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L judged largely by their short-term effects. This does not, in our view,
CHAPTER TWO weaken the case for distributing school resources and opportunities
equally. But it means that this case is no different from the case for
making the distribution of public parks, trash collection, or other public
services equal.
} Giving everyone an equal claim on educational resources does not
! mean that everyone must receive equal benefits at any particular mo-
|

Inequality
in the Schools

ment. If one 17 year old stays in school while another drops out, for
example, they will receive unequal benefits in that particular year,
Giving everyone an equal claim does, however, imply that we ought to
try to create a system in which everyone gets more or less comparable
benefits over a lifetime. If an individual does not want to take these

Chapter 1 suggested that there were two distinct ways of looking' at
schools. Some people think a school’s purpose is to make something
happen to its students. They therefore try to judge the quality of a

school by its long-term effect on its students. Other pcople think of be;:eﬁts in the.form of sch‘ooling, altemati\{e benefits ought “" be. av.ail-
| schools primarily as communities where students and teachers live part | able. We begin, then, with the assumption that everyone's lifetime
" of their lives. They judge the quality of a school by whether the students | cla{m §h°“ld -be' equal, lea‘”"‘g the burden of proof on those who want
and teachers are interested or bored, sane or neurotic, happy or un- ‘9 J“SF'fY devxauf)ns from this standard. (A case could be made for dis-
happy—while they are in school. & tributing educational benefits so as to compensate people for other
|
i

If you judge schools according to their long-term effects, if you be- handicaps, such as poor parents, physical handicaps, mental deficiencies,

lieve that these effects are substantial, and if you are an egalitarian, | and so forth. We doubt, howe.ver,. that education is usually an effective

! you are likely to feel that everyone should get the same kind of school- or :mfiliem f‘f"m Olf c‘;‘f‘P‘f‘:ﬂf!‘m in such cases.) N .

' ing, whether they want it or not. Egalitarians of this persuasion often lool? ﬁrsstcustsmg tt’: t'lsmd'uﬁuon of e:ihuecatlonal a(;Pp?numtxes, we w,ll
argue that students who want to drop out of high school should be en- bein. 1o athg“a“ 1 ; “’; ilterences, p n at qualitative ones. We will
couraged or even coerced into returning, because otherwise they will :’ ’l mo "IW‘” 5 Dy examining isparities in the amount of.pre-
have little chance of earning a good living. They also argue that students | schooling, regular SCh(_’Ohﬂ& and hl.gher 0(?“(:,8(1011' consumed by differ-
who do not want to attend college should be persuaded to do so, for ent mdxvndu‘als. We will then ex.amme.vanatlons in the annual c.ost of
similar reasons. They fight for systems of school finance that provide :ll::h schtoolmdg la“d lfnakt:e:ntam{e estimates of the resources going to
equal resources in every school, because they believe this is the only i mosH- an leaslt(- :VO " portions f’f the population over their life-
way to make the alumni of different schools equal. They demand an :’l‘ﬁ avmghoo e rat'meq.uahty in cducauon?,l gxpendlt.ur.cs, we
end to segregation because they think that this is a crucial step in l:'ld um t°h°‘ cr qualitative differences, first considering variations in
eliminating the advantage of “haves” over “have-nots,” and they op- ! ::hl rensf ¢ amijesthOf atten(.lmg. SChOOl. “.fllh t_hc kinds of classmates
pose both elementary school tracking and distinctive high school cur- ) eyh Z"; er, and then considering variations in what schools try to
riculums on the grounds that these arrangements doom certain students cach different children.
to subordinate roles in adult life.

The evidence discussed in this book has convinced us, and may even Access to Schools and Colleges
convince some readers, that such arguments are misguided. Chapters

. 3 through 8 argue that differences between schools have rather trivial
\. long-term effects, and that eliminating differences between schools
would do almost nothing to make adults more equal. Even eliminating
differences in the amount of schooling people get would do relatively
little to make adults more equal. If this is true, schools ought to be
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Access to education is far more equal for children between 6 and 16 --
than for older or younger children. Most states accepted an obligation
to provide every child with free elementary schooling during the nine-
teenth century. Most states had also accepted a similar obligation with
fespect to secondary schooling by the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury. Preschooling (kindergarten and nursery school) is still not uni-
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versally accepted as every child’s “right,” and neither is higher
education.

PRESCHOOLS

Between 1960 and 1970, the proportion of children who spent a year in
kindergarten rose from 60 to 80 percent.! The proportion attending
' nursery school rose from 10 to 22 percent during this same period.?
' Increasing the proportion of children enrolled meant a decrease in in-
equality, at least if inequality is defined in standard statistical terms.?
In 1960, virtually all nursery schooling was private, and attendance
was largely confined to the white middle class. By 1970, about 30 per-
cent of all nursery schooling was public. Most public nursery schools
were part of the Head Start program and were restricted to children
with low-income parents. As a result, there were proportionately more
blacks than whites in nursery school by 1970.4

Most kindergartens have been public for many years. But unlike
Head Start, kindergartens have not made any special effort to recruit
the poor or exclude the rich. As a result, about 82 percent of white
children now attend kindergartens as compared to 70 percent of black
children.® '

Unfortunately, we cannot tell how many of the children who do not
attend preschool would do so if one were available. Thus, we cannot
say how much of the inequality we observe is due to variations in taste
and how much is due to the vagaries in the public provision of such
services. Neither can we tell to what extent the difference between
black and white enrollment rates reflects differences in taste, and to
what extent it reflects differences in access. Both are apparently involved
to some degree.®

/g More children are in preschools today than at any time in the past.
!

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Since the Civil War, the majority of Americans have completed
elementary school (i.e. eighth grade).” Yet until fairly recently there
have been many exceptions, particularly among children whose parents
lived on farms and among ethnic minorities. As these two groups were
assimilated into the majority culture, however, they adopted majority
norms about schooling—norms that were increasingly backed by legal
compulsion. Today 99.2 percent of all children between the ages of 6
and 13 are in school® Thus, we can hardly talk about incquality in
access to elementary schooling. At this level almost all inequalities are
qualitative.
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SECONDARY SCHOOLS

A little over 40 percent of all adolescents were entering high school
in 1914, and about 25 percent were finishing. The average age for
entering the labor force was about 15. By the mid-1960s, 94 percent of
all students spent at least a year in high school and 82 percent gradu-
ated. The average age for entering the labor force was about 19.*

Whether students stay in school depends to some extent on their up-
bringing and expectations. In the middle 1960s, for example, 34 per-
cent of all blacks left high school without graduating, compared with
only 16 percent of all whites.!® Similarly, whites from working-class
families are more likely to leave high school than whites from middle-
class families.!* This does not necessarily prove that poor or black
students have less opportunity to use high schools than other students.
But it does prove that public funds are being used to subsidize a service
which is used by the white middle classes more than by other groups.

HIGHER EDUCATION

American colleges have always been selective institutions. Except for
a slight lag between World War I and World War 11, about half the
students who finished high school have entered college. Furthermore,
about half those who entered college have graduated.!* The proportion
going on to some kind of graduate work has also been relatively con-
stant. Thus, in the 1920s about 40 percent of the population finished
high school, just under 20 percent entered college, just under 10 percent
finished college, and just under 5 percent did some kind of graduate
work. Today, 80 percent graduate from high school, almost 40 percent”
enter some kind of college, almost 20 percent graduate, and almost 10
percent do some kind of graduate work. - T

It is hard to say to what extent the selectivity of higher education
represents a denial of equal opportunity, and to what extent it results
from variation in people’s appetite for education. We can say, however,
that America has never tried to make college attendance strictly a
matter of taste or talent. State legislatures are quite complacent about
the fact that it is easier for students who get money from home to
at‘tend college than for students who get nothing from home. If students
without money from home can get through college at all, by working,
borrowing, and making all kinds of personal sacrifices, opportunities
are equal enough to salve most political consciences. Thus it is not
entirely accidental that 87 percent of all high school graduates
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whose families earned $15,000 or more entered college in 1967, as
compared to only 20 percent of those whose parents earned less than
$3,000.'% Chapter $ indicates that money per se accounts for only part
of this difference, but it is certainly a factor of some consequence.

Money aside, America has provided higher education only for stu-
dents with certain talents and interests. Definitions of what can be
taught in a coliege and who should attend such institutions have broad-
ened steadily for 200 years, but they are still not all-embracing. Most
educators and laymen still assume that large numbers of students are
not “college material,” and that these students should go directly from
high school into the labor force,

The net effect of all this is that public subsidies for higher education
are even more concentrated on middle-class children than are public
subsidies for high schools.'* Students who are not temperamentally
equipped for academic work, or who have no money from home and
no appetite for self-sacrifice, get no direct benefit from these subsidies.

INEQUALITY

OVERALL INEQUALITY
The proportion of people finishing elementary and secondary school

" has increased much faster than the proportion entering college or grad-

uate school. The educational “floor” has thus risen much faster than
the “ceiling,” making the distance between the floor and ceiling smaller.
The number of years people spend in school is therefore increasingly
equal.

Table 2-1 summarizes the pattern of change over the last 40 years. It
presents two statistics, the “standard deviation” and the “‘coefficient of

- variation,” which will be unfamiliar to many readers. Those who want

an explanation should see Appendix C. One simple rule for those who
merely want to interpret the table is that when the means are similar, a
large standard deviation indicates more inequality than a small stan-
dard deviation. In order to make the comparison more precise, we
divide the standard deviation by the mean to obtain the “cocfficient of
variation.” This will be our measure of inequality throughout this
book. Table 2-1 shows, for example, that the coefficient of variation
declined from 0.42 to 0.23, or 45 percent, over a forty-year period. We
will therefore say that inequality in years of schooling declined by 45
percent.

To make the statement more concrete, let us divide the population
of the United States into fifths, according to the amount of schooling
each individual has had. Among people born at the turn of the century,
the most educated fifth received an average of 14 years of schooling,

T
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TABLE 2-1
Years of Regular Schooling Completed by Ditferent Population Groups
Standard Coefficient

Group Mean Deviation of Variation (Median)

All Individuals

Born: 1895-1904 8.90 3.76 0.42 ( 8.8)
1905-1914 9,94 3.63 0.37 (10.9)
1915-1924 10.86 330 0.30 (12.2)
1625-1934 11.47 3.21 0.28 (12.3)
1935-1939 11.90 292 0.25 (12.5)
1940-1944 12.20 2.80 0.23 (12.6)

Males

Born: 1895-1904 877 3.89 0.44 (87)
1940-1944 12.39 3.00 0.24 {12.6)

Females

Born:  1895-1904 8.96 3.65 0.41 ( 89)
1940-1944 11.99 2.57 0.21 (12.5)

Whites

Born: 1895-1904 9.18 365 0.40 ( 89
1940-1944 1231 2.77 0.22 (12.6)

Blacks

Born: 1895-1904 591 376 0.64 (51)
1940-1944 11.10 2.77 0.25 (12.2)

Source: Rows 1-14 were derived by Norma Raines for CEPR from U.S.
Bureau of the Census “Educational Attainment in 1969,” Table 1. In calculating
means and standard deviations, individuals reported as having 0 to 4 years of
school were allocated as follows: 25 percent to 0 years, 25 percent to 1.5 years,
50 percent to 3.5 years. Individuals reporting § or more years of college were
allocated as follows: 50 percent to 17 years, 25 percent to 18 years, 25 percent to
19 years. Preschooling is excluded. Beverly Duncan obtained fractionally lower

means using slightly different assumptions (see her “Trends in the Ou
Distribution of Schooling™). tput and

while the least educated fifth received 3.7 years. Thus, the most edu-

cated fifth had spent almost four times as many years in school as the

least educated fifth. The most educated fifth of those born during World

ﬁ“f’z;lrlil spent only twice as much time in school as the least educated
th.

Another way to look at the trend data is to compare the difference
between random individuals born at the turn of the century and 40 years
later. If we picked pairs of individuals born between 1895 and 1904 at
random, we would find that the difference between one and the next
averaged 4.2 years. If we picked random individuals born between
1940 and 1944, the average difference would be 3.2 years.1¢

Table 2-1 also shows that blacks used to get far less schooling than
whites but that the gap has been declining in both relative and absolute

IR
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terms. It shows that women used to get more education than men (be- l
cause they were more likely to finish high school) but that they now
get less education than men (because almost everyonc now finishes
high school and women are less likely to attend college and graduate
school). We also know from other sources that the children of white-
collar workers used to get about 1.7 years more schooling than the
children of blue-collar workers, and that they now get about 1.5 years
more schooling.'” The narrowing of this gap is explained by the increase
in the minimum amount of education received by almost everyone. The
importance of class background relative to other sources of variation
in educational attainment does not appear to have changed at all.'8

CONCLUSIONS
7 We draw three conclusions from all this. First, different individuals
and groups get quite unequal shares of the nation’s educational re-
sources. Nonetheless, the amount of time people spend in school is
more equal than most of their other experiences. Blacks get 10 percent
less schooling than whites, for example, even though their parents make
a third less money. Blue-collar children spend 13 percent less time in
school than white-collar children whereas their parents’ incomes are 26
percent lower.?*

Our second conclusion is that access to low-cost educational services
is more equal than access to high-cost services. Elementary and second-
ary schooling cost relatively little per student, so almost everyone gets
them. Preschooling and higher education cost two or three times as
much per pupil as regular schooling, so only a fraction of the population
has access to them. When education is available only to a minority, this
minority is usually academically talented or otherwise advantaged.
Head Start is the main exception.

Inequalities of this kind are hard to reconcile with any theory of
equal opportunity. Were it not for the recent shifts in the character of
the Supreme Court, they might even be subject to legal challenge. If, as
a series of lower courts held during 19711972, it is unconstitutional for
a state to finance elementary and secondary education in such a way that
some children receive substantially greater benefits than others, this
same reasoning ought in thcory to be applicable to higher education.
The present system of state subsidics provides disproportionate benefits
to those who happen to live within commuting distance of a public
college and to those whose parents are willing and able to pay part of
the cost. This violates the spirit of the equal protection clause in much

. <= ne = evatem of school finance that provides disproportion-

g e g——
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ate b'ene.ﬁts to those living in rich school districts. This seems doubl
true in light of our finding, to be discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 tha)t'
he' amount of schooling people get influences their chances of cn;erin
a high-status occupation far more than the annual cost of their schooli y
Nonetheless, our third conclusion is that making all education f:i

college, an egalitarian socj
. se ’ let
ought to accept this as a legitimate decision and give these peopl:

subsidized i . L .
s t1:.«:(1 job training, subsidized housing, or perhaps simply a lower

Such a proposal will shock those who think that attending school is
good fo.r people. F.rom their viewpoint, America has a positive interest
in keeping people'm school rather than giving them other alternatives
We are very skeptical about such claims. When a student feels he is n t
begeﬁtmg from school, we suspect he is usually right. Jf he decides ?
quit, he should not be expected to pay for the continued educati ;
the students who remain. Instead, he should receive some oth lOﬂ'O
that he values as much as they value staying in school. e

Expenditure Differences between Schools and Individuals

";::r; are at least three distinct traditions for evaluating school quality
ndrs[t an most popular approach is to €quate quality with cost. A
uchoon " radition e:quau?s quality with social exclusiveness. A third tradi-
o t;qluates qt.xamy wnl? what a school teaches, or tries to teach. The
ne Tee sections of this chapter will describe inequality between and
‘ “:eex: schools? from' these three perspectives, looking at differences be-
e e‘xpendnures in one school and another, differences in the racial
, Wh:::nc, an lacademac composition of different schools, and differcnces:
Schools try to teach students enr in di
e Scl olled in different tracks and
COllrllcforc describing expenditure differences between schools a brief
" :,r;ent. lclm the rationale for looking at expenditures may be ;mlpful 20
will see in Chapters 3 and 5. no speci .
. R pecific school resource h
consistent effect on students’ 1 educa.
' test scores or on students’
tional attainment. Thus j oty i 1em e
. if we valued school reso i
e o urces solely in terms of
ng-term effects on students, we might well conclude that schools
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with few resources were as good as schools with ample resources. We ) total cost of public .
do not believe this, however. Children spend between a sixth and a uted in suchg way ::h:;o:_:guci: l 969, a’nd these funds were not distrib- \~,
quarter of their lives in school, Teachers and administrators spend even Expenditure differences betwc;“:r;le]:ydt:: h:] 1 d /}
nd largely on differences

/“more of their lives in schools. The quality of life in a school is therefore
/\it:portant, even if it has no effect whatever on students’ chances of
ult success. It is bad for children to be hungry, whether or not hunger
produces brain damage, and it is bad for children to be miserable or

;: states.tal.x bases.?* Wealth and income differences between states have
en shrinking, so expenditure differences have done the same.?s

g e e

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DISTRICTS

zﬁfolnmi?e?ywahdrmzz i(:\fa‘;:ftt?;: misery and boredom in school ' Expenditure differences between districts in the same state are prob.
) ably 1 i -
We have no way of proving that the quality of teachers’ and students’ schiole;?st:?;: i'tlhlehedlfferences between sta‘tes.” This is not because (
lives is affected by the resources available to their school. We do know, The tax bases of dj s.amc .State have equal incomes from local sources.
hc?wever, that both teachers and students feel thf:n? is a conx?ection. | bases of different ;i:tl:s go:v::m:: state are as unequal as the tax
Virtually everyone prefers small classes, new buildings in which the do more to reduce ex ’ di T, state governments almost always
paint is not peeling off the walls, plenty of books in the school library, federal government doepin netgre dnf.ferences between districts than the | *
and teachers who are paid enough so they do not have to take a second . The average state g osve(;:: uce differences between states.2?
job. We cannqt say which ’of .thcse expexfditures does the most to im- ‘ public education within it b;nr;:;spi:’:cabouthw percent of the cost of
prove the quality of people’s lives and which does the least. All we can ' only 9 percent. This means that if’ reas the federal government pays
flo is assume that each _school distri'ct (and caf:h school) does the bcft i pupil to every district, without ::o ns't:e state gives thf: same amount per
it can to make school life more satisfactory with whatever resources it . duce inequality between distri idering need, it will automatically re-
has. This .‘b?st." may not be very good.}t usually involves sacrificing | one district spent $800 pe:'spu(;)tisl b::ﬂ :mder:te amount. If, for example,
some people’s interests (usually children’s) to other people’s (usually would be spending 50 percent ’ another spent $1,200, the richer
adults’). Still, the more resources a school has, the less often it is likely . gave $200 per pupil to g:th :;_ n?ore than the poorer. If the state then
to have to sacrifice anyone’s interests. If there is enough to go round, $1,400, and the lr')iche u]dlstncts, expenditures would be $1,000 and
even the have-nots may get something. We will therefore assume that the pO(;rer. A numberro:v sot ate be spending (fnly 40 percent more than
well-financed schools are better for their students in the short run than | districts than to rich Fs g0 beyond _ﬂ'ﬂS, giving more aid to poor
poorly financed schools.?! We will assume this despite the evidence, dis- become increasin ol onels. . ormulas which purport to do this have
| ¥ popular in recent years. Their implementation has,

cussed at length in later chapters, that well-financed schools do not however
g , often bee ged wi .,
make much difference to students’ long-run cognitive development or effect is not nearlyn :sed, . ::bﬂ:“so many restrictions that the ultimate —
edis ive as the basic formula might lead

adult success. i
. . people to expect. As a result, the de . .
There are three distinct sources of variation in school expenditures: | i a result, gree of inequality between districts

differences between states, differences between districts in the same coming fr

. » ’ ~ om th secondari .
state, and differences between schools in the same district. govamging dist,ibzﬁ:t:tf,fa;:s;ng fu dsd;l'ﬂy on the specific formula

s funds.
We hav : .0 .
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STATES | state. We :ul;:e:;ent:a?a;; ::n ::q:l:wu: ber;:heen districts if’ the same
In 1969-1970, the average American school spent $783 per pupil. bases have declined, since many ve; . and poor districts’ tax
Schools in New York State spent an average of $1,237, while schools consolidated with somewhat more Zm?xoo: oy it h o been
in Alabama spent an average of $438. These were extreme cases, more redistributive than in the past, sim lenbccaones' State' od is also
however. Thirty of the 50 states spent between $600 and $880 per | The percentage of school funds ct;mingp:rom t:escstt:e o mere of it
pupil.? percent in 1920 to 40 ) te rose from 17
i rcent ;

Inequality between states is declining, but this is not because federal then.?® This means tlmtpe the un:ml:,s.ol'c:l;lhz:i:‘;.t h: not risen since
1stribution rose until

aid is increasing. The federal government paid only 9 percent of the 1950 and then stabilized, Aj
Aid formulas may have become sligh
tly more
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redistributive since 1950, although this is far from certain. Unless state
or federal aid increases dramatically, or the Supreme Court upholds
recent lower court decisions requiring state legislatures to revamp their
aid formulas, there is not likely to be much movement toward equality

in the forseeable future.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SCHOOLS IN THE SAME DISTRICT

Unlike federal and state governments, local school boards do not
have to “offset” the effects of neighborhood differcnces in wealth in
order to ensure equal expenditures. All they have to do is give every
school the same amount. Under these circumstances it is even harder to
justify inequality between schools in the same district than inequality
between districts. Nonetheless, such differences persist, though they are
not as large as differences between districts and between states.?® We
know no trend data on these disparities.

LIFETIME INEQUALITIES IN EXPENDITURES ON INDIVIDUALS

Inequalities in annual expenditures may be either exacerbated or
offset by inequalities in the length of time students stay in school. The
student who drops out at the age of 16 is likely to get less than his
share of public funds, even if he attends high-cost schools prior to 16.
The student who attends a publicly subsidized college and graduate
school is likely to receive more than his share of public funds, even if
he attends relatively low-cost institutions at each level.

We have no good data on the degree of lifetime inequality in public
expenditures on individual students. We have, however, made some
crude estimates. We began by ignoring expenditure differences be-
tween one school and another. On this basis, we estimated that the
most extensively educated fifth of the population received about 75
percent more than their share of the nation’s educational resources,
while the least extensively educated fifth received about half their
share.® Such disparities are declining because disparities in the number
of years of schooling people receive are declining.?? Some people, how-
ever, get both protracted schooling and schooling that costs a lot an-
nually. The eventual resource disparity betwecen the most- and least-

favored students is thus at least 4 to 1, and perhaps more.

RICH CHILDREN VERSUS POOR CHILDREN

Most people are not primarily concerned with random injustices
that fall on rich and poor alike. They are concerned with expenditure

e T U
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diﬂ"erences‘ between schools and individuals because they see this kind
of inequality as part of a more general system in which the oor l d
the black get less than the rich and the white. Even if the Sﬁcctsanf
school expenditure on adult incquality are trivial, it is still import ot
for. poor and black children to get their share of the nation’s re: ce
while they are children, ouess
We know that poor states spend less on education than rich o
and that poor districts within a state spend less than rich districts j ni:
same staie. We also know, however, that many rich parents live inm t
states and districts, and that many poor parents live in rich onespo:r
a result, f:xpenditures on rich and poor children do not differ as m l:
as's “{e might expect. If two families’ incomes differ by $1,000 ﬂ‘:ec'
districts’ average expenditure per pupil will only differ b 1 average
of about $7.50 per year.2 Y an averaee
Within any .givcn district, schools serving predominantly middle-
class areas typically spend a little more than schools servin ¥
areas, but the differences are small and inconsistent 34 Overall gth,:oz ‘fl'
flence suggests that the richest fifth of all families have their’ childrw-
in schools that spend about 20 percent more than the schools serv"‘m
the pocfrest fifth.* For families whose incomes differ less dramati all;’g
efnpendxture differences are correspondingly less. A few rich famili s uae
high-cost private schools, but this is exceptional.3® = e
Ina country where the top fifth of all families receives 800 to 1,000
percent more m.come than the bottom fifth, the fact that children f,rom
;hoese same famllies. attend schools whose expenditures differ by onl
perant §eems like a triumph of egalitarianism. Before a natio 31,
ce!ebranon Is begun, though, we must also take note of the fact t;)m
chnk.ir'en from rich families stay in school longer than children fro .
families, When we take this into account, we estimate that Alzmg:i):;

spends about twice as much on the hi .
children of the poor.57 children of the rich as on the

WHITES VERSUS B LACKS

_B!ack children are more likely to live in poorly financed sch
dlsfncts _than white children. This is because more black childrencth(:: |
}\:'al::;e cbl:ldren live in the South. Within either region, blacks and whites /
surpriz;c ;:a:jhe sar:e ch_ancc of being in an affluent district."® This may
i nea (:Zr:‘;n tl::’:lictcc;f ;o;fh.ern .blacﬁI;s as living in impoverished

th ving in affluent suburbs. Fortunatel
most northern cities are not alj that impoveri ig ci d
generally spend about as much per pupil al: the Z?:t(: inB '511::;))7 ths:;(:)rl:
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located. (Of course they may need more than the state average, but
that is another issue.) While some whites live in affluent suburbs, many
live in small towns and working-class suburbs where the schools spend
less than in big cities.

We do not have good national data on differences in expenditure on
blacks and whites in the same district. Local studies suggest that some
districts discriminate against black children while others discriminate in

“their favor. Boston, where the school board is notoriously antiblack,
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; seems to spend slightly more money on black than white pupils.*® Chi-
j’ cago spent substantially less on blacks in 1961, but had apparently

reduced the gap to zero by 1966 as a result of intense political pressure
and help from Title 1.4* New York City moved from favoring whites in
the 1950s to favoring blacks and Puerto Ricans in the late 1960s.
In Detroit, there was discrimination against blacks in the early 1960s
and this persisted throughout the decade, despite the fact that Detroit
had one of the most liberal school boards in the country. The differences
were quite small, however. In 1969, for example, Detroit’s predomi-

- nantly black schools spent about 12 percent less than white schools.?
© Washington, D.C. is the only city for which we have recent data showing
+ large differences (i.e. about 25 percent) between expenditures in

white and black schools.** We assume that there was a similar pattern
in many other southern cities prior to the start of wholesale busing.
As southern schools desegregate, however, expenditures on black and
\whitc children inevitably even out somewhat.
1 All in all, blacks suffer from living in the South, and they often
also suffer from being in schools that get slightly less money than the

N average for their district. Our best guess is that America spends about

15-20 percent more per year on the average white child than on the
average black school child.#* These disparities are probably declining,
however, because blacks are moving out of the South, because blacks
in the South are moving into the same schools as whites, and because
some northern cities are allocating more funds to black schools in
order to head off pressures for busing.

The picture is complicated by the fact that whites stay in school
longer than blacks. As a result, blacks born at the turn of the century
probably had less than half as much spent on their education as whites.
Blacks born during World War Il probably had something like two-
thirds as much spent on their education as the average white. Blacks
now in school will probably have three-quarters to four-fifths as much
spent on them as whites do.*®

——
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CONCLUSIONS -

America spends far more money educating some children than
others. These variations are largely explained by where a student
happens to live and how much schooling he gets.

Unequal expenditures do not, as we shall see, account for the fact
that some children learn to read more competently than others, nor for
the fact that some adults are more economically successful than others,
The case for equalizing expenditures must therefore rest on a simpler
logic, which asserts that public money ought to be equitably distributed
even if the distribution of such money has no long-term effect. There
is no evidence that building a school playground, for example, will
affect the students’ chances of learning to read, getting into college, or
making $50,000 a year when they are 50. Building 2 playground may,
however, have a considerable effect on the students’ chances of having
a good time during recess when they are 8. The same thing is probably
alfo true of small classes, competent teachers, and a dozen other
things that distinguish adequately from inadequately financed schools.

Adequate school funding cannot, then, be justified on the grounds
that it makes life better in the hercafter. But it can be justified on the
grounds that it makes life better right now. This suggests that students’
and teachers’ claims on the public purse are no more legitimate than
the claims of highway users who want to get home a few minutes
faster, manufacturers of supersonic “aircraft who want to help their
stockholders pay for Caribbean vacations, or medical researchers who
ho.pc to extend a man’s life expectancy by another year or two. But
neither are the schools’ claims any less legitimate than the claims of
other groups,

Access to Privileged Schoolmates

Many people define a good school not as one with fancy facilities o
hlghly paid teachers, but as one with the right kind of students. A
definition of this kind makes it hard to provide good schooling for
everyone. Once a “good” school starts taking in “undesirable” students
('the definition of desirable being sometimes academic, sometimes so-
cial, and sometimes economic), its standing automatically declines.
From this perspective, then, the quality of a school depends on its
exclusiveness. Sometimes this exclusiveness is written into law, as in
the case of racial segregation. Sometimes it is merely a by-product of
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the law, as in the case of zoning that excludes low-income families from
high-income neighborhoods and hence from high-income neighborhood
schools. Sometimes exclusiveness is a by-product of the “free market.”
This is the case in ncighborhoods whose housing prices reflect the
reputation of the neighborhood school. Such a neighborhood attracts
only families that are willing to pay extra for what they assume is
“quality” education.

Subsequent chapters suggest that people who define a good school in
terms of its student body are probably wiser than those who define it in
terms of its budget. We have found some evidence that an elementary
school’s social composition has a modest effect on students’ cogoitive
development, as well as some evidence that a school’s racial compo-
sition has a modest effect on black students’ later occupational status.
The effects are generally small, and the evidence is far from conclusive,
but it is more convincing than the evidence purporting to show that
expenditures matter.

l “~Whatever its long-term effect, the character of the student body
determines what friends a student is likely to make, what kinds of
! values he will be exposed to, and often whether he will be happy or un-

\Qmppy. As a result, many parents make great sacrifices to get their
children into a school with what they regard as the right schoolmates.
Just as we accept the proposition that equalizing expenditures is part
of equalizing educational opportunity, even though equalization has no

long-term effects, so, too, we accept the proposition that equalizing

" access to desirable schoolmates is part of equal opportunity, even
though its long-term effects are problematic.

Unfortunately, it is not always easy to tell what kind of schoolmates
parents or children regard as desirable. Polls show, for example, that
all other things being equal most black parents would rather send their
children to a racially mixed school than to an all-black school. But all
other things are rarely equal, and experience with open earollment
does not suggest that most black parents in the North want their
children bused long distances to desegregated schools unless these
schools also have other advantages.

Nonetheless, a great deal of public discussion assumes that all parents
and children prefer schools in which the students are advantaged (i-c.
white, middle class, academically talented, or all three). 1f this assump-
tion were correct, equalizing opportunity would mean making the social
composition of every school the same. Such a school system would
be completely desegregated—racially, economically, academically,
and in any other way that seemed relevant. Every child would have
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precisely the same proportion of advantaged and disadvantaged school-
mates.

. It ev.eryone wanted the same kind of schoolmates, we could measure
inequality of opportunity by measuring the amount of variation in the
composition of different schools. The less variation we found, the closer
we would say the schools had come to equalizing opportunity (oppor-
tunity in this case being defined as contact with advantaged school-
mates). The only difficulty with this approach is that some disadvantaged
parents and students may not be enthusiastic about schools in which
most of the parents and students are better off than they. Some black
students prefer predominantly black schools, some working-class stu-
dents prefer predominantly working-class schools, and some low-apti-
tude students prefer schools where there is little academic competition
To the extent that students prefer schoolmates like themselves thcy
prefer segregated rather than desegregated schools. ’

It can, of course, be argued that schools should be completely de-
s‘egxegated regardless of what people want. Those who take this posi-
uon_usually assume, however, that segregated schools lead to poor
reading scores, exclusion from higher education, and diminished chances
of earning an adequate living. They also assume that parents and stu-
dents who prefer segregated schools are unaware of this cost and
wonld change their views if they realized how much harm their paro-
chialism was doing their children. As we shall see, the measurable
effects of segregation on students’ later lives are small and uncertain
Blacks and working-class whites who prefer schools they feel are theil:
ow:n cannot, then, be faulted on the grounds that they are denying theit
children equal opportunity. Their children will not usually have com-
pletely equal opportunity no matter what schools they attend, but de-
segregation will only make a marginal difference. ,

Some people accept all this but argue that schools should be de-
feg'regated for political reasons, regardliess of how desegregation affects
ln(?lvidual opportunity. Many believe, on the basis of extremely scanty
evidence, that exposing children to people unlike themselves helps
develop tolerance and understanding. Others see school desegregation
as’part of a political process in which diverse people (adults as well as
children) are forced to accept the fact that they have to live with one
another, They assume this will be a good thing for society in the long’
;l:éc c:;: i it-hdiflcreases tension in the short run. We know no way to

validi i i
sympathy it itfy of this latter argument, but we have considerable

The remainder of this section will discuss the extent of racial, eco-
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nomic, and academic segregation in America's public schools. We will
not try to calculate the extent to which segregation is voluntary or in-
voluntary, although we think it fair to assume that voluntary segrega-
tion is the exception rather than the rule.

Until recently, most American children attended schools that were
either all white or all black. In the South, racial segregation was re-
quired by law until 1954, and it persisted on a de facto basis until the
late 1960s. In 1965, for example, when the federal government made
its Equality of Educational Opportunity Survey (EEOS), about 90
percent of the black children in the South were still attending black
schools (i.e. schools that were more than 80 percent black).*® By 1968,
only 80 percent of southern blacks were in black schools, and by the
fall of 1970 the figure had fallen to about 40 percent." It is not clear
how much further the Supreme Court will require southern school dis-
tricts to go toward complete desegregation, but the proportion of
southern blacks in all-black schools is likely to end up well below 40
percent.

In the North, many states have never had laws requiring segregation.
Such laws as once existed were repealed well before 1954. Nonetheless,
most northern schools remain racially segregated. In 1970, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare found that 57 percent of black
northern children were attending segregated schools. If anything, this
was an increase over 1965.48 In general the situation is worse in ele-

_ mentary than in secondary schools.*®

5y Economic segregation is far less pervasive than racial segregation.
While it would be an exaggeration to say that every school is a micro-
cosm of the larger society, this is certainly closer to the truth than the
opposite exaggeration, which portrays every school as uniformly middle
class or lower class. These terms describe the dominant group in a
school, not a uniform pattern. The range of economic backgrounds in
the typical elementary school is only 15 to 20 percent less than for the
nation as a whole.® A few schools are more homogeneous than this,
but hardly any public school enrolls uniformly affluent or uniformly
poor students. This means that a poor child has a much greater chance
of being in a school with a lot of middle-class children than a black
child has of being in a school with a lot of white children.®!

Schools are also segregated in terms of academic competence. This
means that children with low test scores have a better than average
chance of ending up in schools where most of the other children also
score below average. This is largely because of economic and racial
segregation, but there are also differences in the academic compe-
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tence of students entering different schools at the same economic level.
The most plausible explanation for this is that some parents in any
given economic stratum have a stronger interest than others in their
children’s cognitive development. These parents appear to concentrate
in neighborhoods where the schools have a good reputation. They also
tend to have children who score above the norm for their economic
group. The result is a moderate degree of academic segregation, over
and above what we would expect on the basis of racial and economic
segregation alone. The degree of academic segregation is about the
same as the degree of economic segregation, which means it is consid-
erably less prevalent than racial segregation.®2

Access to Fast Classes and College Curriculums » 4 VL« ((;
¥ .

We suggested at the outset that there are three popular definitions of Q‘ #”
good school: schools that spend a lot of money, schools that enroll the

right students, and schools that teach the right subjects in the right way.

In America, however, there is not much difference between the for-

mal curriculums of most public schools. Studying the right subjects is

largely a matter of being in the right track or curriculum within a given

school.

At the clementary level, almost all children are expected to acquire
the same basic skills, but some children are expected to acquire these
skills faster than others. This often leads to “ability grouping” or
“tracking.” Tracking means putting fast learners in separate classes from
slow learners. Ability grouping may involve tracking, but even when
schools assign children to classes randomly, teachers often group the
children by ability within the classroom.®?

{\t the secondary level there are also variations in course content
whl'ch. supposedly reflect variations in students’ interests, as well a;
variations in their ability to do academic work. In many cases students
arc’ ’formally assigned to a “college preparatory” curriculum, a “techni-
cal” curriculum, a “business” curriculum, or a “general” curriculum.
T?IC{e are sometimes further distinctions between fast and slow tracks
within these curriculums.

A 1967 National Education Association survey found that tracking
was .quite common at the elementary level. Twenty-seven percent of all
dls.u.'lcts reported that they grouped all elementary school pupils by i
ability, 43 percent reported that they only grouped some children, 25
p_erc?nt reported random grouping, and 5 percent did not report. In
districts that did not track students, some teachers presumably grouped
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students by ability within their classroom. At the secondary level, 85
percent of all districts reported ability grouping.®* The practice seems to
favored by the overwhelming majority of teachers.®®
<W A student’s track or curriculum is the single most important deter-
minant of what the school will try to teach him. If anything the school
does to a student makes any difference, this should be it. Tracks and
curriculums are by definition segregated in terms of academic ability.
This almost inevitably means they are also segregated, albeit to a lesser
extent, in terms of social class and race. Indeed, the character of a
student’s classmates depends at least as much on his track or curriculu
as on the school he attends.®® Thus if school segregation is a denial of
equal opportunity, curriculum assignment is susceptible to the

objections.
» <§?ilther track nor curriculum assignment seems to have an appre-
iable effect on students’ cognitive development.®” High school curric-

ulum assignment does, however, have some impact on a student’s
chances of attending college.®® This means it has some indirect effect on
later occupational status and earnings. In turn, elementary school track
assignment may influence high school curriculum “assignment. Further-
more, even if track or curriculum assignment has no long-term effects,
it has important short-term effects on the lives of the children involved.
For these reasons it seems important to find out how schools actually
assign children to tracks and curriculums.

In northern urban high schools, EEOS found that 84 percent of all
high school seniors said they were in the curriculum they wanted to be in.
Ninety percent of those in the college curriculum said they wanted to go
to college. Sixty-two percent of those in other tracks said they did not
want to go to college.5® Unfortunately, we cannot determine when these
preferences and aspirations were first formed. We do not know whether
most students were originally put in the curriculum they wanted to
be in, or whether they simply adapted their tastes to reality once the
school authorities had defined reality for them. Roughly 15 percent of
all students in noncollege curriculums said they were still unhappy
about it.

After personal preference, the next most important determinant of

, curriculum placement seems to be academic ability. The correlation
between test scores and curriculum assignment is around 0.50.%
(Readers who are unfamiliar with correlation coefficients may wish to
read the explanation of measures of association in Appendix C. The
size of a correlation coefficient can range from -1.0 to +1.0. The closer
a correlation coefficient is to O, the weaker the association between the
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t?vo vz}ﬁablcs. Coefficients close to -1.0 indicate a strong negative rela-
tionship; one variable goes up when the other goes down. Coefficients
close to +1.0 indicate a strong positive relationship. )

. Tf’ our surprise, social class did not seem to play an important role
in high school curriculum placement, except insofar as it influenced test
scores. Among northern urban students with the same test scores, those
with white-collar parents were only 3 percent more likely to be’in the
college curriculum than those with blue-collar parents.®!

Even more surprising, EEOS showed that northern urban blacks
were 2 percent more likely to be in the college track than whites with
comparable test scores in the same school. When we compared blacks
and whites of comparable economic background as well as comparable
test scores, we found that the blacks were 7 percent more likely than
the whites to be in the college track. This was partly due to the fact that

the blacks had higher aspirations than whites of comparable back- |-

ground and ability in the same school. In addition, in the three all-
b!ack northern 4-year high schools covered by EEOS, blacks had
h.ngl.:cr aspirations and were more likely to be in the college track than
similar blacks in integrated high schools. The differences were not
large enough to warrant sweeping conclusions, but they certainly do
not suggest that desegregation boosts a student’s chances of being in a
college curriculum 2

When we turn from high schools to elementary schools, the facts are
harder to determine. The 1967 NEA survey referred to earlier provides
data on how administrators say children are tracked. Most districts
rf:pon using a combination of test scores and teacher recommenda-
%mns, but some also say they take into account grades, social matur-
ity, and parental desires. Larger districts place more emphasis on test
scores than smaller ones. Folklore and anecdotal evidence suggest that
race and class also have considerable influence, over and above test
scores, but that is what the folklore led us to expect at the secondary
level too, and our expectations proved wrong.

In the absence of national data on how American elementary
schools actually assign children to tracks, our findings about England
may be of interest. English primary schools assign children to streams
largely on the basis of teachers’ assessments. Teachers take account of
t&c} scores in judging students’ ability, but other unidentified charac-
il::ﬁnsu]cs 'also play a role. Social class is among these characteristics, but

role is very small—co, i i i i ,
s as?i'gnmem,n mparable to its role in American high school

The fact that schools do not discriminate directly against black or

.
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working-class students does not, of course, mean that these students are
proportionately represented in the fast tracks or in college curriculums,
They are invariably underrepresented, both because they are less likely
to have high test scores, and because they are less likely to want to go
to college. :

Excluding students from the college curriculum on the basis of their
test scores is widely accepted as necessary and legitimate. In our view,
however, it is neither. It is true that students with low scores are less
likely to do competent work in high school and less likely to enter
college than students with high scores. If the college curriculum were
like college itself—an expensive luxury which society perhaps cannot
afford to give everyone—restricting access to it would perhaps be un-
avoidable. Test scores would then be one of the many factors that high
schools might take into account in rationing scarce places. In point of
fact, however, it costs no more to have a student in the college curricu-
lum than in the general curriculum, and it costs less than having him
in a technical curriculum. The only argument for excluding a student
who wants to enter the college curriculum is therefore that he can-
not possibly do the work. However, some students with quite low test
scores can do the work in a college curriculum, and also in a college.®
The use of test scores to exclude students from the college curriculum
cannot, then, be justified in terms of either necessity or equity. It is
mainly a matter of bureaucratic convenience and “maintaining
standards.”

Elementary school tracking on the basis of test scores is subject to
some of the same objections as high school curriculum assignment. Test
scores have a fairly strong relationship to how much and how easily
children learn, but the relationship is far from perfect. In addition,
some children’s competence varies from one subject to another. This
means that any assignment policy that applies to all different skills is
bound to be wrong in some cases. Equalizing opportunities to learn re-
quires a system that is flexible enough to respond to children’s special-
ized abilities, to changes in their performance over time, and to dis-
crepancies between test scores and other kinds of performance. Ability
grouping by classroom almost never achieves this.

The most obvious alternative to placing students on the basis of
test scores, grades, and other similar criteria is to let students place
themselves. This is not feasible at the elementary level, which is one
good reason not to track elementary school children at all. At the
secondary level, substantial numbers of schools, especially in the West,
have abandoned the whole idea of separate curriculums. They simply
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offer a variety of courses and allow ecach student to work out a pro-
gram that suits his interests and plans. But even if a high school offers
distinct curriculums, there is no reason why it cannot let the students
decide for themselves which one they want to pursue. Some students
would undoubtedly make the wrong decision, but then high schools
also make a lot of mistakes when they start making decisions for
students.

The evidence we have reviewed suggests that the existing system of
curriculum choice is already more heavily influenced by what students
say they want than by anything else. To the extent that this is so, the
system provides what we think of as “equal opportunity.” This does not,
however, mean that the system is in any sense ideal. It can be argued
that eighth and ninth graders should be discouraged from making any
irrevocable decisions about their future. If so, perhaps everyone ought to
be assigned to a college curriculum, so as to keep open the possibility
of later attending college.

The evidence also underlines the limited value of equalizing “oppor-
tunity” without equalizing anything else. Students are not all equally
talented, equally ambitious, or equally hard working. A system which
provides everyone with equal opportunity will ensure that the more
talented, ambitious, and diligent succeed, while others fail. Some will
choose curriculums that lead nowhere, because such curriculums in-
volve less work in the short run. Some will eschew college, because
they dislike the idea of spending 4 more years reading books. Some
will avoid high-status jobs, because they are afraid of responsibility or
even of success. The fact that this happens does not prove that the
students’ educational opportunities were unequal; it proves that equal
opportunity is not enough to ensure equal results.

Conclusions about Inequality in the Schools

The evidence reviewed in this chapter suggests that educational oppor-
tunities are far from equal. This inequality takes several forms. First,
resources are unequally distributed. Second, some people have more
chance than others to attend school with the kind of schoolmates they
prefer. Third, some people are denied access to the curriculums of
fheir choice. None of these inequalities appears to us either necessary or
Just. What, then, might be done to remedy these problems?

Let us begin with the problem of equalizing different students’ claims
on the nation’s educational resources. First, we need to make annual
cxpenditures per pupil more equal. In order to equalize expenditures
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in different states, we would need to expand federal aid and drastically
revise existing formulas for distributing such aid, so as to concentrate
it on poor states. If we want perfect equality between districts in the
same state, we must end the schools’ dependence on local taxes and
raise all school revenue from statewide taxes or federal aid. If
we want to preserve some local discretion, we can rely on state aid
formulas which make each district’s income depend on the local tax
rate, but not on the local tax base. “Compensatory” formulas of this
latter kind have already been adopted in some states, although usually
with severe restrictions. In effect, they compute each district’s revenue
by assuming that the district has as much taxable property per
pupil as the wealthiest district in the state, and that it is taxing all this
property at the rate that it actually applies to local property. The
difference between the district’s theoretical entitlement and its actual
income from Jocal taxation is made up by state aid. A formula of this
kind results in some inequality, since districts have different tax rates,
but the degree of inequality is far less than at present. Finally, if we
want to eliminate disparities between schools in the same district, we
must persuade school boards to provide extra resources to those schools
that now spend relatively little. If, for example, schools in poor arcas
have high teacher turnover and hence have low average salaries, these
schools must be given extra staff or other resources.

All these changes are casy to imagine, though not to implement,
They grow naturally out of values that are already widely accepted in
American socicty. But even if we were to succeed in equalizing annual
expenditures per pupil, we would still be left with inequities that derive
from the fact that some students get more education than others. Un-
like differences in annual expenditure, differences in lifetime expendi-
ture strike most people as entirely reasonable. Even those who have a
generally egalitarian outlook usvally assume that the ideal educational
system would provide everyone with as much education as he wanted,
and that we would finance this from a progressive income tax. They
see no injustice in taxing high school dropouts to finance higher educa-
tion, so long as the dropout is free to attend college if he wants to. J

This attitude seems fo us to derive from a mistaken analogy between
education and other public services. In general, public services are free
either because it is difficult to determine who benefits from them or
because the beneficiaries are more needy than the average taxpayer.
Public parks fall into the first category, while public hospitals fall into
the second. Advanced education falls into neither category. It is easy
to identify the primary beneficiaries of subsidies for higher education,
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namely the students. It is also easy to predict that on the average these
beneficiarics will be better able to pay for their education than is the
average taxpayer.

It can be argued, of course, that higher education provides benefits
for thase who do not attend college as well as those who do. Even the
poor, for example, need lawyers. The mere fact of a public benefit is
not, however, sufficient justification for a public subsidy. Hot dog ven-
dors, for example, also render a public service, but they do not need a
public subsidy. A public subsidy only makes sense if some necessary
service will dry up in its absence. If, for example, lawyers earned so
litle that nobody was willing to pay for his own legal training, legal
education might require subsidy. In fact, however, there are plenty of
law school applicants, and there would be plenty even if would-be
lawyers had to borrow against future income to finance the full cost of
their training,

Public discussion of these issues is complicated by widespread accept-
amce of a false dichotomy. Many assume that there are only two al-
ternatives: a system in which access to education depcnds on parents’
ability and willingness to pay, and a system in which costs are shared
by everyone. There is, however, a third alternative. We can create g '
system in which access to education depends on the student’s willing- v
ness to pay—not at the time he gets his education, but Iater, when he
i§ presumably enjoying its benefits. Ideally, funds for advanced educa-
tion probably ought to come from a surcharge on the income tax of
those who have had education beyond, say, the age of 16. Failing that,
it would still be fairer to finance advanced education through long-
term loans to those who attend college and graduate school than
through taxes on those who do not attend.

The primary objection to such a system of educational finance is not
that it would be inequitable, but that it would probably reduce the over-
all demand for education. We do not know how many students would
drop out of school or college if they knew they would eventually have
t pay for it, but some doubtless would. Despite widespread hostility to
students as a class, most Americans feel that schooling is a good thing.
jlhey are reluctant to impose what looks like a tax on virtue (i.e. staying
1n school) in order to reduce the cost of vice (i.c. dropping out). If we
lchpted this basic moral equation, we too would favor a system in
which higher education was financed from general taxation. Since
we reject the equation of schooling with virtue, we prefer a system in
which higher education is financed by taxing those who have bene-
fited from it directly.
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Equalizing access to privileged schoolmates is even more contro-
versial than equalizing claims on resources. Busing arouses more
passion than state aid formulas. In principle, we believe that an ideal
pupil assignment system should give every student an opportunity to
attend any public school he (or his parents) find appealing. Indeed,
we would go so far as to define a “public” school as one that is open to
any student who wants to attend. All other schools, regardless of
formal control or financing, are to some degree “private.”

If we want to give everyone equal access to every school, certain
reforms seem necessary. First, school districts ought to admit any student
in the district to any school he wants to attend, regardless of whether
he lives near the school or far from it. Second, they ought to pay the
cost of transporting any pupil to any school in his district. Thus a
student from a poor neighborhood who wants to attend a school in a
rich neighborhood ought to have precisely the same opportunity to do
s0 as a student who lives in the rich neighborhood. This might, of course,
mean that some schools in rich neighborhoods became overcrowded. If
this happened, demand might slack off. If it did not, the district could
expand the school, using portable classrooms or whatever other ex-
pedients scemed feasible. If expansion were really impossible—which
it rarely is—applicants could be admitted by lot. If popular schools got
too large, they could simply be divided in half. Applicants could then
be assigned randomly to one of the two new adjoining schools.

Those who believe in neighborhood schools object to this approach
on the grounds that “outsiders will take over our schools.” These are
likely to be the same people who resist outsiders (i.e. blacks) moving
into “their” neighborhood. Committed  integrationists also object to
such a system, on the grounds that it is simply a warmed-over version
of what the North calls “open enrollment” and the South calls “free-
dom of choice.” Such a system does not ensure that every black child
will attend school with whites or vice versa. Blacks will only attend

school with whites if they apply to schools where whites are enrolled.
Whites can escape attending school with blacks if they can find schools
that have no black applicants. In a community where blacks are ex-
pected to stay in their place, and are subject to all sorts of sanctions if
they apply to an all-white school, a system of this kind will achieve
almost nothing. In a community where the school administration be-
lieves in desegregated schooling and encourages black parents to attend
desegregated schools, such a system could produce dramatic changes in
attendance patterns. The “liberal” alternative, which is widely viewed
as the road to racial equality, seems to be compulsory busing of blacks

INEQUALITY

INEQUALITY IN THE SCHOOLS 41

to white neighborhoods, and vice versa. This implies that black
parents cannot send their children to all-black schools, even if they ’
\Yam to, because all-black schools are by definition inferior. This posi-
tion strikes us as both racist and politically unworkable over the
long haul.

When we turn from school assignment to curriculum assignment, we
again lean to “freedom of choice” solutions. This means we l;lil‘lk
schools should avoid classifying students whenever possible. At the ele-
mentary level, students should be assigned to classes randomly, and
teachers should try to respond to students’ individual interests ;ather
than expecting all students to learn the same thing. At the secondary
level, students should not be segregated into “college preparatory” and
“noncollege” curriculums that determine what they must study, but
should be free to design their own curriculums from whatever cc;urses
the schc?ol offers. Students who hope to attend college must be told what
z'academlc courses they need to take, and encouraged to take them. But
if they also want to take vocational courses, that too should be. -
sible. §tudents who want some kind of job training should be givell:oii
assulfnng the school can devise training programs of practical value’
But if these students also want to take academic courses they shoulci
also be encouraged to do so on the same basis as anyone els;.

These reforms are not likely to make students appreciably more e
equal after they finish school. They would, however, give every student
an equ.al claim on educational resources, desirable classmates, and
Interesting subject matter while he was in school. By rccogniziné that
every f:hild‘s needs are equally legitimate, they would not only make
educational arrangements more egalitarian, but might spark similar re-
forms in institutions that serve adults.

NOTES

\/ 1. The Equalit i
. uality of Educational Opportunity Survey (EEOS

:l:tth am;r:ig c'hlldren who entered first grade in 1960 (anz \:rere thzresft::, eu‘:
P pg 7”e‘ u;“ 1965), 59 pezcent reported having attended kindergarten
enrolh;;em lsn ayeske et al.,, “Item R‘uponse Analyses™). The 1960 school
absesing t.ulr;ey"(see Tables 2 and 4 in U.S. Bureau of the Census, “School
derganenna. . t:O ) showed that 49 percent of all § year olds were in kin-
ol nd that another 15 percent were in the first grade. No data were

on 4 year olds, but since 15 percent of § year olds were in first
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grade, it seems reasonable to assume that at least 10 percent of 4 year olds
were in kindergarten. This would coincide with the EEOS estimate that 59
percent attended kindergarten at one age or another.

The 1970 school enrollment survey (see the U.S. Bureau of the Census,
“School Enrollment: 1970") showed that 13 percent of ail 4 year olds, 65
percent of all § year olds, and 5 percent of all 6 year olds were in kinder-
garten. Allowing for some repeaters, it seems reasonable to infer that about
80 percent of all 6 year olds had attended kindergarten at one time or
another.

2. EEOS found that 12 percent of the children who entered first grade in
1960 (i.e. sixth graders in 1965) and 12 percent of those who entered first
grade in 1963 (i.e. third graders in 1965) reported that they had attended
nursery school. But first grade teachers reported that only 9 percent of the
pupils who entered in 1965 had attended nursery school. (Another 10 per-
cent had attended the summer Head Start program, but the year-round
Head Start program did not begin until 1965.) It is unlikely that the per-
centage in preschool actually fell during the early 1960s. We assume that
the apparent change is attributable to the fact that data on the younger
children came from teachers rather than from pupils. Ten percent seems a
reasonable compromise estimate for this period.

The 1970 school enrollment survey found that 12 percent of 3 year olds,
16 percent of 4 year olds, and 3 percent of 5 year olds were in nursery
school. Virtually all those who are in school at 3 are in school again at 4,
but about half of all 4 year olds are in kindergarten rather than nursery
school. Of the 12 percent who enter nursery school at 3, we therefore
assume that around half are in nursery school again at 4. This means that
about 16 — (12/2) = 10 percent of all 4 year olds are entering nursery school
for the first time. Most of the § year olds in nursery school are probably
repeaters. We, therefore, estimate that about 22 percent (12 +10) of those
born in 1966 spent a year or more in nursery school.

3. Throughout the book, inequality is described in terms of standard
deviations and coefficients of variation (the standard deviation divided by the
mean). An explanation of these concepts will be found in Appendix C. An
increase in the coefficient of variation signifies an increase in inequality; a
small (close to 0.00) coefficient of variation indicates a low level of in-
equality.

The mean proportion attending kindergarten in 1960 was 0.60. The
standard deviation was, therefore, V(0.6) (1 —0.6) = 0.49, and the coeffi-
cient of variation was 0.49/0.60 = 0.82. The mean in 1970 was 0.80, the
standard deviation was 0.40, and the coefficient of variation was thus 0.50.
Between 1960 and 1970 the coefficient of variation for nursery schooling
dropped from V(0.1)(1-0.1)/0.1 =3 to V(0.22)(1-0.22)/0.22 = 1.88.
A Gini coefficient yields a similar result, since the percentage of people
receiving 100 percent (or any smaller percent) of the preschooling rose
steadily. For a discussion of different measures of inequality, see Alker and
Russet, “On Measuring Equality.”

4. See the U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Schoof Enrollment: October,
1970.”
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5. Enrollment data are from the U.S, Bureau “
Enrol'l'ment, and Education of Young Adults and c:}txeti?eFE:::rl:"' Oscihgz,‘
1960, .and “School Enrollment: October, 1970." Kindergarten .utiliz:!' o
was estimated by comparing total kindergarten enroliment to the numbe lOf;
3 year olds and subtracting 3 percent for repeaters, as in note 1 Fe

6. EE}OS found that blacks had somewhat less access to kir'ndergartens
than whites, Ie.xrgely because they were more likely to live in the rural
South \?'here kindergartens are exceptional (see Coleman et al., Equalir
Edfccauonal Opportunity). In the urban North, where blacks a;; ag likely o
r:::est:‘o be ;ln districts with free kindergartens, they are still somewhat }l'e::
ike w *
ke u).; na:r;” i s(;:’e; ’t'c))‘attend (see Jencks, “The Coleman Report and the Con-

7. See p. 136 i
Popuiaen p in Folger and Nam, Education of the American

g. ?)ee the U.S. Bureau of the Census, “School Enrollment: 1970."

- On past attainment, see Table 173 in the U.S, Bureau of '

Cl.xaraclerlstlcs of the Population, Part 1, United States gun?m‘ahr; ?el‘;sz:’

Estnma.tes for 1914 are based on all those aged 60-64 in 1960. Estim'ates fon:
X‘(e .mld-19.605 are from”the U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Educational
¢ ta;l;ment. March 1971.” The figures in the text are for those aged 22-24
in 1971. The.].aercentagcs “entering high school” are those finishing ninth
gra:e. In addition, an u'nknown percentage entered but did not finish ninth
gra e.f Ina f?w cases, ninth grade was part of a junior high school. Data on
::: go ent(enng th:}he:ulabor force were estimated from enrollment data by

roup (see .S. Bureau of the Ce * :
570" for comret . nsus, “School Eanrollment: October
melnctb :{ee 1;??;711 in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Educational Attain-

: Mare ." The estimates are f; i i
Manch et or whites and blacks aged 22~24 in

I1. See Table 1 in the U.S, “ ional i
 Genoragio e 3 in U.S. Bureau of the Census, Educational Change in
1'2. There are three basic sources of data on continuation ratios: (1) com-
parisons of eqrollmem reports at different levels in successive years, (2)
follm‘v-up studies of individuals initially enrolled at some level, and 3) : t
spective studies. of adults who report how far they went, St‘udies baser; :)(:
;nczi(:‘lil?ent sstatls'ucs are plagued by incomplete coverage and inconsistent
¢ ons. Studies baseq on follow-ups of individuals tend to lose large
umhm of students. Since retrospective Census reports of educationa)
:ttan:;ne:'t' appear to be quite accurate (see Siegel and Hodge, “A Causal
‘cre;:ﬁ :ify, ), they are probably the most reliable way of estimating
One limitation of retrospective data is that the Cen i i
formation of the highest grade an individual comple:eﬁ:a nz':linpm“:?hz;
grade entered. Appreciable numbers of individuals enter high scho:l
college but complete less than 1 year. Large numbers also do son(::
m:uate work, espeuan): in education, without completing a full year of it
or a fuller presentation of the Census data on educational attainment.
e Folger and Nam, Education of the American Population. For nltempu,
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to reconcile attainment and enrollment data see Jencks and Reisman, The
Academic Revolution, as well as Folger and Nam.

13. See Table 8 in the U.S. Bureau of the Census. “Factors Related to
High School Graduation and College Attendance: 1967."

14. For a detailed analysis of this issue see Hansen and Weisbrod,
Benefits, Costs, and Finance of Public Higher Education, and the contro-
versy surrounding their work in Volumes 4 to 6 of the Journal of Human
Resources.

15. Throughout the book, we will compare the top and bottom fifths of
various distributions. In most cases, these estimates are derived from the
mean and standard deviation of the distribution by assuming that the
distribution is normal. By averaging Z-scores, we can show that the top fifth
of a normal distribution averages 1.4 standard deviations above the mean,
while the bottom fifth averages 1.4 standard deviations below the mean.
Since the standard deviation of education for individuals born between
1895 and 1904 was 3.76 years, and the mean was 8.9, the best-educated
fifth averaged 8.9 + (1.4)(3.76) = 14.2 years. The other figures can be de-
rived in the same way.

In point of fact, education is not quite normally distributed. The de-
viations from normality are not large enough to make much difference,
however, so we have usually ignored them. For those born between 1940
and 1944, for example, an estimate based on normality implies that the
bottom fifth got 68 percent as much schooling as the national average,
whereas direct estimation from census tables indicates that the bottom fifth
actually got 66 percent as much as the national average. The approximation
implies that the top fifth received 132 percent of the national average,
whereas direct estimation yielded 133 percent. For those born between
1895 and 1904, the approximation implies values of 41 and 150 percent,
whereas the observed values are 42 and 158 percent. For parallel calcula-
tions sec Beverly Duncan, “Trends in Output and Distribution of School
ing.”

Ideally, we would like to be able to estimate “years enrolled” rather than
“highest grade completed.” Unfortunately, such data does not seem to exist.
The disparity between years enrolled and years completed does not appeaf
to be large, however. U.S. Bureau of the Census, “School Enrollment in
1970," Table 7, shows that the standard deviation of years completed
among students who are enrolled in school or college and who are the sam¢
age is about 1 year. The standard deviation of years completed for students
dropping out at any given age is probably quite similar to this. The standard
deviation of years completed for all students, regardless of the age at which
they quit, is now about 2.8 years. Thus, if all students had attended school
continuously, the number of years they had attended would explain about
87 percent (1 —(12/2.8%)) of the variance in the highest grade they com™
pleted. This implies that years in attendance correlates about 0.93 (V0.87)
with years completed. Since some people have not been in school continu-
ously prior to dropping out, the true correlation between years of regular
enrollment and highest grade completed presumably exceeds this estimate.
The standard deviation of years completed for students of any given ag
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was about the same in 1960 as in 1969, but it appears to have been closer
to l.ZS.years in 1950 (see Folger and Nam, Education of the American
Popfclataon). The standard deviation of schooling for all individuals com-
pleting school in 1950 was also higher, i.e. about 3.2 years. Thus, the
correlation between years attended and years completed shoul.d be a'bout
V1 -1.25%/3.22 =0.92. Folger and Nam report evidence that students were
held baf:k more often prior to World War II than after World War 11. But
the variance in attainment was also higher before World War 11 so the
correlatioq of attainment with attendance was probably still about 69

Tabulating years enrolled as against years completed would proba'bl.y re-
duce the standard deviations shown in Table 2-1 slightly. It would prob-
ably also ‘slightly reduce the differences between blacks and whites P

!6. This comparison will also be used frequently in the téxt The
estimate assumes that the difference between random individuals is.equal
to the standard deviation muitiplied by 2/ vy =1.13. This estimate as-
:jl:::c:t.ﬂ normal distribution, but deviations from normality do not greatly

1_7. See the U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Educational Change in a Gen-
eration,” 1964. The estimate in the text is based on a comparison between
males aged 25-34 and 55-64 in 1962. Men whose fathers worked on farms
or who did not report their father's occupation are excluded.

18. See Blau and Duncan, The American Occupational Structure, Table
5-3, .and the discussions of cohort data in that volume and in Appe'ndix B
qf this volume. The correlation between father’s occupation and son’s educa-
tion showed no trend for men born between 1897 and 1936.

19. Sc.hooling estimated for men aged 25-34 in 1962 (see note 17). In-
come estimated for all families in 1960, excluding those living on a iann
(see Table 230 in the U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Characteristics of the
Population, Part 1, United States Summary,” 1964).

20. For a quite different approach see Michelson, “The Association of
Teacher Resourceness with Children’s Characteristia.:’

21. !dcally, we would like to compare schools’ resources by looking at
expenditures per pupil and then adjusting this to take account of price dif-
ferences between one community and another. As a practical matter, how-
ever, we will have to settle for simple dollar differences. We are n(;t sure
whether' expenditure differences overstate or understate differences in
purchasing power. T"his probably depends on what a school wants to pur-
:chahosz.l For a dISC}ISSIOH of the price of similar teachers in different kinds of
P s, see Leym, “A Cost-Eﬁ‘ective.nm Analysis of Teacher Selection.”

ruction prices would vary in quite different ways from teacher prices.

v~ 22. The figures are for “current expenditures per pupil in average daily

:t:ndance.” Since average daily attendance is about 92 percent of enroll-
lbentti' the current cost per p\.xp'il enrolled was about 8 percent lower than
cout tg:r;: in the" text. Amortizing capital costs probably adds about 8 per-
eht for :::Ier:;s tc:;:trs, ho;'eyl;:; s’;) the figures in the text are also about
upil. isti
Abtracs of he Oy gm[:” (1970?1':3 are from p. 122 of the Statistical
23. See Grubb and Michelson in “States and Schools.”
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24. On the determinants of states’ educational expenditures, see, e.g.
Shapiro, “Some Socio-Economic Determinants.”

25. See Freeman, Financing the Public Schools. For a full analysis of
this issue see Grubb and Michelson, “States and Schools.”

26. Grubb and Michelson in “States and Schools” compute Gini coeffi-
cients for districts in 16 states. The average Gini coefficient is 0.08, but
there is great variation in the coefficient from one state to another. The
Gini coefficient for differences between states is 0.13. Katzman in The
Political Economy of Urban Schools used coefficients of variation and
concluded that there was as much inequality within states as between, i.e.
both coefficients of variation were about 0.25. Katzman had a more restricted
data base, but Grubb and Michelson calculated coefficients mainly for
states with relatively large districts.. :

27. See the summary in Grubb and Michelson’s “States and Schools” for
16 states. Also see Coons, Clune, and Sugarman, Private Wealth and Pub-
lic Education.

28. See Grubb and Michelson in “States and Schools.”

29. See Table 39 in the U.S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, Digest of Educational Statistics, 1965.

30. See Katzman, in The Political Economy of Urban Schools, for data
on Boston elementary schools; Burkhead et al., in Input and Output in Large
City High Schools, for data on Chicago and Atlanta high schools; and the
unpublished work of Paul Smith of the Harvard Center for Law and Edu-
cation for data on Detroit elementary schools. These sources yield coeffi-
cients of inequality of 0.15 + 0.02 for schools in the same district. An analy-
sis of intradistrict variation in salary expenditures per pupil using the EEOS
sample yields comparable results, but this sample is not very appropriate
for this purpose. Owen, in “The Distribution of Educational Resources in
Large American Cities,” provides paraliel analyses of large cities covered
by the EEOS.

31. This calculation is based on the distribution of educational attainment
in the U.S. Bureau of the Census “Educational Attainment: 1969.” Each
year of schooling was weighted according to a crude estimate of its cost
relative to other years. The weights were as follows: each year of elemen-
tary schooling was weighted 1.00; each year of high school was weighted
1.50; each year of college was weighted 3.00; each year of graduate school-
ing was weighted 6.00. The basic distributions were derived in the same
way as in Table 1. The resulting coefficient of inequality was 0.46 for all
individuals aged 25-29 in 1969. The distribution being skewed, the bottom
fifth received 54 percent of the average, while the top fifth received 173
percent. The ratio is thus 3.2:1.

32. Using the same weighting system as in the note 31, the coefficient of
inequality for all individuals aged 65-75 in 1969 was 0.64, compared to
0.46 for those aged 25-29.

33. A 1960 survey, reported in Chapter 19 of Morgan et al., Income
and Welfare in the United States, estimated that the poorest fifth of all
families lived in districts that spent 20 percent less than the districts where
the richest fifth lived. Of course, many of the richest families lived in the
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same districts as the poorest families. This survey obtained excellent adult in-
come information. The methods used to estimate the expenditures of
school districts in which the aduits lived were rather inexact, however. Since
not all the families in question had children in public school, the data were
not precisely comparable to what would be obtained from a survey
of parents with children in school.

The EEOS surveyed students in public schools. It did not get information
on their parents’ incomes, but it did get information on a variety of other
parental characteristics. The characteristic of parents that was most highly
correlated with district expenditures was the “mean educational attain-
ment” of parents in a school. Coleman et al., in the Supplemental Appendix
of Equality of Educational Opportunity, reported correlations of 0.15 be-
tween the mean educational attainment of parents in a school and the
district’s mean expenditures for sixth and ninth grade whites. The correla-
tion was lower for twelfth grade students. Using the EEOS data, Jencks
found that at least in the urban North, about half the variance in mean pa-
rental educational attainment was between elementary schools in the same
district. The correlation between the mean attainment of parents in a dis-

trict and the mean expenditures would thus be about 0.15/ v/0.50 = 0.21.
Since Morgan and his coauthors found a slightly stronger correlation be-
tween expenditures and parental income than between expenditures and
pareplal education, we might reasonably assume a correlation between
district expenditures and parental income as high as 0.25. This is the same
as the correlation obtained by Miner in Social and Economic Factors.
Coleman and his coauthors report that the standard deviation of district
upgnditures (weighted by enrollment) was $177. The standard deviation of
famnly income in 1965 was about $6,000. This implies a $7.50 per pupil
increase in expenditures for every $1,000 increase in family income. This is
consistent with the estimates provided by Morgan and his coauthors for the
bottom two-thirds of the income distribution, although it is higher than their
overall average.

34. Katzman, in The Political Economy of Urban Schools, using 1965
data, found that the Boston elementary schools spent more on poor
students. Burkhead et al., in Input and Output in Large City High Schools
foj.md that Chicago and Atlanta high schools spent about the same oq'
middleclass and working-class students. The plaintiff’s briefs in Hobson v.
Hansen and Bradley v. Milliken showed that Washington, D.C. and Detroit
spent more on the middle classes. Owen, using data on selected schools in
|arge cities covered by the EEOS, reported in “The Distribution of Edu-
qtnonal Resources in Large American Cities” that more was spent on the
middle classes than on the working classes.

35. The U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Income in 1969,” shows that the
poorest fifth of all families had incomes averaging 32 percent of the national
average in 1969, while the richest fifth averaged about 196 percent. The
mean was $10,577, so the difference between the top and bottom fifths was
$17,400. This implies an expenditure difference of about $130, assuming
constant elasticities during the 1960s. Since the mean expenditure per pupil
was $783, the top fifth would have received about $848 and the bottom
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fifth received about $718. The difference is 18 percent. Morgan et al., in
Income and Welfare in the United States, report reassuringly similar results.

36. Only 1 percent of all children are in nonreligious private schools
(sece the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Digest of Edu-
cational Statistics, 1970). Religious private schools spend no more than

public schools,

37. Note 31 estimates that the least educated fifth received 54 percent as
much resources as the national average, while the most educated fifth re-
ceived 175 percent, ignoring annual expenditure differences between schools.
If the correlation of attainment with parental income is roughly 0.44 (see
note 4, Chapter 5), the children of the poorest fifth receive about 80 per-
cent as much resources as the national average and the children of the
richest fifth receive about 133 percent, again ignoring annual expenditure
differences between schools. Note 35 implies that the poorest fifth receive
90 percent of the national average each year they are in school and that
the richest fifth receive 110 percent. Overall, then, the rich get (1.33)
(1.10) = 146 percent of the national average, while the poor get (0.80)
(0.90) = 72 percent.

38. See the Supplemental Appendix in Coleman et al., Equality of Edu-
cational Opportunity.

39. See Katzman, The Political Economy of Urban Schools.

40. See Baron, “Race and Status.” Compare Burkhead et al., Input and
Output in Large City High Schools, who found no discrimination at the
high school level and Coons, “Chicago,” who had earlier found discrimina-
tion. Also compare Bruck, “Results of a Study,” who found whites getting
5-10 percent more than blacks from local funds. Exclusion of Title I funds
shows that local funds are still allocated disproportionately to whites; in-
clusion of Title 1 yields rough equality.

41. See the Public Education Association “Status of Public School Edu-
cation” for baseline data showing discrimination against blacks. For recent
data showing discrimination in favor of blacks and Puerto Ricans, sce
Gittell, New York City School Fact Book.

42. For details, see plaintiff’s brief in Bradley v. Milliken. These data were
compiled by Paul Smith of the Harvard Center for Law and Education. For
earlier evidence on Detroit, see Sexton, Education and Income.

43. See “Second Joint Memorandum of Plaintiffs and Defendants,”
(April 12, 1971), in Hobson v. Hansen.

44, Coleman et al., in the Supplemental Appendix of Equality of Edw-
cational Opportunity, show that in 1965 the average white was in a district
that spent 8-10 percent more than the districts where the blacks lived. Withio
districts, we estimate the average disparity at 5-10 percent, including Title |
of ESEA. These figures are obviously rough, but the order of magnitude is
probably about right. Owen’s “The Distribution of Educational Resources is
Large American Cities” suggests somewhat larger disparities within districts,
but his samples within districts may not be representative.

45. These estimates were derived by a two step procedure. First, we ca-
culated the expenditure disparity on the assumption that the only source of
expenditure differences between blacks and whites was the length of time
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they st?yed in school. Using the weighting procedure described in note 31
we estimated the mean expenditure on blacks aged 25-29 in 1969 at 82'
percent of the mean for whites. For those aged 65-74, the black mean was
59 percent of the white mean, We then assumed that annual expenditures
on blacks aged 25-29 in 1969 had been 80 percent of those on whites, and
that annual expenditures on blacks aged 65-74 had been 70 perce;lt of
those on whites. This yielded an overall black-white ratio of 66 percent for
the younger group and 41 percent for the older. For those now in school
we simply extrapolated the implied trend. All these estimates are obvious!
very rough. ¢

46. See Coleman et al., Equality of Educational Opportuni -
sentation of the EEOS statistics is a bit confusing becalfs’:o C‘:l'e‘:!’;nna);dpl:?s
co:t;thos:se p?,:les tshc South and Southwest in their analyses.

. t .S. Departme i

Retss e p nt of Health, Education and Welfare, News

48. See Coleman et al., Equality of Educational Opportunity, and the
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare News Release. Figures
2.I4.l. and 2.14.5 in Coleman et al, imply that 40 percent of all blacks
were in segregated schools in 1965. These Figures seem, however, to have
been drawn without reference to data. Tables 2.13.1 and 2.14.1 'in Cole-
man et al. show 72 percent of Northern black first graders and 55 percent of
Northern. black twelfth graders in majority-black schools. This implies that if
we combined elementary and secondary students, about 60 percent of the
blacks would be in majority-black schools. If 60 percent were in majority-
black schools, we can infer that about 45-50 percent were in 80-100 per-
cent black sc!)ools. This can be compared to 57.4 percent in 1968 and
51.6 percent in 1970. Because the data are from different sources, we do
sni?'ic hat\l: much confidence that the 1965-1968 trend was real, especially

re was no such trend in the 1968- i

data sources are comparable. PG8-1970 comparisons, whets the

49. See Coleman et al., Equality of Educational Opportunity.

50. Mayeske et al., on P- 96 of A Study of Our Nation's Schools, estimate
the percentage of socio-economic variance that lies within schools at different
grade levels in EEOS. For the ninth and twelfth grades, the percentages are
§7 anq 72. This implies that the standard deviation of the socio-economic
‘l’nadex in t'he‘aVerage high school will be 82-85 percent of the national stan-

ard deviation. The percentage of variance within schools should be

slightly smaller for elementary schools. Mayeske et al. report that 72
percent of the sixth grade socio-economic variance was within schools

Tbere may be more within-school error variance in the sixth than in (he.
nmfh and t}velfth grade data. Mayeske et al. report 60 and 61 percent of the
variance within schools at the third and first grade levels, but this probably
understates the within-school variance due to the teachers’ tendency to report

the $ame socio-economic level for all students about whom they were not

::: (First am{ third grade teachers filled in the relevant items for the stu-

o m::m\:\;esce}slun;ate ﬁ:e ‘t[;-]ue" \;‘i)t(l:in-school variance at 65 percent for

ools. within-school stan iati

Percent of the national average. fard deviation thus rverages 81
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51. In oider to compare different kinds of segregation, we need a
segregation index (/). The best index appears to be the ratio of the within.
school standard deviation (Sy) to the standard deviation for the total popu-
lation (S,). In order to make this a segregation index rather than an integra-
tion index, we subtract it from 1. Thus, I =1 - §,/8,. If we define all stu-
dents as white or nonwhite, we find that 50 percent of the variance in race
was within northern urban elementary schools in 1965, At the secondary
level, the comparable figure was 58 percent. The standard deviation within
elementary schools was thus 1/0.50 = 71 percent of the total standard de-
viation, and the segregation index = 1 —0.71 = 0.29. For high schools /=1-
V0.58 = 0.24. For economic status, I = 0.19 at the elementary level and 0.15
at the secondary level.

52. Mayeske et al, in A Study of Our Nation's Schools, estimate the
between-school variance in test scores at 35 percent in all grades, using a
composite achievement measure. Using any single test, the between-
school variance is less than 35 percent. This is probably because the sepa-
rate tests contain more random error. Socio-economic and racial variables
explain 70 to 80 percent of the between-school variance in first grade
scores. The rest must be explained by other kinds of selectivity. See Jencks,
“The Quality of the Data Collccted,” for additional discussion and data.

53. Rist, in “Student Social Class,” provides a good description of
grouping within classrooms and some suggestive evidence on its effects.

54. See the National Education Association, Ability Grouping. The
reliability of reports on grouping is uncertain (see Jencks, “The Quality of
the Data Collected,” for evidence that EEOS data on grouping is nearly
worthless). Since large districts are more likely to use ability grouping than
small districts, the proportion of pupils who are grouped is larger than the
proportion of districts that group.

55. Sce the National Education Association, “Teacher Opinion Poll.”

56. This is another way of saying that there is more test score variance
and almost as much socio-economic variance between tracks and curricu-
lums in the same school as between schools. Jencks found that in the
Talent high school sample (see note 60), about 11 percent of the achieve-
ment variance and 22 percent of the socio-economic variance was between

high schools. About 20 percent of the achievement variance and 14 percent
of the socio-economic variance was between curriculums in the same high
school. For similar results in English primary schools, see Acland, “Social
Determinants of Educational Achievement.” Heyns, in “Curriculum As
signment and Tracking Policies,” found that in the EEOS sample of north-
ern urban 4-year high schools 18.1 percent of the achievement variance
and 13.1 percent of the variance in father’s occupational status was between
schools, while 28.7 percent of the achievement variance and 9.3 percent of
the status variance was between the college and noncollege curriculums in
the same school.

57. See “The Effects of Tracking,” in Chapter 3 of this volume.

58. See “The Effects of Curriculum Placement,” in Chapter 5§ of this
volume.

59, See Heyns, “Curriculum Assignment and Tracking Policies.”
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60. Heyns, in “Curriculum Assignment
yns, and Tracki icies,”
s con_-elanon of 0.48 between verbal score and n!i-::t‘:";a:eouliiesl; i
ment in the 48 northern urban 4-year high schools covered by E:Eosass"'[g}?-
B [

correlation was 0.44 in the 91 white, Nonvocational high schools throughout
ou

the nation covered by the Project Talent ninth—twelfth grade follow up

y be higher if the
tests used by the schools themselves to evaluate aptitudey, were based on the

61. See Heyns, “Curriculum Assign

62. The studies of high school gc:lm o
are more fully described in Heyns
ing Policies.” For additional da
EEOS, see Armor, “The Racial
tions of Negro Students.”

63. This research is fully re i “Soci
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