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PREFACE

changed in important ways since World War IT, especially as they
affect the education of children. We have had three periods of
distinct educational purpose. Each of these has had its concowmi-

tant policies and practices that stemmed from the Durposea.

Three slogans of educational purpose have d:minatad the past
forty years. The first of these, "democracy in education," waned
in the fifties. It was replaced by "equality of educational oppor-
tunity,” which became widely recognized in the sixties. Enthusiasm
for it has_diminishéé, and the emerging goal is "equity in education. "
In the trough between "democracy" and "equality" there was a profound
_interest in stiffening academic standards, exemplified by the post-
7éputnik efforts iﬁ gathamati:sg science, foreigr languages, and
social studies. Simila:ly.in the trough between "equality" and "équitg"
' substantial concern has been voiced ab@ut"thé.basiz;skills and stuﬂents‘;

‘

lack of mastery of them.

Our sense Qf_édu:aticnal purpose affects our educational
policies. These policies in turn influence our éauéaticﬂal précticei
The path from purpoée tégé?aétiéséis not a simple, straight one. Tt

is complicated, sometimes devious. Those complexities are vital to

the account of changing educational purpose, policy, and practice.

. £
. They detract from a neat linear model, but they are essential to an

™



~understanding of education in this society.

Education is an applied human a:ﬁiv;ty, one that is influenced
by social goals, leaders, politics, scholarly research, humén and
financial resources. The changing role of each of these éléméﬂt%
over thé last forty years is the tale of education in America.

i

In the following pages I will deal withﬁfhese théee educational
purposes chronologically and with the policies and practices that
have accompanied them. Such a grid is inherently artificial but pro-
vides an organizational framework to look at the changing purposes,

policies, and practices.
.
563
The dominant theme among the purposes is one of greater involve-
ment in education. Democracy in education assumed a laissez-faire

attitude toward education. The democratic political system seemed

a useful model to apply to education without significant alteration

@2

in the status quo. Equality of educational opportunity recognized

implicitly that sucgdgquality did not currently exist, that access
. i 5 ‘

was limited for some and that adjustments must be made to provide

N H

explicit racagniti@n that access and opportunity alone are not true

equality. Modification of the internal educational processes must
occur if esach child is to secure academic achisvement to the limits
BN

fa

of his or her talent and temperament.

Policy in education is determined in large part by leaders,

and the policies accompanying these purposes have been determined

5
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ané implemented by a varying and distinct set of leaders. In the era
of "democracy" the grinciPa; leaders were professional educators,

both professors of education and Era:titiangrs; particularly superin-
tendents of schacis. lhey were followed during the period of “gquality“
by government officials, particularly in the federal government, and
the sogial scientists whom they employed to design and evaluate the
grégrams intended to brin§ about equality. The éu:rent leaders in
education, those committed to equity and caéable of aﬁvanciné it,

are less identifiable but pr@bébiy will combine kﬁ@wléageiéfléduca—

tional processes ‘with political acuity and scholarly acumen.

Al

The educationalpractice that has resulted from these changing

purposes and policies has probably varied less than either the pur-
poses or the pclicies. The schoal fagéins the central institution
that educates, although its primacy was challenged seriously by ﬁhe
purpose and policy of the eguality era. In the first gez%gd, the
"democracy". era, the public school was accepted virtually withé%E:
gquestion as the place where the practice consistent with democratic
purposa shpulé take place. In the midle ;ériai of “equélity%? however,
‘thé govermnment officials and the social scientists regaéni;ed that

the school was a £élatively veak aétéfmiﬂaﬁt of éducatiﬁnél aéhiave“

" ment, and many spent much effort documenting educational influences A

.:utsiié'the school. The current age of "equity" notes the limitations.

of the school but undergtands that most of tha-cﬁhér agencies that

educata are not as aienable to modification as the school is. There-

fore, the school remains a central but not exclusive placs for educa-
tional practice in the era of "equity."

<




FROM DEMOCRACY IN EDUCATION TO EQUITY IN EDUCATZON:

PURPCSE, POLICY, AND PRACTICE

Rhetorical flourishes about education seldom determine
practice, but they frequently influence it.l More important, they
)
at a given time. The éublia purposae, why we should educate, is
often elusive and difficult to define. Ordinarily such purpose,

0
when" identified and when %&:egtéd by a2 significant portion of the

public, influences public policv about education. Thé policy has

én iﬂﬁiregt and samétimeg @bs:ﬁre relationship to the a;tpal practice
of édugagiaﬁg- Nanﬁheléss; ééf éll the elusive character of the link
between public statements about why we edu:ate-ta the concrete sch@all

experience, it is porsible to perceive a rélationship. The child in

&

=

a poverty-stricken community in rurhl Kentuciy today -has special
reading and mathematics teachers Yecause of the rhetorical fl@ufish,
"equality of educational opportunitv." It became embodi#d in Title I
of the Elemsntary and Eecandarg Education Act of 1965, which provides

faderal money to the child's Xentucky schaalrdistrizt if the district

I
¥

_has a sufficient number of children from families with Tow incomes

to qualify for the funds fcr additional teachers.

"Equality of educational opportunity" has been a dominant

theme in discussions.about purpose .in education during much of the -,

7 R
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past twenty-five years. It was preceded, I believe, by a péervasi

cgmmitment;ta "aemscraéy in education.” I belileve that it is being
succeeded /by a sentiment :u;rgﬁﬁly expressed as "equity in education."

‘Each Qf’thESé has a distinctive emphasis.

My focus will be on the transitions from the peried ¢f "democ-

education" to the time when "eqhality of educational cppor-

|..|\

racy
tunity” characterized our national educational %spiratians té the
contemporary siift to “aqﬁity in educaticn." 1In the three phrases

we can identify, I believe, fundare..tal Siffe:éncas in American
attitudes tqﬁard education In each of these are implicit assumgtiaﬁs
about wh? we educate, how we educate, and where we educate. We have
tended %o keeg Dath the definitions of what we mean by each of thesc
Eﬂragés and the assumptions within hem vague or implicit becausa

when we Decame explicit we lost the consensus we believed that we

: . -
3 : &

had developed '

The issues of educational purpose in a sdciety are inextri= wd

cably :ied to the values the society holds for itself. Efforts by
a7 . . . o) ;

the educational system to change the values of the society by géans

- “thlndactrlnatlng the voung inev ltably léad to d;fficult;es or

) 6:3 . &

disasters lf the educational systam is at all successful in its ta%k
of in;ulcaﬁing divergent vieys. More likely, the educatianal system
is u;ablé t3 convince anyone of its alternative viéwsi Most likely,
the éﬂucatiénallsyétém follows the canons of the s@;iéty as carefully

8 it ean, Eafefully eschewing thosa topics on which no consensus

i

~f
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These shifts, then, in expressions of educational purpose
reflect not only views about education, but views about the society.
By looking'at what we have sought from our educational system, we

can See what we have expected from our socdiety.

Democracy in Education

The rhrase "democracy in education" came to the pﬁbliz attan=

tion as a goal capable of unifying diverse educational views in the

pPeriod from the end of World War I until the end of World War II.
It saugééa almost like the title of John Dewey's 1916 classie,

.

e
wnd

P o
Democracy and Education, and the change of the conjunction to prepo-

sition epitemized the seemingly minor but actually major shift in

content. No one knew exactly what "democracy in education" meant,
. ;

and that doubtless was a significant element in its strength.

many Americans shared: First, principles of the educational system
should be derived from the political @rgaﬂigatidﬁs if democracy

were good for the politiecal system (and most believed that it was,

o



entially in the private sector.

at least rhetari:all?), then it would be goed for education too.

Few challenged just what "majority rulé and minority fights“ meant
for education. Although the U.S. had fought @ﬁe world war "to make
the world safe for democracy," by the end éf the Pe:iﬁé‘af é?@minense
of this theme the U.S. was again involved in a defense of its demo-
cratic principles agéinst the threat of Fascism as represented Ey
Germany, Italy and Japan. Thus, democracy was still much on recples’

minds during the thirties and fortlies.

Second, John Dewey, with his book of nearly the same name,
exercised broad influence in matters of educational purpose. His

prolific writings, his wide interest and participation in public

affairs, his influence as. a'professor at three leading universities .

and his very. long life contributed

N oL . P s = ! x ]
to make him during his lifetime the best known educational publicist

since Horace Mann, who had undertaken that task in Massachusetts in
¢ ' . ) .
the nineteenth century. Dewey, unlike Mann, exerted influence during

his lifetime on a national basis and by his ideas (or what people

thought his ideas were). Dewey was an educator, one committed to

public education, but one who functioned principally and very influ-
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Third, ﬂ;mggracy-haﬂ been associated with_eaucétianvs;ngé the

American eélénies;decla:ed their indePenéence from Eng&%nﬁ. The 4

' ‘ prin;ipal author of the document aissérting American indépetxd%ﬂ&g;v

T Thomas Jefgersgﬁ, subsequently énunﬂiateé what 1is érababl§ the taréagt
u,ra£iaﬂale'fa;‘aducati@n in this §ééi§ty; "If a nation expects to b§=

both ignorant and freég" Jefferson wrote .to Colonel Yancey in 1816,

"it expects what never was and never will be." Jéffersgn‘é point . ", -
was-that a society that expected to ggvefﬁ itself in a demacr%ti; ‘

fashion, as opposed to the authoritarianism of many Eur@geaéﬂsaéieties
of the 1ate’eighteenth century, needed to provide a means by-whi§h=i;sé

- members could become knowledgeable about the responsibilities and

obligations of citizenship.

‘

A finafxréason for the popularity of the "dam@:ragy”inieﬁu;a;:
tion" rhetoric, particularly in thg’fcrtiés and early fifties, was
* that it reinforced tﬁe existing social movement ta#arﬂ=minimizin§f:;
§iffa£en:as among Americans on the basié of.sléss, regiaﬁalism} or-
Hatianél origin. The essence of democracy to many Americans in. the
1940's was the relentless move toward the middle class. The

% =

economy expanded as a réasult 6 World War .II. The demard for paid

1¢
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+ workers the expansion created, legitimized women's emélcyment autside

the home. These developments coincided to bring about an enormous

increase in the standard of-living, thus limiting the need for young-

sters to drop out of school to support the fémilyi *Suc@ was the
essence of the "democratic" way. An evicence of ugward moéiliﬁy in .
. m%ny‘familiés was extending the period that children remained in’

school, whether it was completion of high school for families who pre-
& £
viously had anly completed "grammar schocl" or whether it wasﬁ:alleg& N
¥

'attenﬂan:eLgsomet;mes assisted by the GI Bill. Thus;.dem@craéy meant: y

1=

" becoming hiddle class, and middle classsmeant more formal éduiatfgn;.;k .

&

Somehow it all seemed to f£it in the immediate post-war years. ) =;h

"Democracy in éduzatian" was an educational goal that was'f
-largely develaped by prnf ional educatnrs, many of them 11 gé‘énd

university professors and some school administrators and teachers. It

- ®seemed to bewbroadly shared by tLE;emerginé educational organizations.

B
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~_ bv-from that of> their parents. The rubric

=
&

The Educational Policies Commission, a unit of
the National Education Association, published a number of pamphlets
and b@@ks during this period in which the Commission attempted to
relate educational policies to democracy. Among the titles were:

[Education and the Defense of American Democracy (194C), Education and

Economic Well-Being in American Democracy (1940), Education for Democ-

racy (1937), Learning the Wavs of Democracy (1940), Schools of Democ-.

racy (1939), Syllabus on the School in American Democracy (1939),

The Purposes of Education in American Democracy (1938), The Structure-

and Administration of Education in American Democracy . (1938), The Unicque

Educational Policies Commission included George D. Strayer, George -
Counts, Lotus Coffman, John XK. Norton, Cornelia S. Adair; By the early
fifties the term had fallen inte disfavor and, as a ;esult,.disusé_q

Why we educated, at mid-twentieth century, then, could ke
summarized by citing the needs of citizens to be informed, for stﬁdents
to aééuiré the Eki}ls that would allow them to get the jobs that wefe
faéidly expanding, for young ge@gle‘ta be assisted in adjuééing to
Ehé!ﬁéWg c@ﬁplex, urban, and industrial life that was so different
"democracy” seemed to cover

all these issues, but its very exgansivagéss and lack of ap@liéability
%%é the educational process pérmitt;d a diffusion of educational

effort, rather than a focus upen particular issues.

xgak ' : ‘ | _ ;

o
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- that they had d;s:ﬁvered an alté:nat;fe to the authoritari

'.curriculum té allaw for 1ﬂd1v1dual ;nterests, aﬁd more cooperatlan

vamang the young who wauld work tagéther on many Pfﬂjééts._ T@gethér

%

How we eéuaated in this Period changed graduaily. In the
th;rties many affluent public schéol svstems, ‘both suburban and urbaﬂ,"
began expér;méntlnq w;th rev1sed ‘pPedagogies that strésséd tha need

fcr children ta gartlcipata more a:t;vely 1n the eﬁu:atlanal Eg?@%s%-

, : ievaq 2
Gften labeled “:h;lds:éntered“ by enthus;astlc .educators whq _?l;gvgd}

~ the traditional teacher, they varied enarﬁ@usly in their manifesta-

tions. Out of these activities came projects on Indians, chocolate -

. factories in Switzerland, ang iodéls of the Great Wall of Chiha. All

these theoretically taught social studies and a 1i ttle.English on the

. N }
Eiiég the essence of the~":a;a curriculum”" of the "forties in which

llngu;sst;c requlraments were included with more tradltlanal studies

af geﬂgraﬁhy, hlstgry, anﬁ EDﬁDmlEE Group d;scussi@ns, in which each
opinion was af»eqnal mgrit, often reglaeeﬂ regart writing and examina-
tions: as means of assess;mg studentS. Grading was often raduéed t@

B/F, rathe: than the old percentile marks or 1étter gfadés,

Collectively this new pedagogy stressed more active

Etuﬁéﬂt-i¢vélveméﬂt in-thE‘learning process, more vafiati@n_ln the

*

thése“embod;gd thE‘"daméﬁratic spirit."

2
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A major unknown is Ehé'gfeyaléncé Gf_this ﬂémésfatic pedagogy.
Certainly discussions of these kinds abounded in the professional
literaturg for teachers and in many schools of education. How much-

practice actually changed, especially in working class and Black =

achools, is hard to estimate. ' =
Where we educated consciously during this period was chiefly thea‘

school. Since we minimized in our rhetoric any class, ragial; or ;
' regional differences, 1ittlé'attéﬂti§n was givéﬁ to aifferanceé améng %
schools éz the different kinés_af experiences childreé might héve in _,\
them. - | :

A major change was occurring, hﬂééﬁéf; in :hilisré;riﬁgi Mothers

who read easily; or who believed they should, now had experts to guide’

them on the expectations they should hold for their children and how
best'-to achieve these expectations. This expert advice came in a

columns. -
The conseguence of this puﬁlishéd systematic wisigm_agpligd to

chilarén was to provide a standard by which families and teachers
‘ . _ - -

could judge the progress gf_tﬁgi: children and students. The rela-
time consistency of these views contributed to the homogenization and

67

-middle class orientation that became pervasive in mi&-:entgry.

. , ) L ‘ , ) ,
. In characterizing the educational rhetoric of the past decades,
I am tempted to draw too tightly the lines between "democracy in
, education” and "equality of educational aggartuﬂity}" _The nature
i e e N ’ ° C; N

 of social history is that definitive changes do not occur neatly.

¥




in b@cks; death of the Pfégfé%,;,

One sentiment blurs into another sentiment until one can say that
the preponderant view has changed. The image is one of a rainbow.
One can point to a distinct blue and to a distinct violet, but one

can not point with equal precision to the géint at which blue ends

and violet bagins. So it was with the transition from "democracy

- in education,"” which one would easily identify as the dominant educa-

tional goal in 1945, to "equality of educational opportunity,” which -

could be similarly identified in 1965. The decade of the fifties,

however, was the blur in between.

Fundamenﬁallf the fifties was a decade of uncértaiﬁty about
education. The uncertainty centered on both éurgase and method. We
were ﬁn;laa: why we werareducating, although hiéher and higher pro-
gartisn% of the age gr@ﬁg were remainipgjin school, and we were

similarly unclear about how we should educate them. - Some were not

even sure we were educating them. Dissatisfaction was expressed ¢

re Educatign-égggciatiéﬁ, rise of the

Council for Basic Education, reaction to Sputnik, teacher education

critiques, and Conant's American high school remedies prapcséd in= i .

cluded more academic rigor in professional education, National Academy

of Education, MAT programs =-- curriculum reform and 'teacher-proof”

curricula.

T
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:Eau:atsrs' attention had been so taken up by these traumatic
events and éansequént challénéés to their authaf;ty, Lagéely from
within aaadame, +that many had failed to take serious note of a signifi-
x;ant ;hanga occurring on the banks o the Pétsmaz;_ rofessional edu-

. cators had-been ﬁha ﬁhief spokesmen of educational purpose and ggllsy
 % for most af this ecentury, and their :alli;g had b een held in rather

high regard by the émé:ieaﬁ public. These te;eﬁt attacks had made
them defensive béth-ébaut theix @;nrreie and about thei'ff acy of
their énterériza. ‘Most gaia‘little attantién t; government activi- |
‘Eies, esEéSially,feée:al gave§ﬁment activities, sincs it was well
akn;wnsﬁy every student who had taken Education 10l that eéu&aﬁiﬁn
”wasxgﬂt mentir " in the U.S. Csnsﬁitutian and that the tenﬁh amenéf

ment had left ave*yth;ng to the states not e;plls;tly g en to the

fed%ral goverrment in the Constitution.

. B




Equality of Educational Cpportunity

The Brown decision in 1954 fundamentally-changéd,the balance

&

of power among those who determine educational purpose and policy.

The National Association
for the Advancement of Colored Peg;lé finally brought to the Supreme

‘Court in 1952 a group >f cases involving exclusion of black children

from wﬁite public schools in Xansas, South Carolina, Virginia, and
Delaware. This came to be known as ﬁhe Brown case. The unanimous
decision of the Court on Ma% 17, 1954 found in part: "To séga?ate
them' from others of similar age anaAqualifisatiansx%alely bé:ausé of

their race generates a feeling of inferiority as to their status in

the Eagmﬁnity that may affect their hearts and ﬁinds_in a way unlikelwy
ever to be ugd;ne.". . . Wé conclude that in the field of public

education the doctrine of 'separate but equal' has no place. Separate

10

i

educational fa:iiities are inherently unequal.'

T

The Court recognized the wide applicability of its decision,
and therefore sought further testimony hefore giving anathe: opinicn
in 1955 on. compliance. ‘In its 1955 decision the Court, agéinJunanié

mgﬁs7 spoke ﬁé the varied local conditions and gave responsibility

Y

. to the afigiﬂal courts that heard the cases. The Court continued, .
"In fashioning and effectuating the decrees, the Eau:ts;will be quidaa

' by equitable grinciglasi Traditionally, equity has Eéénﬁahazaétezize&

by a practical flexibility in shaping its remedies and by a facility °
. 3 . f . oo ) =
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for adjusting and reconci llngApu;;ic and érivate need. Thesercasés
call f@:gﬁhg.exezéisé of thése traditional attributes of equity

B Agawef,“;; AWithl§héSéAtWE cases as well as with the many thét'féliawed
?hem at the local, district, aﬁa appellate levels the federal govern-
ment began.to play a major role in determining the gurgése of edﬁca;i@n
and how that purpose would be made manifest in practice.

j. s Immediately after the passage of .the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (19653), the Office of Education budget togpeﬁ one billion
dcliéfs. Its bﬁdget has continued to grawfés needs of special cate-

gories of stuaénts are brought to fore, éagifkééllégé students,

\

blllr.lgual, haru‘iit:agsped and the poor. 1In 1979\thé éstlmatéd budget

_for the Df ice of Education is nearly $11 bllllOn.



Just as the'eanéiusian of World War II in 1945 served as a
distin&t date to iéentify the rainbow violet of "democracy in edﬁca—
tion" as a characteristic statemént of purpose in American education,
so does the passage of th% Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965 signify the Ereeminén;é of distinctive rainbow biue of "equality

of educational opportunity"” as the national goal for education at, that
- T

=,

time. From the fifties to the seventies the why, the how, and the

where we educate were determihed by the relationship of these means

to the goal of "equality of educational opportunity."

Why equality of educational opportunity? Rhetoricians esmmittééa
to answering that question lﬁékéﬁ teo history for éxamgléé, and found
the raésra‘fgéleta with thémr beginning with Thomas Jeffé:sanf who * '
hadtassertad in the Declaration af Iﬂﬁé?éné%%cé that all men were
.ggﬁateé gﬁﬁal, éﬁ,assa:tiéﬁ ﬁhat Aggaham Liﬁsglnahad rapeated in
t;é géttysﬁurg Aaérégg. Sééial ée?éﬂtiétg‘suece&déaéstatésmeg in-

-iiéhe twentieth century, and mény of théﬁlwrété @f,the‘émériggn search -
farféquaiityg faf aeiiniticnsﬁmf equality, fef agpli:aﬁiaﬁskéf that
definition if it could be found. Gunna: Myrdal titled his study of

the Negro in Ameérica, EEEA@éricanréi;ammar(1944); Eyrdal explained

0]

his choice of title in his “text - Coénflict between American creed and

*realitf.'
-Aéditignal rhetorical outpourings supplemented Myrdal in the

Ty

late fifties and sixties. One of these,-Michael Young's The Rise

t

' of the Meritocracy,

I

19 o
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its sub—tltlé; "Candwe be equal and excellent too?" Gardner, a master
of the simple phraSé explaining the complex issue, explained that the
book was about excellence, but alsa-ah@ut equality, "about the kinds
of equallty that can and must be honored, and the kinds that cannot

be f@réeé." Gardner became Sasré*ary of the Departmaﬂt of Health,

Education, and Welfare, 1985-68.

. How was the United States to gchiéva equality of edﬁéatigﬁéi
!Qggcztg;itﬁ?y?This-égﬁngiati@n of a federal priérity for education’
marked a fundamental diffexeniéfthaﬁ has shaped educational develop-
ments in the United States since the mid-sixties. iatarmigaticn of
5é§gcatianal:priariﬁies shiftéd; -Eéth in-rbetarigal:issues of purpose
and iﬁ apezatiéﬁal issués-cf iﬁglemantati@ﬁ the gr@fassianal eduzatﬁ?s
withdrew: B;Eiauiagéyéars thesé dec;s;&ns had been Eflnclpaliy thégé
of educational Prgféssléna¢s = both gfafessa: and g:aeﬁitia;e;s-ﬁ Iﬁ;
the new era the federal government dominated. Tﬁe:é thé inﬂiviéuéingf:
réachlng eduéat;a 3 dé:isiaﬁs ma&g upvaﬁ amalgam ;f Préféséicﬁal

educatgrsf(a few), some bureaucrats, but, most important, idealistic °



social sc;eutists who were committed to certain Ame..can idezls and
, believed that these ideals could bé a:hievéd through ﬁéaificaﬁions
of the eﬂucétional system. Fréguen;ly young, :fﬁéﬁﬂtraiﬁed in
sociology, écanopgés or histafy, thésévcsmmittaﬂg tiralegg young men
i i (and ac:asianaliy!wgmen) lébaréa mightily.with full conviction that
theirs wé% a viéal crusade. Thomas Jefferson haé called his educa-
~ tional policy a crusade against ignorance. ‘Thelrs was a :rusadé
against the specters of old style bureaucracy, 'special interests in
education, and conservatism. The worked in Washington, and tﬁay
worked in their home communities on government é@ntragtssénd grants
Providing the data that were to become thespsliéy documents that é@uld
bring about the millenium the liberal Democrats of the sixties sought
and even Eéiiéfed might oceur. They would make a "war on poverty,"
establish an Office Of Economic G;pgrtuﬂlty, and th31; gr;nclpal
-weapans in these battles. ﬂouid be money and the pgwar af éducat;an ,

. Victory méanﬁveliminatian of gavegg%?aﬁd,aehievemént of an %ducatian

-qf high %uality for all. %iétary was'elusive_‘

Thé émpﬂas;s was én tﬁe tangibles? aczesé;,mgnéy, faéi;ities,
special Prag%amsi Optimism ran' high that the federal gavarnment,
-glven these worthy gaals, would be able to aehlE?e them with add1=~

! tional funds and w;th raqu;zaments ragard;ng ac éés_- The fadaral
ge@gf%mentg;@uld control th@se tangibles; it haé the resqu:zés’(gr

-1 m@st[thought) to provide the money and to require compliance for

51
m\%% the access. These were the essential ingredients &f the federal
§t;§tegies of that era.
s h [ -
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A key element in the federal strategy was desegregation. The
. southern sﬁates, some ncr*herﬂ éammun;t;aa and a few northern 1 cities
wers dé%ég%agating their schools. Here the access issue was clear:
‘blacks and whites must have the @ggg:tuﬁity to attend the same
. S§hE§l5-; The principal institution bringing about this éesegregati@n
was Ehezfedéral court system. Its efforts were supplemented by thé
federal legislative and administrative branches. Thé Office of Civil
_Eightsvin the Eega:ﬁmént of Health, Educati@n and Welfare determined
‘whether the schggl d;strlat was in comPlla ice with Title VI cfEthe
Civil Eighﬁs Act, and the Office of Education began té provide speci ial
funds to aéééérégating school districts uﬁdéf the Emergency Schodl
Assistance Act aftéz its gassagé in 1972, The key to successful
, aesegragatian;gthever; was likely to be strong community l%éééf%ﬁ}?r
a qual;ty that was dlf;l: 11t to provide with either court orders or
fun ds.. ‘ |
A séésndﬂﬁajar elémént af Eh& equality concern was school
finahcé;. Great variation as:urred in fuﬁas available for éSEtS of
'gubll; schaal;ﬁg. ‘These were provided by‘%tatg agd:lgcal gﬁve:ﬁﬁents[
by various formulas, most influégééﬂ heavily: by ‘the amount and value
of taiébla property inhthe aistii;ﬁ_ Lséél éistricts witﬁ litﬁié;

' é;nﬁame fram property taxes had less to spend on their s:hgcls than

did districts ,ithzgréater Prcpérty tax ingcmég.(@ftan there was a°
;CEiﬁGLdEnEE cé poor fam;lles in dlstrlcts w;th low pfaperty tax
lneoﬁéy-aﬂd, therefafe, those s:h@als had less money to sgan& on
" edv=ating theiz children.x . The Califarnla state courts reeagn;zgd

2 “

' thls 1;m1tatian on équal;ty of aggertuﬂity in the Serranc v. Priest
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*decision .in 1971 ané required a state wide re-examination of school -
finance to make it more equitable. Subsequently agp;@ximately
twentyﬁﬁive'éther states have revised their school finaﬂce provisions.
y- thi;é legal effort ?a br;ng about eguality %f opportunity
was the Lau v. Nichols casg.A In this California case the Supreme
Court in 1974 determined that'sghéalvaistrigts re:ei%ing federal .
funés must provide means for children not fluent in English to asqgi:é
English fluency. This decision, which did not %Eééify how the schools
were to make the yaunésﬁers fluent iﬁ Eﬂglish, moved the Courts'
interest from mere access or opportunity to the process by whiﬂhi
children would acquire skillsi The Court did not mandate a particular

process but did require a special program. The 1967 amendments to the

a

Elementary and Secondary Education Act included the Eilingual Education

Act, which provided funds for the QOffice af‘Eéu;atian‘ta distribute -
& ) - v : ' a !
to school districts with substantial numbers of students with' .,

= =

 "limited English-speaking ability."

ing, Egguiaztentergrisg or in a financially prosperous vanture,
'reveled inithe aiaitiaﬂal fuﬁéé and the services they bgught; This
infusion of federal funds, glnéréllygin aréaéagéat had not received.
them in the“paS£,‘braugh§'a Q;amiéencé tsﬂéduéatefs-;hieh was ﬁéw to

them. It was the unusual ‘educator, basking in such rare beneficence,

who would speak frankly to the enthusiastic, -optimistic féderal

official who:believed that with this ﬁew‘help to the school, graat

0N
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changes would come, and tell him that the. school was unlikeiy to

‘do what the society did not, in fact, want to happéni It was an

%

extremely rare educator who would announce outside the griva;yxaf

=h;s own living room that this faith in education, enunciatad by the

President and repeatéd by h;s followers, waé unjustified. Few wcu;d
say, bask;ng in the first fruits of the affluence of méd;rn Amerlca
that many had ever seen, that tis faith in their institutions was
misplaced. Many knew privately that their schools could not change
the soecial afaer, but who ﬁanteé tazséy S0 now when the government
thought they might? ‘That was the dilemma for professional educators

of the sixties.

Their dilemma was resolved rather quickly when additional social
scientists were called into the scene: The new methodology was "evalu-
atien." Given the money that was being spent, the éavé:nmant must be

"accountable," and lf funds were to be :QﬂtlﬁUéd. it must ba deman—

Et:atedf Eredlctably, as any sanguine educator knew, famiiy and Sacial

E]

, ‘class were bétﬁéf indicators of students' academic success than was

* i . p o

. any measure of school investment, including ﬁaachers“-grega:ati@n or

‘fggilities;inxthe school. Thls was a d isc n:grtlng finding.. The

fi:sﬁ major public statement of it was James S. Colemar's stuay done
for the U.S. Office of Education injlgéé; When ﬂgmmeﬁting on his
study, which was w;éely lntérPreﬁéd by athe:s as minimiz ng hE‘sgle

of the school in influéﬂ;in? students’ a&g:at;an achievemant, Cgleman

. wrote in the surmer of lgéé, "Schools are §u¢:éssfulﬂan1y insofar as

O
N
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' they reduce the_éépendéﬁéé of a cn.ld's opportunities upon his s@gi319

origins."

5

ere, then, was this equality of educational apéértunity to

il

be a;hié?ed? Desp;ta what the educators Jmew but were hesitant ta
admit, the federal gavernment 5 pﬂllcy makers bet on the Publ;e ‘schools.
Their knawledge of how scheools actually worked was limited, but initi-

ally their faith was substantial.

L Since the passage of Title I of ESER in 1965, the federal govern=

o
ment provided through 1979 § 23.2 b;ll;an’ﬁa local schagi districts.-
Blthaugh the early requlations governing expend;tures of those funds
were samewhat unclear, gradually the fe&erai gavernment limited the
guzpases for wh;ch the funds :auld be sgént. They were not. to be
used for general a;i to the,schaal distr;ct nor were they to préviﬁe’
ée:viées ordinarily paid fé” by state or ;acal‘funas.; These.were
extra funds, given to the distri:t‘an the basis of-:the pgsggrﬁiﬂn!af
" low iﬁsameﬂéaﬁilies, and services were provided at the schaalfleve;

’ fér children who were doing badly academically. The law §é§mitteé

the fund to be sgent on grades one through twelve, but most districts

concentratad their funds on primary grade ﬁ .
5
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The federal policy makers and some ofithéir colleagues in

) y T
Sstate gavérnment'agged.i . o
#

on the assumption that’additiqéa%fmqrey made available to school

districts to provide extra educational services to needy children

.would imgrq?e the academic performance of these same youngsters.

In the minds of the policy makers the principal institution to provide

this educational remedy was unguestionably the school. The school

atithoritvies agreed., Soon the researchers in education were challeng-

'ing ‘that assumption.

The dfficacy of the school was challenged for several reaso:
The strategy the government was using emphasized providing money ari.

airééting the schools to pfgvéde additional educational services

1fgz needy children. Put srﬁd§%y, the fedegal government was trying
to buy improved éea&amié Eerfarménﬂeg but itvwas not zleér what com-
mgdiﬁy it was purchasing or what ;currency was iégal téndérlin the
transaction. iniﬁial indications were that igfusi@ns of new money, .

even substantial infusions, did not result immediately in improved

academic gegfgrmanceils The transformation of funds into impkoved

i
i

by educators themselves, who frecuently were not-consulted on the

matter, and even less g@desstaaé by the officials who were providing

the‘funasi A



Nét,sur§2151ngly the canséquént alst:ess when a:ademlc Eéf—
farmance -did not 1m§rave challanged American fa;th in S:haallnq.
’&The loss af fa;th in s:hacls that has characterized much of the
laét decade rests on two false premises:

(1) Our éssvmgtian that m@néy can buy,iea:ﬁing
(2) Our assumgtlan that édu:atlan by itsel w;ll
hr;ng upward social ana ecanami: mabllity.
| These two assumptions becamé'baély ;ntéftwiﬁed in the m;nds of both
<§§li:y makers, educators, and the public. Theﬂscageg@aé became éhaw
school. | o
' Much of thézgritigiém af\;he school was iegitimate; ﬁhén the

' new mone y bégan to pour in, few re:aghlsgd the fundamental :hanges

Y

in assumgfians held by s:haal afflalals that the influx of funds -
required. Far a va:;aty of reasans schagl aff;clals trad;tlanal;y
made taclt assumptlans abaut attitudes, habits, and talaﬂts that ‘
children braught with thém ta the :lassraam. The_3;b=af the téachér
and the SEﬁ@Ql was to move the children into the curriculum, which
Qas also organized along thasé assﬁmgtianS; and to assist!thé”yéung—
sters #é do well, others to do middling, and some to do badlg.ﬁ géhe£;'
'.all?, taazhérs-bélieved—!chlldren from Eraspe:@us, stabla ;amilles

did better .than thase frém poor, unstable families. - There were always:.,

some xcept;éﬁs to that genéral rule, but both research flnd;ngs ‘and’

(&

;Eanventicnal wisdom supgarted these beliefs abaut student ‘achievement
" measured in the canvent;anal ways = ;eaﬂhezemade tests, Standardisgﬂ*

tests; a;d coursea grades.

Tz
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What wasxéminenflyrﬁnclea: ébaut the new feéeral acﬁivity in
eﬁueatiaﬁ.wag how thé increase in mé%éy for s:hgaling\wguld :haﬁge
Bﬁhis Eattéin, a pattern that held ngtzjust for the U;é_gbut~ta a
considerable degree for every other nation with a well defined eﬁu:a%"

tional system. What was the school supposed to do to change it?

Beginning with Coleman in 1966, researchers, nost of whom
were trained in the use of quantitaéive methodologies, régﬁlarly

reported the iﬁeffe¢tivené§é of tgé school in altering the inflgen:e‘;
of family background on educational achievement, Reiggiﬁg-reséazch\ i
méthédglagiesiéf thé day emphasized: large séal%,g§g§fegate an%lyéas, g
and Eﬁsﬁ of thésg :epértad unequivocally that the school wastlassv
_:influential_ﬁhan'family‘factars in déﬁermining éﬂuéatiénai aEﬁieV%*;
‘ment. ' | o ' .
’Eancqﬁit;nt with these fiﬁdingéngamé the wa?k of other research- °
é&S, notably F;?Eistgphe: Jencks and his colleagques, that edugé.tit:ﬁal
achievement alone did not bring abauévsaéiél énd:eéénamié mébilityil7
These findings, widaly_re;arted in the press, alienateé educators,
. . , !

cénfused policy makéf§;$§§d;§gnerally depressed the public who read

The most iﬁtriguing question, however, is:? Why such a fuss?

Who ever believed that. the school alone principally determined

i

educational achievement or that educational achievement alone, princi-
pally ddermined economic or sa:ialumébility? The reason for the fuss
seems to be that policy makers aﬁdﬁeducatafs together promised too

~
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the schaals must Play. o - s

Only when educational research in the 1970's moved away from -

the large scale, aggregate analyseé that had always chara:teriééd it,
did the real effact of E:égrams such as_fiﬁlé I of the Elementary and!

Seasnaary E,’catian Act begin to become apparent. For example, in

wl—'

1974 the National Institute of Education began a study of Title I
which was really a series of simple and logical questions, towit:
(1) Does ritle I money reach the 1ntended beneflcla: es? (2)-is it
used to Supplément their instruction? (3) If so, do well—Flanﬂéd
and wéll-lmpleméﬁtad ;nstrucﬁ;anal programs LnsraaSE student. aEhleVE—
ment? The answers to these t h;ne‘qué stions, which NIE regértad in
1978, are Yes, Ee%; and Certainly. The esnunégﬁﬁ for the policy
maker that remains: How do federal, state, or even local qfficials
assuéé.that principals, and indeed teachers, mount "well-planned"

i

"and "well-implemented" ingtzu;ﬁianal programs?

]
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Equity in Education

The argument in education in the sixties and early seventies -

" centered on what the economists and other social scientists advising

the federal gavé;ﬁment on its educational peolicy called the “inguts_“

These social scientists were accustomed ﬁg;daaliﬁg with tangibies{ !
. they drew many of Ehaiﬁ_maaéls from ﬁhé'ghysiéal and natural-seienées.:
They assumed -that if one varied what one’put into the eguation, then

one could predict accurately variations in the :esults;cf the eguation.
In science that is largely true. ’In'ééuéatian, it turned out, such
was not the case. Much as many might have wished it, education was

not a laboratory discipline but rather an applied human activity.

~ Therefore, the rﬁies of science did not éggly as ﬁnifarmly as they,
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d;d zn Ehyslcs or :hemlst;y The human actlvlty that was education
could cértalnly be  improved by s:lent;flé find;ngs; Eartlcula:ly
those of the emegglng=?éagﬁitivé sciencas, " but the pa:ad;gms of the

‘sciences did not hold for education.

~Following the social scientists' paradigm for economics, educa-
tional researchers in the'gixtiés_émphasizeé the "inputs" to edu;aé'
tion;: If anéiatténded ta those, then inévitably-éne would alsa'iaak

‘ to the "agtputs.‘ As d;senchantment grew about the effe;t of the

inputs on équallty af educational opportunity, then attention begaﬁ

to focus upon the "utgutsa . 'Far some the ’:égressian from "e@ality"

iy

to "equity” meant identity of output. Translated inte eauéat;anal
pPractice, that meant children. should get higher marks, or at a minimum,

get promoted annually from one grade to another, regard l ess of aca-

5 : £
demic performance. : -

Such automatic or social promotion was an educational travesty.
Equality} mény initially beliéved{ was ts-be-azhievea;by vast increases
in thézpf@@@;ﬁi@ﬁ‘cf high séh@al §ra§uatasi The aiffisﬁlty'%as that
American views abgut level of aerf@rmance of high- schaal graauatas
was basad upan the mémcrzasgaf m;adla—éged Amerlaans who had graduaﬁéd

fram hlgh s:hael whgn such an a:ﬂ:mplishment was reserved to the m;n@rﬁ

ity of teenagers éﬂd was llkely to mean for many satlsfa:tgry camgle—‘
tion of four years of English campssitiQHS»and liter atu:e, three years
af matnemat;cs, science, h;stary, dnd at least two years of a foreign

1anguage. with highés:haal iiplémaé gsin§ to. 80 percent of the age

¥
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giaug.iﬂ‘l§78 and with drastic relaxation of the academic curriculum
in many places, many assumed that "equality" meant axiepi@ma alone

and not the mastery of the knowledge such a diplema had previously

_implied.

Sl
Dissatisfaction with the conseguences gfgéqualitg of educa-
tional opportunity has led us to seek a rhetorical flourish that will
improve educational practige in ways consistent with the overall goals

with the

¥

of equality of educational épgaftunityi. Few disagree tcday
principle of eguality of educational eégértuhity; but many observe

its promise was not fulfilled. The equality was only in the apparent

Lo
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allocation of resources, not in the subtle functioning of the aduca-

’t;anal process.  The translation of egquality of agpaftunity to equal-

ity qf résult'further demeaned the QénséquEﬂEas bf aéPeazing to dis=-

iregara any c@ncern for quality or ébjeétive standards. Discussions

Qf that subject were frequently ¢loaked by their agganents with
charges of el;t;sm or discrimination. What such disgussiéns obscured
was that the equality that was sought was failing to be achieved

through thé remedies that were proposed. ; A T e

E

From such criticism has come ‘a concern fag ecuity in education.
Unl;ke the literatureeaﬂ aemaéracf in educatiaﬁ or équaliﬁyp:thé commen=

tary on Equlty is: st;ll sparse,,ln Ea:t ‘becausa it is st;ll little

unde;s;aad; Equlty in education :éaul:es attention bath ta the

‘tangible resources allocated to education and also to the intangiblé’

but powerful forces that influence educational achievement. Equality

cf ép;g:tunity assumes that chilaren simpl need to be given a chance;

= equ;ty means maalfylng the educatlanal pr ess so that all yaungstars'

. are ngt éxpected to. adjust to a common set of assumptions about what _

t
i

their home experience has been.

Furthér, equ;ty lmpllas regagnlz;ﬁg that the merit. system has

n@t always worked perfectly in the selection of senior teachers ané
. l';: = ¥

. -aéﬁin;stratars in the past; rectifying this inadequasy»daés not mean

Erﬁmgtlng aslanal women -or members af minority gréugs to positions

in which they have neither the tra;nlng, exgériensg, ér mast ;mga:tant

the 1nfarmal P:aféssianal netwa;k to allﬁw them ta pegfafﬁ the tasks

satisfaétcrlly. What equity does mean is f;nding th@se qualif;ad

'k
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?éméﬁ and min@riﬁies who do exist anéxcreating the conditions,
grinéiﬁally'ﬁct iéélaﬁing thém from their colleagues, zhat will
-allow them to Eezfafm their duties as expected. Equity recognizes
éhat it is a disservi;e to wé;en, minorities, and the poor, Whéthérf;
they be children or adults,rta set é lower standard .for their per-

formance than for ochers.

-Equity alse réquirés.éhét :héhgeg in the edugagianal:agéneies
acgﬁr so that all g:éués have the égperiégﬁéé that the educational
system assumes‘éa that all can sampe%e,withaut disadﬁaﬁ%agei The
obligation of the educational system that is equltah*ﬂ is tﬁ-be sure -
that all its stﬁdeﬂts have those “egperién&as-“ Many wiil~havg re=
ceiyed them informally; for those who have not, the educaticnal
%ystem must provide them. Many child:énvéram middle c¢lass Vaé%s

- have stdries read to them fram the time they are tiny. They come
to sghaal w;th “hat axper;énca, lafqely Pleasu:able and :ertalnly
éducaﬁivég a faungat;ﬁn ugan_wh;ch the school can build. Chaildzen

from homes with no books have neither the experience nor the founda-=

tions. fhe;s;hcél; if it is eguitable, must accermodate its program -
4 | . - . ) .

to both students. When the educational system is secuve in its
,knéwlaégé that its students have had such ax?erienées,'théﬁ it must

assess the performance of each r rausly and fairly.

Up to now we have paid much attention to measuring what
went LﬂtQ the educational process, i.e., facilities, average expendi--
ture Eerypupii; teacher preparation measured by degrees and courses,

and we have sought equivalence in those factors. We have also paid




a good deal of attention to megsuring‘stuéent aghievemeﬁt by téétingv!'
aﬁxtﬁa eémpletién‘af the school yéar; Wa have paid :amagkably l;ttle
attention ta affecting the edu:atlanal prcaess which the student
underwent, Even our tests are canstfﬁéted not té measure what 3

s
'student ‘had been spac;f;cally taught in the classroem but’ rather what

-£he student hadglearnea more generally in a ?ariety'éf cir:ﬁmstanéés.
éucﬁ>tests obviously benefit those youngsters whose enviranmant is
rich intiea:ning thE-thiﬁgs that tastmagers belie&e we should all
know and génali;é those yﬁuﬂgstéfSAﬁgESEIéﬁViE@ﬁméht grgviéeé other

F

Enawledge. If we believe that the testmakérs really are right abaut
gwhat we all shauld know, then. ouxr schaals have an abl;gatlan ts
teach that bﬂd? of information ana skills to all :h;ldren and not ta

/. .
rély an same to pick it up Dutslde of scheel and others ts m;ss it.

Equity in education .will come when we make éure that we system=
atically g:évida’ﬁa all-chilaﬁan the basic infa;matian ﬁéat the
‘;saziety deems important ésr them to énﬁw. Some will iéarn i%zquicﬁlg;
_samevﬁill learn it slowly; some will not learn it at all. That differ-

entiation in 1ea$ning, however, sﬁéul& be the result of individual
;éiffEfencEs in éalént and Eerseveranseg not by assumpt;ans made by

educational agenales about what they must teach and what they need

~not teach béﬂause Ehé child has a;féadyzlaarned that somewhere else.

Equity in éaueatian; then, embraces both the skills that must
be learned and the assumptians that gavégn the organization of our .

educational institutions. It focuses on the process of education,

f):‘
oo
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allswlng far lndlviaual d;fferénces in ach;avement but seeklng that
irthasa dlffé:éﬂﬁés be the gﬂnsequenaa of ;nd;v;dual variatlan, not
the result of the edueat;anal agensy favoring one group over another, -

consciously or unconsiously, through its au:ri;ulum, PEISOﬂﬂEl_@f

" organization.

Within such a definition of equity lie three important  assump=-

- £ ! , . <,
tions: why we educate, how we educate, and where we edudate,

1.

' Why we educate for equity comes inngart from John Rawls' classic

~description of 1972, A Theory of Justice. Rawls' notion is essentially

one of fairness. Fairness applied in education méans that everyone
ought to have the best chance the society can manage to :eceive:g@éé
' education and that the circumstances need not be identical.

The reason we want a good education, we now tend to-bélieve,
is because we think that education and the literacy it provides are
aesi:ab;a ends in theméélves. To be literate iﬁ 1atéltweﬁtie£h

]
s

-eentury America is to be able to gartaké more vlgarausly in a va:;ety

of 'uman aﬁtl?1t135 than wauld otherwise be gass;bléi No a;tivitlés
. ’ ‘
are precluded by literacy; many are dégeﬂaent ug@n it. Most import-

" ant, the options for an interesting and fulfiiling 1i}érare iﬁsreaséa:
for the 1itérate person, decr . sed for the 1111terate one, Sg:@ndly
tﬁe fangegaf é¢£;v1t;as by WhlEh one can support oneself if one is
literate is also substgntially expanded, rgdugatiﬁn for literacy, -

then, is a desirable ené‘in*itself. If we believe that 'such edue§tian &

is a aesirabla'g@ad in our 'society, we should find every way to allow -

"
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_everyone to be. educated to the limits of his or-her talents and #

tegpe%amgnt_ ' Those characteristics should Principally determine

ane's'eausatianal a;hievement,\nat family background, ethnicity, or

sex. Such is not currently the case.

= =

How wé educate to make talent and perseverance the prin-
cipal determinants gf edugatlanal achievement is praséntly unclear.

Researeh 1n education E;ad;tiaﬁally has facused upon ‘what we do not’

* - know and upon exploring those questions about which there:is - uncex-

tainty, not upon collecting the extant information on a given subject -
in'a;ﬂeé_té imPIGYé éxisfing educational practice. The "vélue—frea"
maééi of soeial science hés allowed us to isolate in some detail

the saclal, economic, anéﬁﬂamcgraph;: factors that azééuntffé: varia-

tion in educational achlevemént, but it has not helped us 'substan-

-‘tlally in ;dent;fylng 'those pragtlges that will allew us.to tap thé

m;nés and haarts of chlldren, teachers, and admln;stratérs.ta make

them more effe:tlve in learning, instfﬁ:ting, and managing. The one

;enﬁglu51an that we have documented fully bgt have not yet aécagted

i

is that money alone will not bring about a change in haw children

lea:n— Money can prav;de ada;ﬁléﬂal sarvices that may enhance

learning, but research or informed practice must determine what those

beneficial services will be. ThoSe answers have been slow in emerg-

ing ahd very tardy in being impleménted.

- Where this education should take Elace has alsc been challenged.

The dissatisfaction with the éffe:tiveness of sahaaling that was

.interpreted by the public in the wake Df the wa:k af Calenaf ~nd

others led us to diminish thé role Gf sehsﬂl;ng. The fad;éal'éfiﬁiques

£y =g
3
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of Christopher Jencks and of Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis.
:einfar;éd this view, although from a different gersgéctiVEilS

From an entirely separate vantage point Lawrence Cremin and Hope

: . & ) . . R . . :
Leichter have stressed the many agencies in the society that educate.

Cremin has emphasized the "configuration" of educational agencies
including families, the media, syagogues, churches, museums and
others, while Leichter's work has focused on the role of the family

ggreducatarf Aﬂalgticélly these scholars. are éntirely accurate.
The conclusions for policy, however, are less evident.

All of these critics are correct, of course, in pointing to
+the 1imitea‘effaﬂt that sc¢hooling presently has upon educational

achievement. .Nevertheless, the fact that the schools are not the
principal determinants of educational achievement does hot change

two realities: - (1) the schools remain the only agencies in the
soclety whose prineipal activity is education; (2) schools, unlike

other ageﬁcies that educate, are amenable to influence through public

policy. To ignare those two factors is to minimize the centrality

of schools in the educational process.

. - . o @
Such dimunition.of the school role also contributes to a

) -

dangerous opportunity to allow dispirited educéta:s to point to the
multiplicity of other factors social scientists have discovered

affect learning to explain the failure of the students to adchieve

.. satisfactorily in the schools. The exhausted teacher or depressed

i

"pringipal can always point to the malignant effect of teievisi;n,

the disintegration of the nuclear family, the permissive nature of

the society to explain why children are doing poorly in high school.
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Cther, more direct explanations might be the lack of expectations
* on the ﬁartgéf the teachers and administrators for the students to-
achieve, a curriculum that made few demands upon the students, little

homework or requirement for wﬁatfwas assigned to be completed, and

- other school-related Phenomena. . ' gJﬁf'
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Dﬂubtless we will not elimlnate the pred;etlve value of social
class for educatignal achievement qulckly, but we aught to reduce it
so that elements more directly related to educatiénal achievement,
i.e., talent and gerseveranﬂe,‘ara more influential Eredigtéfs tﬁan
they éze now. To accomplish such a fundamental task will require, of
csurse; thé commitment of the society in general and the educators in
partizuiar that such a task is essentia;i I believe that the current
public dissatisfa:tion,wiéﬁ the éducatianal level of many young Ameri-
éahs bPresents the opportunity for a consensus about the aesirability
of such educaticnal reform to develop. The forces that have led
thirty=-six states to develcp tests of minimum competency for their
students can be harnessed into public support for more effective edu-
cétigﬁ_

Commitment by itéelf wi;l not bring egquity, Money, too, 1s
negeséary_* The funéamental lesson of the sixties ;pa seventies, how-
evé:p is ;hét additional funds will not necessarily provide better .
educ%tian for éll students. Théy are a necesséry but not a sufficient

condition for improved education.

But even commitment and funds alone are not enough. In addition,

we must have knowledge about how best to help youngsters learn in the
&

_ school what other youngsters have learned in their families or other

=s’e’;tingfs- We may even. conclude that thé school'is gat the best agency,
tarassu:é this learning, but we are far from that conclusion yet.
Teachers and administrators need to modify their ggactigas:sé that
learning will be enhanc .d. Most waula be willing to do so iflthéy

a

knew how. Research has been sp@tty on thasefvital questions, and..
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now i;iﬁuét address them more systéﬁatical;y.- We ‘know more about
these subjects than we have often admitted. Du¥ e§u¢atiQﬁal future .
demands that wé(;@l;ecﬁ whatlie alraaé% know and learn maré'abéut
those areas in which our knaﬁla@gé is inadéquate. ‘Most iﬁgértant,=
‘we must learn how to make available in usable forms to teachers, ' [
,’admiﬁistratérsg and policy makers what we have learned through

. research.

. Equiﬁy in education, then, will come not simply from rhetoric,
legislatian’a§ fgéds_ Equity réqui;és both the séciéty'é cémmitm%nt>
to maximizing the educational achibvement of ﬁhé inﬁiviéué; and the
availabilit§igf funds to provide additional educational services.

The saciaty must. effectively express that'¢§m$itmant‘as 1ﬁs cenﬁral '
ééuéatiénal purpose. But néée.of those alone will bring equity.
-The Einai fundamental component is the knaw;edge of how ;b égﬁcate

elusive in the past, and the application af‘thatvkn@wlgdge to practice.

The place where suéh_eduqaﬁi&n is likely to be accomplished, particu-.
. ) " '

larly for those for whom educational achievement has;beeﬂ‘limitéﬂ in

=

v the past, is the school.

a
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FOOTNOTES

: 1=I am indebted to a number of my coiieagues at the National
Institute 6f Education fgr their comments on this paper. I am
especially grateful to Maureen Treacy.and to Beth Buehlmann at the
National Institute of Education for research assistance in the
preparation of this paper. I alone, of course, am responsible for

' -the views exp:essed in thls paper. ' : . :

ZFar‘example; the Péféaﬂt‘ﬁf public secondary school students -
.enrolled 1n Latin and modern fa:elgn 1anguagas in each of these yéars

Was H
Latin Moder Wfa:e;ganangﬂages
1900 | 50.5% . 22,1%
1928 22 % ; 25.2%
1948 7;8%; 13.7%
1968 2.9% “ 27.7%
11974 1. 5 22.9%

_“Summafy Table, Public High School Enrallments in Foreign Languages,
with Percents of Total PSS Enrollment, Grades 9-12, 1890-1974." '

_ The pereent of 17 year olds who graduated from high school
anreased substantially. ~

Percent of 1l7-year olds who

 Year of Graduation ‘Graduated from High School
1920 16.3%
1930 . 28.8%
1940 ' | 49 s !
1950  57.4%
1960  63.4%
1970 ' 75.6%

"High S:hoal Graduates, by Sex: 1870 to l?TD", Historical Statlstics
of the United States: Colonial Times to 1970, Part I, U. S. Department

of Commerce, Bureau of Census. 1975.




. in education were

4 ) :
A sample ﬂf prominent. books on education in the 1até thirties
and forties reveal in ‘their .titles theefforts to link education and

;.aemacraﬂy, e.g. George E. Axtelle and William W. Wattenberyg (eds.),

Teachers for Democracy, Fourth Yearbook of the John Dewey Society,
(New Yark D. Appleton-Century Company, 1940); Harold B. Albertz.
and Boyd. H. Bode (eds.), Educational Freedom and Démacra;g, Second

Yeirbaak of the John Dewey Society, (New York: D. Appletan—C%ntury
c::mpany. 1938); and George I. Counts, The Prasge:ts of American

Democracy, (New York: John Day, 1938).

5 . P : : , C
Discussion with Lee Stewart, Ladies Home Journal, New York,.

., New York, March, 1979; Robert Gales; Harper Publishing Company, New

York, New York, March, 1979; and Essie Norkin, Office of Public
Information and Education, and Charles Gershenson, Children's Bureau,
Administration for Children, Youth and Families, Office of Human ‘
Develapment Services, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Washington, D.C., Apr;l 24, 1979. o -

6
James B. Conant, The Amer;:an High School, (New York: McGraw-
Hlll; 1959).

7The five founding members who identified themselves as solely
Roald Campbell
John B. Carroll
Lawrence A. Cremin
John I. Goodlad
A T. R. McConnell
Those identified as holding joint appointments ware
Bruno Bettleheim
Lee J. Cronbach
Robert J. Havighurst
Israel Scheffler
The remaining founders, most of whom were professors of an
academic discipline, were
Stephen K. Bailey
Bernard Bailym
Gary S. Becker
Jerome 5. Bruner
William K. Frankera
Richard Hofstadter
 Fritz Machlup
Robert K. Merton .
'David Riesman
Theodore W. Schultsz
Patrick Suppes
Ralph W. Tyler
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For a more general review of the Wat;@nal sclenca Faundat;an s
: 1nvestmént see The Status of Pre-College Science, Mathematics and

Social Studies Educgt;anaerra:tlces in U. S. Schcglg, Wash;ngtan.'
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975.

_ BEEE "Discussion: The Education Industries," Harvard Educational
Review XOOXVII (1) Winter 1967. Participants included Paul Goodman,
Donald W. Oliver, Gerald Holton. G.. Howard Goold, and Edward L.
Katzenbach. - - : I

1?3:@Wn v Board of Education, 374 U.S. 483 (1954).

11

LI

Brown v Board of Education, 349 U.S. 294 (l955);': S

lgsunnar My‘dal An American DllEmma _The Negra Problem and

g,,: Democracy, Vol. I, (New York: Hafper & Row, 1944) p.lxlx_

l’J@hn Gardne:} Exgg;leﬂcei Can We be Equal and Excellent Too?

" (New York: Harper & "Row, 196l1) p. #i. ‘The book has sold- over lDD DDD
copies.

e

(Wash;ngtan, U.§. Gevernmént Prlntlng Dzrlce. 1965) Alsa- :
James S. Coleman, "Egqual Schools or Equal Students?" The Publlc
Interest, 1966, #4, pP- 72.

15
Fredérlak Mosteller and Dan;él P. Maynlhan, eds., On |
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lEThe early evaluatlcns of Title I Pragrams ware not encourag-

ing in demonstrating .the effectiveness of t 1e programs in ln:r3351ng
student achievement. :

Paul Hlll and irls Rstberg, évaluated s able. wallsmanaqed Tltle I
programs and. found that children in them made significant gains in
reading and arithmetic in Grades I and III. Similarly several
national tests given in the last few years show: encouraging results
that student achievement in the primary grades is increasing. These
grades are the ones where federal operational and research funds
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where neither significant federal Eésearch nor operational funds hEVP
beea concentrated. .
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