jobs although only 7 percent or so worked full

time for the full year. Of the 61 percent who did not work, roughly 75

percent cited “‘keeping house’’ as the reason while 17 percent were “‘ill or

disabled.’’ By far, the largest sources of income (in terms of number of

families influenced) for all the women-headed households below the low-

income line were social security (18 percent) and public assistance (62

percent).

Fourth, of the males who headed households below the low-income

level in 1974, roughly 5 percent did not have their wives present. Using data
from 1973, 62 percent worked but only 27 percent workedfull time for the
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Table 11-2

Median Family Incomein 1959, 1970, and 1973 for All Black Families and

Black Husband-Wife Families as a Percent of Coresponding White Families
by Age of Head

  

All Families Husband-Wife Families

Head under Head under
Total 35 Years Total 35 Years

1959 51 54 57 62

1970 61 65 73 82

1973 58* 62 74 88

 

*This number maybeinterpreted as: In 1973 the median incomeforall black families was 58
percent of the median incomeforall white families.

Source: U.S. Bureau ofthe Census, Current Population Reports, Special Studies, Series P-23,
No. 54. The Social and Economic Status of the Black Population in the United States, 1974.
U.S. GovernmentPrinting Office, Washington, D.C., 1975. From Table 19.

full year. Of the 38 percent who did not work, 53 percent were ‘‘ill or
disabled”’’ and 36 percentretired.4

Putting this all together, it appearsas if a sturdy 60 percentof the over 5
million families in the low-income groupare characterized by family heads
whoeither workedfull time but earnedless than the low-incomelevel (18
percent) or were unable to work because they (1) were required to be at
homeas housekeepers (21 percent), (2) were ‘“‘ill or disabled’’ (15.2 per-
cent), or (3) were retired (7.5 percent). Greater incomefor these families
will not depend upon morejobs, though better-paying jobs would be some
help. In most of these families the head is not presently able to earn more
income. This problem will continue and, as the numberof single parent
families increases, should get worse.

Black versus White Family Incomes

Let us now lookat the incomedistribution in a somewhatdifferent fashion.
Table 11-2 indicates the median family income of black families as a
percentage of corresponding white family incomes. Thefirst column indi-
cates the continuing strong disparity between the median incomesforall
black and white families (as Thurow indicated, the early 1970s showed
black family incomesrising from the 1950s to slightly over 60 percent of
white family incomesand then dropping as the nation movedinto the 1970s
to below 60 percent. The sametrend is evident whenwelookatall families
where the head is under 35 yearsof age.
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A different picture emerges, however, when husband-wife families are
examined. Lookingat all such families, the percentage of black to white
incomeincreases through the 1960s to 74 percent, an increase which has
been maintained through 1973. For husband-wife families under 35 years of
age, the level of increase in black percentage of white income during the
1960s has been maintained in the 1970s. In 1973, the median for black

families was 88 percent of the white family median. Moreover, there has
been a steady relative increase in college-going among young black
males—from 1969 to 1973, the percentage of black males 18 to 19 yearsold

attending college rose from 5 to 9 percent of the total male college-going
population of the same ages. During that period, black graduate incomes
rose by 32 percent while white graduate incomes increased byjust 20

percent. (Freeman, 1975). The increased incomeof these black males will
influence the family figures in the near future. Thus, among youngintact
families racial parity in family income may notbetoofar in the future.°®

A major reason for the difference between the family incomesofall
black and white families is the difference in the percentage of women-

headed households (in 1973, 34 percent of black families and only 10
percent of white families were headed by women). An increasein this

percentage from 1970 to 1973 of 3 percent for black families in contrast to

only | percent for white families also seemsto be a chief explanation for the

decline from 1970 to 1973 in overall median black incomeas a percentage of

white family income. A second reason is that the percentage of black

working wives in intact families decreased from 1970 to 1973 while the

corresponding percentage increased in white families; nonetheless, the

median incomeof intact black families, relative to similar white families,

remained stable during these years.

Thus, among someparts of the black population there are encouraging

signs. There is an indication that black-white disparities may finally be

closing, particularly among young intact families. These trendsbear careful

watching, however, to determine whether the gains accruing among

youngerfamilies are continuedasthey get older. Equal employmentoppor-

tunities must be continued beyond first employment to promotion oppor-

tunities and subsequent jobs.

Income Opportunities

A third way of viewing the incomedistribution borrowsfrom Jenckset al.

(1972).
(1) Among white males the influence of family background upon income

is far less than many suppose. Jencksestimates that areduction ofall family

backgroundinfluences to a point where thedistribution of differences in
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income among pairs of randomly chosen males would be similar to the

income distribution of differences among the incomesof brothers, would

reduce average income disparities by less than 10 percent—from an aver-

age disparity among randomly chosen white males of $6,200 (1968 estimat-

es) to an average disparity of roughtly $5,600. Something other than family

background accounts for most of the variation.

(2) If it is not family background, perhaps differences in educational
attainmentor in occupational status explain most of the inequalities among

incomes. Both do explain some of the inequalities but nowhere near mostof
those found among white males. Educational attainment explains less than

13 percent of the variation in incomes, and mostofthe variation in incomes
is within occupational groups rather than among occupational groups. In
fact, Jencks estimates that ‘‘equalizing’’ family background, cognitive
skill, educational attainment, and occupational status simultaneously
would explain at most 25 percent of the variation in income.If all white
males were ‘‘equalized’’ on theseattributes, the average difference among
randomly picked individuals would still be roughly $5,300.

(3) This does not mean that individuals cannot enhance their incomes

substantially by obtaining more schoolingorby entering a different occupa-
tion. Ratherit suggests that there are also other routes—routes within their

own occupations and within their own educational levels that may be
equally or moreeffective.

(4) It also appearsasif this situation will continue in the future, particu-
larly for white males. The relative difference between the earnings of white
male college and high school graduates has decreased dramatically over the
past few years.®

Thus, while individual incomeswill continueto differ to a large extent,
the trends again point toward somereduction of incomedisparities among
selected groups in the population. These data suggest that the society is
more equitable with regard to income rewards than manyimagine.Atleast
among white males there appearto be substantial opportunities for obtain-
ing rather large incomes that are not dependent upon family background,
educational achievementor attainment, or even occupational status. While
income is not randomly distributed, at least within this population, it
doesn’t appearto be perniciously distributed. As Jencks indicates, other
factors than those mentioned above mayplay a major role—perhaps hard
work, perceived need, motivation, and abilities such as being able to shoot

baskets or sell automobiles may be just ascritical.

» Such an effort would not increase the medianforall families since it is only operating at the
bottom endofthe distribution. To bring only the families now belowthe federal poverty line to
the psychological line should cost on the order of an addition $8 billion—further additional
money would be needed to bring those presently above $5,000 but less than $6,500 to the
$6,500 level.
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Policy Implications

There is irony in suggesting policy which might redistribute income in
almost the same breath as arguing that no policy will be developed in the
absenceofa national vision—andthere seemsto be little evidence of sucha
vision. My personal biases lead me to argue for a general redistributive
policy, a policy that has social aims while based on economic actions, forit
seems that only through a merging of the nation’s economic and social
policies will serious redistribution occur. Miller and Rein (1975, p. 18) point
out the problems with the traditional separation of such policies:

To plan for education, training, and cash transfer systemsin isolation from eco-
nomic policies limits severely the effectiveness of these social policies. Actions
which determine the level of employment and income obviously shape the
possibilities and set the limits of social policy. Growing and sizeable unemployment
requires enormoustransfers if redistribution is to occur. Low wages makeit
difficult to provide an adequate level of transfer benefits without promoting fear
that welfare is being favored over work. When economicpolicies fail to movein the
same direction as social policies, then transfer, service, and tax systems cannotbe
large or progressive enoughto offset large inequalities in the original distribution of
income. Policies must, we believe, be directed at the generators of inequality.

Without doubt serious progress toward redistribution will require a

combination of high levels of employment, a more substantial minimum

wage, provision for equitable benefits (e.g., health) among all members of
society, as well as transfer programsfor special parts of the population.It

may also require a revamping of the welfare system to provide a more
equitable distribution of welfare funds. A reasonable goalfor an effort such

as this would be to havetheratio of the highest to lowest wage similar to
that in the Federal Civil Service (7 to 1). This, however, would require a

rather dramatic distribution effort, and there seemslittle likelihood that

such a program will be put together in the near future.

Consequently, it may beless strain on the system to lowerthe near-term

goals. Here itis useful to distinguish between the ultimate goals of dramatic

reduction of income inequalities among individuals and the goals (1) of

providing all individuals with at least subsistence incomeand (2) of increas-

ing opportunities for the reduction of disparities between the incomes of

white and minority families. Regarding the reduction ofincome inequalities

among individuals, we may again distinguish between the opportunity for

earning a large income and general incomeparity. Opportunities may be

more equitable than most imagine—statusat birth, academic achievement,

educational attainment, and even occupational status appearto have only a

small influence on income,at least for white males. In the absence of an

overall drive toward reduction of individual incomedisparities, it seems a

reasonable goal to strive for continued reduction of the relationship be-
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tween incomeonthe one hand andthese other characteristics which are
essentially unrelated to need, hard work, and motivation.

Regarding the elimination of poverty, I will not pretend to understand
the morassofinteracting social programs and policies that already exist and
that might need restructuring and/or augmenting. MoreoverI agree with
the position that a criterion for poverty such as that developed by the
governmentandusedearlier in this chapter may not address the issue that
poverty is both a relative and an absolute condition. Increasing living
Standards causean increase in expectations—a family that could ‘‘get by’’
in the 1930s and 1940s with an absolute level of goods mayfeel in the 1970s
that they are badly deprived with the same level of goods, and they are,
relative to the living standards of other families. Jencks points out that
people have a tendencyto classify themselves as poor whentheir incomes
are less than one-half the median incomeof similarly constructed families
in the society. This would suggestin 1974 that a psychological poverty line
be drawn somewhere around the $6,500 income level for a family of
four—some $1,400 higher than the governmentally constructedline.

Yet even this increase does not appear insurmountable. Thurow argues
that it would cost an additional $12 billion or about 11 percent of the $113

billion presently spent for transfer payments to bring all poor families over
the governmentpoverty line. An additional $12 billion or so would bring
these families to the ‘‘psychological’’ povertyline.

This does not appearto be an outlandish goal or price although it would
require careful orchestration of existing programs and policies and some
considerable new effort. Within the group ofpoverty families, moreover,it
might be possible to order the nation’s priorities or at least to tailor the
efforts. I pointed out earlier that a substantial portion (some 60 percent) of
the heads of these families do not have the opportunity to earn a larger
income than they presently have. The types of programsavailable to the
unemployable elderly and the ill are more limited than those available to
others below the poverty line. A national health insurance packagethat
included basic living costs for the poor might help.

An apparently larger effort would be required to ameliorate the condi-
tion of financially poor families headed by a single adult. Proposals exist for
day-care to free the heads of these families from their need to be home
during working hours, but the problem would thenarise of finding workfor
the adults. This may bea difficult task, for some substantial percentage of
these adults do not havethe skills and experience necessary to enter and
competein thejob market. Moreover,the cost of day-care might make such
a program quite inefficient at least from the point of view of reducing the
poverty of these families (present estimates of day care costs run about
$2,500 per year for 8-hour-a-day services for children underthe ageof6.It
mightbe far moreefficient to realize that mothers work while they take care
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of their children and to pay them accordingly— even if a mother of two

children under the age of 6 were paid only 60 percent of the costs of day-
care, the resulting $3,000 might be enough with present welfare payments
to allow the family to rise out of poverty.

For other families in the poverty category perhaps the mosteffective
meansfor ensuring adequate incomesare a reasonable minimum wage and
a federally guaranteed job program. Surely there is enough work to go
around.

Finally, addressing the differences between white and black family

incomes, a continuation of the present policies for equal employment
opportunities, increased opportunities for minorities to attend college and
postgraduate schools, and attention and (if necessary) action to ensure
advancement opportunity would seem to be productive atleast for intact
families. That part of the disparity created by the differential frequencies of
black and white intact families seems far more complex. A simple solution
to many of these issues is certainly an adequately funded Family Assis-
tance Plan. Yet in the absence of such a plan the nation could address

aspects of the problem. There are substantial technical problems as
Thurow and others point out, but I think weall realize they could be solved

if the will were present.

Educational Inequality

Whenweturn to education, a similar lack of willand purpose also seems to

exist. Many of the myths of earlier years regarding public schooling as an

equalizer have been destroyed. As pointed out in the incomesection of this

chapter, equalizing the schooling ofall individuals would dolittle to change

the incomeinequities in the society. In the absence of support for such an

encompassing myth, criticisms of the schools appear to run rampant. Yet

hindsight suggests that criticism arising from the destruction of such myths

is unwarranted, for clearly schooling is not the sole determinantof individ-

ual income. Rather, in this society it might be viewed as enabling people to

have the opportunity to compete for higher incomes—an opportunity that

appears to exist for many in the society when weconsiderthe lowrelation-

ships between income on the one hand and schooling, background, and

original status on the other.

In this regard, therefore, the schools of America might be viewed as

successful at least for a major part of the population. However,it is clear

that criticisms of the schools go beyond concern over income opportunities

to address issues such as the apparent decline in test scores and the

apparent failure of special efforts aimed at children from low-income

families. This section addresses both these issues.
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Test Scores

Weheara great deal these days about ‘“‘declines’’ in test scores, and often

the conversations include discussionsofthe need for schools to restructure

themselves—to “‘return to basics.’ The issues regarding how our students

are doing in school, however, are far more complex than mightbe repre-
sented in a few global scores of the sort that make the headlines. Overthe

past twenty years, for example, the science and mathematics curricula of

high schools have changed and improved to the extent that beginning

courses in college have hadto be greatly upgraded to matchthe quality of

the incoming students. Moreover, many schools now concentrate more
than before onissuesrelating to the emotional and personal developmentof
the child. Some have even gonesofar as to suggest that schools should be
pleasant, challenging, and rewardinginstitutions in their own right. Con-
sidering that we spend something on the order of one-fifth of ourlifetime in
schools, this seems a reasonable goal. Yet test scores often do not reflect
such “‘soft’’ goals, and in their desire to develop tests that meet the needs of

all students, testmakers often have a difficult time assessing the kinds of
advanced knowledge that is contained in the new high school courses.

The aboveis only one wayto addressthe test score issue, however. A
second wayis to addressit directly and to ask ourselves whether we should
be greatly concerned about the declines we hear reported. Consider the
following information:

(1) Since the early 1900s, there has been an estimated increase in IQ
levels in the general population of approximately 0.2 standard deviations
per decade. Over a period of fifty years this amounts to a full standard
deviation of 15 points. Put another way, a person nowatthe fiftieth
percentile would have scored at roughly the eighty-sixth percentile fifty
years ago (see Jenckset al.). Thorndike (1975), discussing the renorming of
the Stanford Binet, reports an increase of almost two-thirds of a standard
deviation for preschool-level children when comparingscoresin the 1930s
to scores in the early 1970s. For older children (10 years or older of age)
there appears to be muchless of a ‘‘gain’’ but certainly no loss.

(2) Farr et al. (1974) surveyed the results of reading achievement and
concluded that in the period from 1945 to 1965 substantial increases were
found at almostall levels of school. Since 1965 there has beena leveling off
andperhaps averyslight decline, but the fact is that scores in the mid- 1970s
are Clearly superior to scores in the mid-1940s.

(3) For older age levels the National Assessment of Educational Pro-
gress reports slight gains over the past four years in reading achievement
and similarly slight losses in science knowledge. And a recent study of the
American Institute for Research reports that reading achievement for
17-year-olds appeared to increase between 1960 and 1970.7
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(4) The most dramatic of the drops in test scores has been reported by

the Educational Testing Service. The Scholastic Aptitude Tests given to

students wishing to enter college have declined rather sharply overthe past

ten years. Thesetests, often called the College Boards, showtheir greatest

decline in the verbal aptitude areas. A somewhatless definitive butstill a

clear decline has been reported by the American College Testing (ACT)

Program on three of the four areas studied (English, mathematics, and

social studies). Scores on the ACT natural sciences test have remained

constant. These tests generally are administered to students in their senior

year of high school and are certainly cause for great concern. Yet on

essentially similar tests administered to high school juniors (the Prelimi-

nary SATs), scores do not show a decline. The reasons for these mixed
results for persons aboutto enter college are not yet explained, although a

great numberof plausible and testable hypotheses exist.®
Mypointin listing these findingsis not to suggest that they are not cause

for some concern.It is rather to highlight two points. First, looked at in a

larger perspective than the past ten years, the evidence seems overwhelm-

ingly to point to substantial gains. Second, even within the past ten years,

there is contradictory evidence for general declines.

Compensatory Education

Whenwelookat the successor failure of compensatory education over the

past ten years, a similiar picture of contradictory evidence appears. On the

one hand,evaluation reports from federally and state funded compensatory

education programsofferlittle concrete evidenceof great successand firm

knowledge about what kinds of behaviors and characteristics successful

teachers have. On the other hand, we need to remind ourselves that the

compensatory programsin this country arestill very young andthat there

are strong and promising prospects for eventual improvementin the system

as a whole.
For example, it seemsveryclear that different curricula produce differ-

ent outcomes. At the grossest level we certainly know that knowledge of

algebra or Frenchis strongly related to a student’s having taken a courseor

courses in these areas. Moreover, most children (upward of 98 percent) do

not enter school knowing how to read,and after four or so years in school

mostchildren can read basic materials. The fanciful notion that schools do

not have an effect—that they do not make a difference—is obviously

inaccurate. At a more sophisticated level, critics claim that there are few

differences among curricula whichintend to teach the same subject matter

(e.g., reading). This generally seems to be true, although in regard to

short-run effects there is increasing evidence of differential success. The
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highly structured and parent involvement programs in Follow Through, a
federally funded experimentin early elementary schooling for the econom-

ically disadvantaged, appear to show substantial achievement gains over
conventional classrooms. In addition, the nation is exploring a variety of
innovations, including individualized instruction and peer and cross-age
tutoring that show promise ofinfluencing ordinary growth in achievement.

Beyond that, the knowledge base concerning how children learn is
progressing rapidly. The notion of a passive child responding to teacher

stimuli andfilling up with information and skills the waya bottle fills with
water has been replaced by a much more dynamic notion of the child
actively interacting with the environment and moving through stages of
rapid growth in skills followed by stages of consolidation and reorganiza-
tion, only to be followed by further spurts in achievement. Also, the sense
that children growat different rates and have substantially varied abilities is
now beginning to influence the curriculum of schools. Finally, our under-
standing of when and howto intervene to maximally stimulate a child’s
growth is also growing.

The psychologists among the conference participants at Newport were
in complete agreément on twopointsin thisarea. First, it seemed reason-
able to all ofus that the kindsof skills and knowledge presently taughtat the
preschoollevel could not be expected to have long-term consequences.
While knowledge of such things as letter names, letter sounds, and
enumeration should be valuedin itself, there is no reason to believe that
five to ten yearslater their earlier acquisition will have an influence on such
cognitively different tasks as comprehending written text or solving
equations. In this regard the participants also agreed that the conventional
wisdomthat one-halfof a child’s potential intelligence is determined by the
age of 5 years or so represents a dramatic misunderstanding of the process
of growth and maturation. This ‘‘wisdom,’’ derived from correlation
studies of children’s intelligence scores between early childhood and late
teens, gives us only information aboutthe similarities between rank order-
ings of IQ scoresat early andlate ages. It tells us nothing about the amount
or type of knowledge andabilities people obtain at different ages.

Second, the psychologists also agreed that far more exploration of the
efficacy of compensatory education programs during early adolesence
should be attempted. Belief in the importance of early childhood seems to
have played a role in directing the largest percentage of compensatory
funds toward the younger years. Yet there is an emerging body of data
which suggests the need for compensatory efforts in late elementary and
junior high school.**

** Editor’s note: Conference participant Gordon Alexandercan be credited with helping to
shift the emphasis toward the early adolescent period. Based on his work on Senator Birch
Bayh’s subcommittee to investigate juvenile delinquency, Alexander madea strong case for
greater variety and more compensatoryeffort in these apparently crucial years.
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Onbalance, then, it seemsfar too early to write off the compensatory
efforts in this country. Far more exploration and effort are required to
achievethe leveloffull literacy and enlightened citizenry that most believe
the country should aspire to, but there appears to be some promise for
success.

Notes

1. In a recent paper prepared for the Aspen Institute, Richard B.
Freeman summarizes both the growth of professional and managerial jobs
and the opportunities for college graduates to obtain such jobs. He con-
cludes that the percentage of professional and managerial jobs has leveled

off during the 1970s and ‘‘with the share of high-level jobs steady in the
1970s and continued expansion in the college work force. . . there was a
marked worsening in types of jobs obtained by graduates, particularly
those starting their careers.’’ R. B. Freeman, ‘‘The Declining Economic

Value of Higher Education and the American Social System,’’ draft paper
for the Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies Conference on Education in
a Changing Society, June 1975, p. 15.

2. The low-incomethreshold for a nonfarm family of four was $5,038 in

1974, $4,540 in 1973, and $2,973 in 1959. Families and unrelated individuals

are Classified as being above or below the low-incomethreshold, using the
poverty index adopted by a Federal Interagency Committee in 1969. Fora

more detailed explanation, see Current Population Reports, Series P-60,

No. 98.

3. From Table 23, page 42 of the Current Population Reports, Special

Studies, Series P-23, No. 54, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1975. ‘‘The Social

and Economic Status of the Black Population in the United States.’’ U.S.

Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1975.

4. Ibid., Tables 27 and 29.

5. This picture may not be as rosy as painted here. In intact families

where only the male works, black incomeas a percentage of white income
in similiar families has dropped since 1970 from 64 percent to 62 percent.

And among families with male heads under35 years old in which only the
male works, black family incomeis only 72 percent of white family income.

Even among families where both husband and wife have earnings, in 1973

male blacks earned only 72 percent of white males. Amongintact families,

therefore, the movement toward income equality for blacks and whitesis
dominated by the earnings of the wives—nationally, for example, black

working wivesin intact families where both husband and wife work earn as

much as white wives in similar circumstances, and among the similar

families where the head is under 35 years of age black wives earn 111
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percent as muchaswhite wives. (These are 1973 figures drawn from Tables
20 and 22 of ‘‘The Social and Economic Status of the Black Population in

the United States.’’ See note 3 for full citation.) If a much greater percent-

age of white wives start working, we might see a turnaround from the

movement toward equity for these families.

6. See Freeman; full citation is given in note 1.

7. From reports at a recent Conference on Test Score Declines held by

the National Institute of Education, June 19-21, 1975 in Washington, D.C.

For further information contact Basic Skills Group, National Institute of
Education, Washington, D.C. 20208.

8. Ibid.
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White Flight Research: Its
importance, Perplexities,
and Policy Implications

Gary Orfield*

 

Social scientists played a visible though modest role in preparing the
groundworkfor the Supreme Court’s 1954 school desegregation decision.
With the publication of the 1966 Coleman Report, they becamesignificant
participants in the national debate over urban school segregation.! In
recent years, intense public attention has focused on social scientist David

Armor’s controversial research suggesting that the courts have been mis-
takenin their recent decisions requiring desegregation through large-scale
busing programs.” The most recent controversy had arisen over claims by
James Coleman, perhapsthe nation’s best knownsociologist, that urban
desegregationis self-defeating becauseit merely speedsup the departure of
a city’s remaining white residents. Too often, selective, half-digested re-
ports of preliminary research findings are disseminated by the media and
become weaponsin the intense political and legal battle being fought in
majorcities. |

Obviously the white flight question has great policy importance. Re-
search showing conclusively that particular actions either enhance or de-
stroy the possibility for a biracial urban future would deserve the most
serious attention by public officials. Unfortunately, however, such re-

search has not yet been produced. Reaching anykindof firm conclusions
on these issues turns out to be an enormously difficult and complex proc-

ess. This is because there are so many different and powerful forms of
change taking place in urban centers that definitively relating changesin
white population to particular actions requires analysis controlling a great
many factors which are interrelated in decisions to move. Any conclusive
analysis would also require a body of national survey data not now avail-
able relating the policy changes directly to decisions to move or enter
private schools, rather than merely demonstrating a statistical association.

All we have noware preliminary studies, some national, somelocal,
employing very different kinds of data and based on different analytic
assumptions. Though the evidence raises important questions, it is im-
possible now to demonstrate that school integration,in itself, causes sub-
stantial white flight.

This chapter first discusses briefly the difficulties of sorting out the

* Brookings Institution.
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various forces working toward accelerated suburbanization. Second, we

describe the very severe long-term problem offlight not caused by desegre-

gation plans but which tends to underminethe plans’ viability. Third, we

suggest that not only central cities but some inner suburbs as well are

vulnerable to ghettoization in the absence of policies to alter the basic

demographic trends in urban areas. Fourth, the analysis suggests that

discussion of housing integration as an alternative to schoolintegrationis

probably misleading. Finally, we discuss the policy implications of the

imperfect information now available.

The Complexity of the Research Problem

Atfirst glance the research problem appearsto berelatively simple. The

difference in white enrollment before and after desegregationis attributed

to white resistance to the desegregation plan. These figures are commonly

used by newspapers,local schoolofficials, and desegregation opponents.

Amongotherthings, this method ignoresthe general trend toward declining

enrollments, both in cities and in many suburbs. It also ignores the es-

tablished patterns of white outmigration which developed long before the

school issue waslitigated. It neglects special local circumstances which

occur simultaneously with desegregation.

Even whenscholarly research attempts to makestatistical provision for

these trends, other complexities arise. Is school desegregation the sole

cause of a decision to move,or does it merely trigger earlier departures by

some families almost certain to move anyway? Are there other significant

changesin the city or in the metropolitan areaat the time that account for an

observed changein enrollment and residence patterns? Is acceleratedflight

a continuing problem produced by desegregation,or is it a one-year spurt

generated by the tumult of change? Does the statistical model exclude

major influences on family choices? Inadequate treatment of any of these

issues could produce seriously misleading policy conclusions.

Even simple definitions can have enormousimplications for the mean-

ing of research findings. Thus, in testing the proposition that whites are

fleeing from school desegregation, the researcher mustdefine ‘‘desegrega-

tion.’’ Different definitions of this word can produce wide variance in the

findings.

Mostwhiteflight research, including Coleman’s, defines desegregation

as any situation where there happento be significant numbersofblack and

white children in the same school at a particular point in time. In the

absence of a citywide desegregation plan, most such children in ‘“‘desegre-

gated’’ schools will actually be attending school on the periphery of an

expanding ghetto. Usually, these are not integrated neighborhoodsin any
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meaningful sense, but rather communities in rapid transition from all-white
to all-black residential patterns. When one looksat enrollment patterns in
such “‘desegregated’’ schools and observes the rapid shifts in the racial
Statistics, some conclude that the integration of the school ‘‘caused”’ its
rapid resegregation. Actually, underlying thesestatistics is a very simple
tautological principle—as ghettos expand,the neighborhoods they expand
into becomeincreasingly black.

The dangerof reasoning from an inaccurate definition of desegregation
in determining school policy can perhapsbeillustrated by a comparative
example from the housing field. Newark, New Jersey, in 1940 ranked as the
most desegregated big city in the U.S., but during the 1960sit actually
experienced an increase in segregation while mostcities were moving in the
opposite direction.* It is conceivable that an analyst could draw the conclu-
sion from these data that residential integration is counterproductive and
results in increasing segregation. If, on the other hand, one noted that the
black and white housing marketsin the city were highly segregated, except
along ghetto boundaries, one could draw the more reasonable inference
that rapid ghetto expansion producesan increasingly black city.4 What
appearedstatistically to be integration wasactually only rapid racial transi-
tion of neighborhoods. If one madethefirst kind of inference, the policy
conclusion might be that nothing should be doneto integrate housing. The
second conclusion, on the other hand, would support a recommendation
for a major effort to permit wider dispersion of the growing black popula-
tion, thus producing a morestable pattern of integration.

Moving backto the school example, evidence that white flight increases
after desegregation must be interpreted with considerable caution. If
stabilizing the white population is a major long-term policy goal, it is very
possible that desegregation over a much broaderarea, not no desegregation
at all, is the best procedure. In fact, this conclusion is accepted by Cole-
man.° Giventhe fact that there is no way to prevent further expansion of
the ghettos, spreading school and housing segregation are virtually inevita-
ble in the absence of a powerful policy to alter the normal self-fulfilling
prophecies of neighborhoodtransition.

This brief discussion of someofthe complexities of white flight research
does not mean that the question cannot bestudied effectively. It does
indicate, however, that results of tentative research should be read with
great caution.

White Flight and Urban Change

Interpreting white flight research requires an implicit or explicit model of
the process of racial change in a metropolitan area, particularly a set of
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assumptions about housing segregation, the nature of the causal relation-

ships between school and housing decisions, and the future population

prospects of central cities in the absence of school desegregation. White

flight is related not only to school desegregation butalso to the underlying

demographics of the community, the consequences of division of a met-

ropolitan area into many separate governments and school districts, the

nature of the local housing market, and perhaps even to such elusive

qualities as the area’s racial climate and record of the local leadership in

handling racial issues. To firmly establish any argument about white flight,

one would need some kind of general theory of urban racial change to

develop testable hypotheses about the factors causing white flight.

Convincing analysis requires treatment of the numberof simultaneous

changes influencing urban life and public attitudes during the past few

years. The range anddiversity of factors which might influence the rate of

racial transition can be suggested by a simple, noninclusivelist of common

conditions in cities during the late 1960s and early 1970s.

1. Record levels of housing construction, overwhelmingly concentrated

in the suburbs

2. Major urbanriots

O
o . Rapid continued movementof urban jobs to suburbanfacilities

4. Trend toward racial polarization in city politics and the emergence of

black political leaders

- 5. Increasing crime and public fears of violence

6. More rapid expansion of ghetto boundaries made possible by 1968

federal fair housing law

7. Increases in strikingly disproportionate central-city taxation in some

areas

8. Decline in the actual level of central-city services in somecities

9. Housing subsidy programs of unprecedented magnitude which tended

to accelerate racial transition in the city, create opportunities for

lower-income whites in the suburbs, and sometimes end with the

elimination of thousands of units from the central-city housing stock

10. Major financial incentives, in terms of downpaymentandfinancing,for

young families to purchase new outlying suburban housing

The basic analytic problem is that most of these major changes workin

the same direction—toward increased suburbanization—and thus their

effects can be easily confounded. Moreover, there are other, specifically

educational, problems. Many city schools have deteriorating physical

plants, and the local newspapers carry reports of steadily declining

achievement test scores. Teacher strikes have eroded confidence and

sometimes producedsubstantial enrollment declines. Financial crises have

forced rising student-teacherratios in somecities.
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Separating out the influence of various elementsis exceedingly difficult
but vitally importantif one is to draw any valid policy conclusions.It is
difficult because the problemsinteract in shaping family decisions. Whites
leaving Atlanta in 1973, for instance, decided not only in an atmosphere
affected by a modest school integration plan but also in a climate of
polarization overthe drive of Maynard Jackson to becomethe South’s first
big-city black mayor.®

A family that leaves Detroit when a school integration plan is im-
plemented will also be aware of the city’s incometax, its 1967 riot, the
extremely high level of violent crime, the cutbacksin the police force, the
city’s controversial black mayor, the massive housing abandonmentin the
city, the recent loss of more thana fifth of the city’s job base, its severe
current economic crisis, and so on.” While the school crisis might be the
final factor that pushes the family to move now, the general condition ofthe
city virtually guarantees that the family would move eventually and thatit
would not be replaced by a similar white family. Not only do the various
forces workin the samedirection, but several are simultaneously intensify-
ing.

The indications that the schoolissue,in itself, is not a sufficient expla-
nation for white flight can be found everywhere. If the changing racial
composition of the public schools was the central problem, for example,
one could expect a heavyincrease in the enrollment of whitesin relatively
inexpensive Catholic schools, schools which are heavily concentrated in
central cities. They are real alternatives for many of the Catholic ethnic
concentrationsdirectly threatened by racial change. These schools, how-
ever, have declined sharply in enrollment in recent years.®

Is It White Flight or Simply Flight?

The assumption that the rapid movementofwhite families from the central
cities is a flight merely from racial contact has been substantially under-
mined by recentevidence that minority groups themselvesare beginning to
‘‘flee’’ very rapidly to where they are allowed to buy suburban housing.
Black public school enrollmentsare stabilizing or declining in a numberof
central cities, and black middle-class families are increasingly moving to
their inner suburbs. Among middle-class black families who retain
central-city residence, there are substantial numbers who havefled to
private schools. The intensity of the black desire to escape central-city
conditionsis indicated by a survey of black Chicago residents, in which 54
percent said they would prefer to live in the suburbs.°

The situation in the Washington metropolitan area suggests possible
future patterns. In thefirst four years of the 1970s the Washington black
population fell by 5 percent. The city’s suburbs, on the other hand, experi-
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enced an astonishing 61 percent increase in black population in this brief

period. The decline in central-city black population during this period was

more than twice as fast as the outmigration of the city’s remaining whites.

Almost three-fifths of the total suburban population growth during this

period came from new blackresidents.*®

Morethan a third of the black children in the Washington metropolitan

area attended suburban schools by 1972, and the numberis steadily ris-

ing.11 District of Columbia public schoolstatistics show that even among

the blacks who remain in the city, about 10,000 are using private schools.'”

The city, in other words, is experiencing ‘‘massive black flight,’’ and its

public schools were becoming not simply black institutions, but black

lower-class institutions. Elementary school enrollment declined 5.4 per-

cent in the single year betweenfall 1973 andfall 1974.1? Obviously these

families are not fleeing contacts with blacks but are respondingto both the

problems ofcity life and the attractions of the suburbs.

The schools of California’s largest cities indicate the complexity of the

issue. All growth in black enrollmentin the Los Angelesareais outside the

central city. Although the Mexican-American enrollment has grownrap-

idly in the nation’s secondlargest school system, the black enrollmentis

little changed since 1968 and recently entered a period of significant de-

cline. The Chicano student population has expanded by 30 percentsince

1968. During the last two school years, the black enrollment has actually

dropped 5 percent.

The results are even more confusing in San Francisco, thefirst big city

outside the South to implement an extensive desegregation plan. The San

Francisco schools have been experiencing not only white flight but also

‘‘black flight’’ and even ‘‘brown flight.’’ From September 1972 to Sep-

tember 1974, San Francisco’s black enrollment declined by a ninth,and its

Latino enrollment fell by a twelfth.?>

The California statistics could be interpreted as black resistance to

contact with Mexican-Americans in Los Angeles and as black and brown

hostility to San Francisco’s growing numbers of Korean and Filipino

students.!® It is, of course, far more plausible to attribute the movementto

many of the same long-term factors that shaped white suburbanization.

Policy Recommendations and Their Context

Failure to consider the accelerating decline of many of our largest central

cities and their diminishing appeal for any family with any options can

introduce a conservativebias into the interpretation of policy implications

of research findings. If one focuses the research tightly on the short-term

effect of school desegregation on white migration, and future research

should actually demonstrate such an effect, the research could be read as
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evidence against doing anything. If one widens the focus to include the
whole array of forces influencing locational decisions over a period of
years, it is Clear that the dominant trends point directly toward a particu-
larly severe form of both racial and social class isolation in central-city
school systems.If the latter diagnosis of the problemis correct, the policy
implications are quite different. Assuming that the onset of school integra-
tion only highlights and perhaps temporarily accelerates already well-
established social trends, one could recommendmajorefforts to change the
structure of incentives and perceptions that have shaped thesetrends.

Public discussion of white flight research in recent months, usually
based on newspaperinterviews with Coleman, has focused on the assertion
that school desegregation has greatly intensified outmigration. Several
scholars, employing more sophisticated analytic techniques than Cole-
man’s, have concluded that desegregation plans have no discernibleeffect,
on the average, on the rate of white suburbanization. !7

Yet, even if one were to concedethe validity of Coleman’s method of
analysis and accepthis results at their maximum force, his study suggests
only that the initiation of desegregation in a city with half-black enrollment
will produce an additional loss of 5.5 percent of the white students. This
“flight”’ is significantly less than the same school system can expect to lose
for other reasons in a normal year. In other words, the results show,at
worst, that desegregation of a half-black big-city system might bring the
schools to their final ghetto status about a year sooner than otherwise
projected.1®

Colemanfindsthat the effect is much weakerin the Northern cities and
very small in cities below the top 22 districts. He has found no evidence of
continued additional loss resulting from long-term impactofthe desegrega-
tion planafter the first year.1® In most cities where desegregation issues are
still pending, in other words, the effect of school integration on population
movementsis uncertain, probably small or nonexistent, accordingto avail-
able data.

Research whichfocuses on the possible incrementaleffect of the initia-
tion of desegregation is, of course, a valid intellectual undertaking. Policy
recommendations, however, which are made withoutanyreferenceto the
broader causes of migration should not be taken seriously. If our central
cities are moving very rapidly toward the condition prophesized by the
1968 Riot Commission report, then a policy proposalto slightly lower the
rate of outmigration by ignoring unconstitutional school segregation can
have only the most marginal importance.

Issues Needing Research

Serious recommendations about school desegregation policy should be
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based on analysis of alternatives that might lessen the incentives for the

departure of the middle class and even provide some encouragementto the

return of middle-class white and black families to the central city and its

schools. Two policies suggest themselves, and both raise important re-

search issues. First, one could try to determine why manycities experl-

encedlittle or no loss after desegregation while some others had a massive

drop in white enrollment. Closer study of the best and worst cases might

well suggest either procedures and methodsthat can avoidthis initial loss of

enrollment or formsoffederalassistance that would be particularly helpful.

Similarly, there should be close analysis of Atlanta and Memphis, whose

massive losses weighed heavily in the Colemanstudy.

Moreimportant, in the long run, there should be serious study of the

value of metropolitan desegregation plans. Such plans are now in operation

in a substantial numberof the largest school districts in the South. Las

Vegas also has one, and Louisville is implementing one. By eliminating

segregation in predominantly white schools through entire metropolitan

areas, these plans may diminish the incentives for suburbanization and

eventually lower someof the barriers to return of middle-class families to

the central cities and their schools.

The only research available on this issue, the study of Florida school

districts reported by Giles and his colleagues, suggests that the metropoli-

tan approach doesindeedtendto avoid anysignificant transfer out of the

public school system. This issue needs careful comparative research.

The White Flight Issue in Suburbia

Although the discussion of white flight has focused on central cities, the

problem mayactually become mostseriousin inner suburbs, when ghettos

spill over city boundaries in a growing number of metropolitan areas.

Because most suburban school districts are small, a relatively modest

numberof new black residents can often make a significant impact on a

district’s enrollment patterns. This can help create self-fulfilling prophecy

of transition to a ghetto school system.

This process is evident in two suburbs, Compton and Inglewood,ad-

joining the Watts ghetto in Los Angeles. Both communities went,in rela-

tively short periods of time, from almost-all-white systems to almost com-

pletely black enrollments. One of the communities, Inglewood, had a

desegregation plan. Compton did not. Yet both wentthrougha brief bira-

cial transition and then resegregated.2° They behaved very muchlike a

section of a big city undergoingracial transition. In fact, they are parts of a

huge metropolitan city. The reason they wentthroughtheentire process so

rapidly and completely, why they were so extremely vulnerable to white
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ghettoization,is that the entire system is really only a large neighborhood.
The schooldistrict boundariesisolate the individual small suburb from the
diversity of the metropolitan area. The small isolated nature ofthe school
district, superimposed on a processof residential change based on
monolithic ghetto expansion, meant that suburbandistricts oncefar ‘“‘whit-
er’’ than the city became far more segregated than the city in a brief period
of time.

Inglewood, a working-class suburb of almost 100,000 people, began
receiving black residents in the 1960s, a number of whomleft their homes in
Comptonafter that suburb becamepartofthe Los Angeles ghetto. By 1970,
when a court ordered desegregation, there were about one-fourth black
Students in the schools and a substantially lower proportion of black
residents. The next year, the percentage rose to 35. Within four school
years the system had become overwhelmingly black. The court took the
rare step of formally releasing the district from mostparts of desegregation
plan, since there were few whitesleft to integrate with.2! An analysis of the
dynamics of the Inglewoodsituation emphasized the futility and heavy
social cost of attempting to deal with the issue one individual communityat
a time:

The freedom to leave encourages a high degree of rancor. People are able to take
hard-line positions. . . because they are not ultimately dependent ona negotiated
settlement. . . . The process is exacerbated by the fact that each individual deci-
sion to move out increases the pressures on the remaining residents to move.

Whenlooked at in this way, the problem of school desegregation takes on met-
ropolitan significance. People may relocate from community to community within
the same metropolitan area without affecting their job and other important social
relations. Relocation outside the metropolitan area is another matter. . . . In
short, they have a stake in the metropolitan area that they do not have ina particular
suburban community.??

Withouta cross-district desegregation plan, the inner suburbs near city
ghettos and the suburban communities mostwilling to practice genuinefair
housing tend to becomethe focal points for black movement andfor school
resegregation. In the St. Louis metropolitan area, for example, the suburb
of University City had beenan early leader on housing integration. By
1972, its school enrollment was 55 percent black, with a larger black
majority in the lowergrades.??

The problem will become increasingly evident in the inner suburbs of
New York and Newark. Even during the 1960s the inner ring of suburbs
waslosing 3,000 whites while gaining 9,000 blacks and 2,000 Puerto Ricans
in an average year.24 This problem became substantially more seriousin
the 1970s. Housing changes meantthat the area was headed toward grow-
ing numbers of ghetto suburban school systems.

Where suburban school systems are small and black suburbanization
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begins in earnest, the only alternative to continual repetitions of the In-

glewood experience would be some kind of desegregation plan crossing

district lines, preferably with supporting housing policies. The most im-

mediate and dramatic benefits of a metropolitan desegregation plan might

well accrue to inner suburbs.

School Desegregation and Housing Integration

The only wayto truly avoid the problem of white flight and to accomplish

stable school integration, some researcherssuggest, is to integrate housing.

Oncecivil rights laws strike down suburban housing discrimination, the

argument goes, the schools will be quietly integrated as a natural result of

changing residential patterns.

It may well be, however,that this argument can be turned on its head. It

is hard to imagine how stable housing integration, involving large numbers

of blacks, could be achieved in any reasonable period of time without a

framework of areawide integrated schools. Unless the normal process of

channeling black residents to limited areas breaks down completely, there

will be suburban ghettos with their own segregated schools. Once channel-

ing is directed toward a particular area, that area tends to becomesteadily

more black unless new white families continue to movein to replace those

who depart in the normal processof rapid residential mobility.

Under the existing system there is virtually no incentive for a white

family desiring to avoid segregated ghetto schools to move into a

neighborhood with a substantial numberofblack neighbors. In all probabil-

ity, based on past experience, the neighborhood school will become an

overwhelmingly black school in the near future.2> Even those who would

accept integration will very seldom accept this. Therefore their logical

choice is to seek out one of the many segregated white areas in the

metropolitan community. Without a desegregation plan, in other words,

the white family often does not percieve a choice betweenan integrated and

an all-white school, but only betweenan all-white school and onethatis

almost certain to becomevirtually all-black. The only way one can break

into this cycle of expectationsis to assure families that the schools will be

integrated wherever they moveand that they will not become overwhelm-

ingly nonwhite anywhere. This assurance could powerfully support a seri-

ous campaign for housing integration, if federal, state, and localofficials

ever decided to mount one.

Any stable large-scale residential integration, extending beyond com-

munities with special institutions and particularly favorable attitudes,

probably requires solution of the problem of segregated schools. This

seemscertainly true in considering residential integration in the inner-city
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black neighborhoods. Americans have becomeso accustomed to thinking
of ghetto expansion asanirreversible, inexorable process that there has
been verylittle serious thought about the possibility of a significant move-
mentback by youngwhite families into central-city ghetto neighborhoods.

There are several reasons for thinking that such a reverse movement
might be possible, at least in certain central cities which remain viable
economic and cultural centers. The skyrocketing cost of housing, severe
environmental restrictions on building in many suburbs, the increasing
costs of supporting the two-car, high-energy consumptionlife-style, as well
as the trend toward far smaller families and more working wives, are all
compatible with a possible central-city revival. Such a reverse migration is
now taking place in several parts of Washington, Philadelphia, and some
other major cities.2® The renovated communities have provedparticularly
attractive to young professionals, the very group that city leaders are most
eager to attract and retain. Very few ofthe new residents, however,use the
public schools. As a result, residenceis largely limited to those without
school-age children and those able to afford private schools. This means
that the great bulk of middle-class families would have to pay a prohibitive
penalty to live in the central city. If the central-city schools were integrated
on a level that reflected the population distribution of the metropolitan
area, this cost would be eliminated. Theattractions of accessibility, diver-
sity, energy economy, cultural opportunities, and the basically superior
quality of older buildings might then permita significant inmigration. Once
such a migration reached a substantial scale, it would diminish the costs of
maintaining schoolintegration.

White Flight as a Triumph of National Housing Policy

The phenomenon described as ‘‘white flight’? by students of school de-
segregation is often seen, in another light, from another angle, as a true
triumph of the basic tools of U.S. housing policy during the post-World
WarII period. Facilitating white suburbanization has been a basic goal,
explicitly at first and implicitly to this day. Federal policies have helped
shape the environmentin which every family makes its choice about where
to live, and those policies have skewed the choice very heavily in favor of
the suburbs. Even last year Congress enacted a major incentive for move-
mentto the outermost suburbs. Whenthesepolicies-are superimposed ona
dual housing market, where blacks are excluded from most new suburban
housing, they are clearly policies fostering whiteflight.

The policies have taken many forms. Until 1950, the Federal Housing
Administration openly favored segregated suburban developments in
granting mortgage insurance, insurance commitments which aided both in
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the initial construction financing and in the sale of the housing. Until the

late 1960s, HUDtooknosignificant action against segregation in public

housing.2? The massive new housing subsidy programs created by the 1968

housing act wereoften used in waysthat had the consequence of increasing

segregation.2® This year’s large tax credit for the purchase of new homes

unintentionally provides a powerful incentive for movementto the outer-

most suburbs. Thepolicies have drawn investment to the suburbs, created

powerful financial incentives for young families to choose suburban

homes, and often intensified and expanded central-city segregation.

One dramatic example of the relationship between federal housing

policy and the departure of white families was provided in Detroit in the

early 1970s. A program for low-income home ownership was implemented

in a way that saddled poor minority families with overpriced deteriorated

housing they could notaffort to maintain. The process created a temporary

artificially inflated market allowing lower-incomewhite families to sell out

and get enough moneyto leave for the suburbs. A former director of the

Detroit FHA office, William Whitbeck, analyzed the results of a disaster

which ultimately left the government holding 11,000 vacant, unusable

houses:

What happenedin Detroitis that the white flight from the city was facilitated by the

FHAto the nth degree. Not only did the readily available FHA insured mortgages

facilitate somebodyselling and leaving the city, but of course we insured the other

end of the transaction, when he bought a new houseoutin the suburbs. We greased

the skids the whole way. It’s no wonderthat Detroit lost 190,000 people from 1960

through 1970. The system waslike a greased runway.”®

Federal housing policies have worked to facilitate exactly what is

happening now. The results greatly reinforce segregation. The federal

policies have been sustained, powerful, and effective. There has been no

significant offsetting effort to retain or return young middle-class families

to the centralcities. If the problem is to be controlled, there surely must be

one.

Policy Implications

Existing research on white flight and urban desegregation can support only

limited policy recommendations. The current research findings suggest

that the implementation of a desegregation plan, in itself, would havelittle

or no impactonracial patterns in most communities wheretheissueis still

open. Thevery limited experience with citywide desegregation plansin the

North and West, however, means that this conclusion rests on a very

modest empirical base. The data suggest that any possible effect of de-
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Segregation plans on migration patterns is largely limited to the nation’s
biggest cities, suggesting that desegregation of many smaller cities can be
feasibly undertaken without accelerating white departures.

The available research suggests that the first year of desegregation is a
critical period for decisions to leave the public schools or moveto another
school district. This problem might be moderated by expansion ofthe small
federal program providing special assistance for the transition, as well as
strong leadership supporting compliance with the law.

The research also contains someindicationsthat the problems would be
significantly diminished by metropolitan desegregation. While the evi-
denceis limited, it strongly supports the argumentthat the process works
better whenit incorporates the racial and economic diversity of the met-
ropolitan area and maintains the substantial white majorities in desegre-
gated schools.

The basic forces generating both white and black suburbanization are
many-faceted, and most are independentof school desegregation plans.
There is no evidence that stopping school desegregation would stabilize
central-city racial patterns. If the pattern of flight is to be significantly
modified, positive, coordinated, and, often, metropolitanwide desegrega-
tion efforts dealing with both housing and schools will be required.
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