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. - In. 1966, sociologist James Coleman issued a T

‘major_ study wh1ch concluded that. schools have -very:
.little effect on student*achievement and recommended
that black students- would do better if they attended
integrated schools. Among other things ‘this resulted
in;: widespread busing for racial integration. ‘This L
study was thoroughly’ reexamlned by . numerous scholars:
and researchers and many of them, including Coleman, SR

. Iater concluded that the' or1g1na1 analysis was _\' h
faulty and%the conclusiqns of the Coleman report

w?re incorrect T
) SRTRTE ) ~w*

. Coleman has now' done it again In April~1981 ‘ /“
he issted a. draft report,; Public "and Private- Schpols,}s

,/ which stat d that ' private high schools. provide a-": "

_superior education. in comparison to. publlc high . '_'

. schools. The, cr1t1cs of this new study.have been -
‘numerous; the supporters few in number. Some two .
"weeks after-the. release of this hew study, JameswColeman
‘himself: strongly criticized the study and said- the. '
~data on which it was based: were flawed.2 '.GoIeman .

- said that the most important findigg of his study

« Wwas-that effect1ve schools in both the public‘and
. the.private seétors had’ certain characteristicsﬂ,
such as an ordered enVironment and strong academic
demands o . R VR /,\,, Lw

Y «-_ e
2 .

Coleman specifically stated that "Géod publlc PR

schools do Jjust as well ‘as. those- 1n the pr1Vate i -h~'}
. sector." -He Went on to say, - "It is ‘not- 1nsign1f1cant

" that these characteristics are more often found in~
the private sector, but if I were. writlng ‘the report
again I would’ focus more on how public qlicy can., .. "
‘help schools - in both Sectors 'to be more- effectlve ”3 ,.J
These statements indicatq a dramatic reversal of . '
Coleman's. conclusions of just a few weéeks- before and o
do. much to cast real doubts- on the va11dity of 1ts f.fff
f1ndings A R = _ L

1James Coleman Thomas prfer and Sally Kllgore
Public and Pr1vate Schools;, draft copy. A report
‘to\the National Center fortEducation Stat1st1cs
- .under Contract No. 300-78-0208 by the Natlonal o
Opinion Research Center March 1981 : _ L R

2 »
ward B. Flske "Sdﬁ@ol Study Sa1d ‘to. Fa11 to ’ jf,f.

E hasize Main Point," New York T1mesL¢April 26, k .

1981, p. 40.

3FiSke', New York Times.. o '»,'f«"“ R
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. .Diane Ravitch ‘an education hisforian and ..
researcher ‘has said that the, major point in the
1981 Coleman Repont is'.that. it. refutes the 1966 _

; Coleman* Réport Rav1tch has p01nted out that’ while

- the earlier, report said schools do not make a

. difference), the ‘new report ‘says that schools. made -

.a great dea1 of differenoe in student achievement

F»The second Coleman Report generated a great g
deal of- commentary and cfiticism’ in:the first few: -
weeks after its release and all indications arey‘”u;
;that it is not being afforded the cred1b11ity .and,
.respect CoLeman $ first .report was when it was_ S
-released. Coleman himsel? stated in a news conference
that such research should never. be used as.a basis: *
.'for  policy dec1s1ons ‘5" . That seems to sum up the ’
prevailing feeling among both pollcy analysts and

fresearchers ;, _ v _ .

)
R ', . : .
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I, The Second Coleman Report S

. it
%

’ ] o
, o This second Coleman Report is one of’ five stud1es
. which will result from th National Center for Educa
. tion Stat1stics mass1ve "ngh fchool and Beyond"
. (HS&B) study«- ~ HS&B was.- designed to provide a dat
base of longitudinal statistics on a national’ sample
,,of high school sophomorés and. seniors This study
began with a group-administered survey - in “the. -
. spring of 1980 and wh1ch will have follow—up surveys
- 'with the same sample in 1982 €nd;'1984.: ‘In the base
-year of 1980, 58,000 secondary school students '
part1c1pated 1n the survey. .

The - National Opinion Research Center undér'“
contract. from the U.S.' Department of Education
took maJor responsibility -for the des1gn of. the e
Survey and for conducting the base-yea survey .’ o
Jamqs Coleman served as pr1nc1pa1 nnve tigator\ ' T

-

4Education U.SA., ".. .And Say e Co tradicts‘“
. Himself," Apr11 20.'1981 p. 268.- [ .- oo

)

Spducation Daily, April 23, 198i,,
L T, q S
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The Department of Education S National Center

. Education Statistics has described the purpose

this survey as follows ’
the study s primary" purpose is to . SN

_.observe the educational and occupationaI

: plans and activities.of young people

as they .pass through the American
. educational system and take en, their )
~adult-roles.6 " : L e

!

B In Public and Private Schools, James Coleman 71
' .and his colleagues use the High School and Beyognd
_data base to: attempt to address the following R “

magor questions '_q_,. _ , e

' of'k How well’ do public and private schools
T work for children? \ - :

LY
N v,
sas ’

v e _Are private schools div1s1ve and,“if so, o
R H:along what lines? , 'X. | VT T e

'\Are private schools more eas11y managed ..

assumptions about the current roles and functioning
of public and private schools in-the United States
. to provide evidence for cons1dering policy proposals -
for either, increasing or ‘decreasing the role of :
- private schools in American education :

aich questions were designed to test T

. 3
§ 4

N Coleman arrived at the follow1ng concluSions‘

H'in his- study o q - \
__ 1. "Private schools produce better cognitivei _f_-
o outcomes than do public schools o
2. There is no direct evidence that private
e f-schools\prOVide better character and .

personality developmehtathan do. public
schools,. although students in non-
‘Catholic private schools .show higher
. levels of self-esteem and.fate control
. 'as sophomores and higher gains from the
.~ ‘sophomore to senior year than. students in =
N public or Catholic schools. L

e 6National Center for Educaggon Statistics ‘High School

- " and -Beyond: A National Lon itudinal Study for the .
» -1980's, prepublication ediﬁaon (Washington NCES,
'19§l),_ .:l . :

¢

-; \; than- public schools and if so, why? ,f ﬁf‘-\
These rese

S
N
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: 3. ¢Private schools provide a.s fer - more ;;:i!
e disciplined;'andfmore or d env1ronment T

I.

L ?f‘ R than Po public schools

e

w4 There 'is’ little evidence to.. onfirm.or Y */
o -~ idiscomfirm thevpremise tHat '_1vate schobl\\;))
IR ‘are-more successful in creati'g an‘interest :
f/ gin 1earning than are public sc_ools . ~/'
- (3
T \5.’ There is some weak eV1dence that private [
' hools encourage interest™in higher . . | .
education and .lead more of their studentsv I .
. .7 to-attend college than do pub11c schools -

with comparable students o

- e 2 . i

- Q.“, Non Catholic private scho 1s are smaller .
' . _+and thus bring about greater "degrees ‘of
S o participation in sports .and other o - f
: . .activities than.do other’ 'schools. The ,
I fact that Catholic schools are smaller = |
oL than public schools : does 'not result in
' }j increased participation in extracurricular;
' activities i .\ . -
. . . ‘g -
Do LT While non- Catholic schools have smaller
A class' size than other. schpols,,and o
" .. ., Catholic schools have smaller class size
L than public schools, there was ‘no ‘direct
‘evidence presented on‘COPtact between
teachers and students '

e .

8. The report contained no ev1dence that
_private schools are more efficient than
public schools, accomp11sh1ng their: task

at a 1ower cost - ot e
9.- Private schools conta1n dents frdm S
h1gher income backgrounds han pub11c : 33:
schools. Public schools show higher S
internal income segregation than pr1vate B
S schools G T

110, There is strong ‘éyidence that private
schools are divisiyve along religious -~
lines, segregatin -different re11gidl§
groups 1nto diffe ent schools

- - 11, Private schools are d1visive along racial-
' ' .lines in.that they contain few black and .

_ thus segregate whites "in private schools- :

from b1acks in pub1ic schools : Internally;'“

Q I S . L
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X mainly because private -

R L public schoglbs
' pontain so few blacks

"schools do "y

. --12, xPrivate s hools do not pro 1de the’ educa—
Lo » ,itional range that public sc ools dao,
/'.,11_.- . particularly in vocational and other non-
[ traditional courses or prog s. Even high

L , : &perfor nce public schools are more compre-
e hensiv, than high perfonmance private schools.
/ .l3. _ The eyidence is extremely unclear about

whet 'r private or public. scho 1ls are
_',more unhealthily competitive or which-
?prov de a hedlthier affeétive development

, 14. 1,000 1ncrease in income. for-all income
< .,. s+ gr ups would.increase the proportion of

: b ‘cks,,Hispanics,'and low income students
private schools _ -
‘a\' . o

obab111ty of blacks attending -
"chool is greater than that for whites.
»ftuall ‘income levels, the probability
.~ of Hispanic enrollment 1is greater than
Lo that for non-Hispanic*whites :

~

Catholic schools ‘dre more nearly "common
.._;.chools" in that achievement is less '
o r'g-;faffected by parental eéducational back- ‘.
~ ¢ 7 [ grounds and race, or ethnicity’ ‘than in
< v 1. publie schools. Also-aspirations of
students from different parental
;educational backgrounds. are more alike
1n Catholic schools- than in. public schools

17. | Important factors in bringing about higher
R scholastic achievement are greater academic
. j]_demands and a more prdered environment.
* . This is shown when private schools are g jf N
' ‘compared to’ public schools and among '
{' schools within the pub11c sector
Coleman summed up . hlS interpretation of the
Value of this study when he stated:

'AH . Cle
i The most important implication of the L
“ results, for American education is not
. thgt the average. private school brings'
. about ~higher achievement in some cogni-

. tive skills-than does the average:

[

. bl
A
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_ . public-school. It is, rather, the hings
N .. - abeut (emphasis 4n original) those schools-
: ' " which bring. about higher achievement, more
~ homework, fewer ‘absences, less cutting of
classes, ‘all by students of comparable
'backgrounds, and’in general in a m9re o
.orderly environment 1n the school

_He goes on to state the real value of the report is

that it shows what things about schools lead to hlgher
~ac ievement - . .

' Other Studies : ﬂ,. - ;:"‘ A
\ B . v .
\Wha? Coleman regards as the most 1mportant
impl cation of- his study. is really nothing new. .-
~ Madaus, "Airasian, and Kelleghan in their review of. .
"school e;ZectiVeness studies8 ‘shows that some schools

4

or class & do'’a better job than others in helping .
students/learn. Higher achievement schools or classes.k‘
.- are ch'racterized by

~having a strong press for adad mic’ﬁ
‘ excellence

,valuing discipline o
o wfprovidlng struature. _‘?3;
o igmphasizing homework and study.l
0 7fhmving an environment where. students-
de:expect or are expected to“do well

-;These researchers furthermore conclude that" these :
"differences occurs to a large extent 1ndependent
of home background

J o o . - S

'~7James S. Coleman letter to the ed1tor Neﬁ’York'
Times, April 19 1981 p l4E T

\

'sGeorge F. Madaus,,Peter W A1rasian and Thomas
Kellaghas, School! Effectiveness$: A Reassessment of
~~ the/Evidence. (hew_York McGraw Hill, 1980), . 174 1.
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.- A study recently completed by the National
Assessment, for Educational. Progre8s9 looked a ¢
nationwide. read1ng achievement -of 9, 13, and ;17 -
year old students. It showed differences in the = *
performance of* public Catholic,  and non—Catholic v
private school students and showed d1fferences .
among regions of the country.. However a study
showed that:when the various populations were . :
equated so that public and private schools'shared~:ﬁ
-equal proportions. of students from different *.
socio-economic. levels, public school students
..perform at a reading revel comparable to private
school students ‘and in some cases: surpassed
private school performance. :

Likew1se, in 4 study completed in England
Fifteen Thousand Hours: A Secondary Schools: and
Their Effects on Children, by Michael Rutter,
“et-al.,1V the findings were similar. Schools

which were successful were those whxch-emphasized-f o
. academic concerns, homéwork, and ‘the use of the

library. Also, a key factor in the successful
schools was having what Rutter and his colleagues '
call a "fair share' of high ab111ty children in
‘the school. - Apparently, the. achievement of a o
whole school]is degraded 1f the more able children
are- "creamed off" from it o :

What Coleman has found is ﬁot really new and
‘'has been reported in various other studies in the
paSt 'The research can be_ summarized by saying f'“
that effective schoolsJare characterized by

0. T a quality curr1culum and high stgﬂﬁards
S of learning S . _

- '
o g‘

9National Assessment for Educatlonal Progress o
' "Reading Achievement -in Public and Private Schools
Is There a Difference?" as reported in American.”

Association ‘of.School Administrators news'?elease,ii'
April-7, 1981// N e

10Cambridgé‘_,‘_ Mass.:sHarvdrd'ﬁniversity-Press;‘l§7§-

.
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‘0. .. more time spent in learn1ng and in
| thomework -’ | 4_1, BN S
,’o | placipg pressure on students to learn

- i



A

' . researcH method - 'so flaw
. draw any sound concluslons ¥rom the report 11

R

: -25 A number of researchers and other cr1t1cs have

' quality of. 1ns¢ructionf

)J NN . . B - s -")‘ln

Jil Crlticisms of Coleman ?’Hvﬁgfv

‘npted serious. flaws in Coleman's: study ,Of course
Coleman has’ admitted some of these defects in his

!the conclusiong do 'not follow Lrom the. findings and

..of*the second Cepleman Report is simply ‘that" many of
‘are unsubstant?gted by the research For example

Lf_as noted above Colemdn does’ not shOW'vhat prxvate.
high schools are, better than publlc high sthools,
nribut only ‘that ‘there are certain fadtors ‘which make

h high school; effective no matter” Wheth%f it is
public Catholic, or 1ndependent

e .
. . : . v
L A Ce - ..

Method of AnalyS1s'T' - - _n“#ff" ;;f?ﬁ ot

,','TV James P Comer professor of’ psychmatry at
. the Yale ‘Child Study Ceg;er and associate dean of

the Yale Medical:School| has called Coleman s

that no\one can

He speclfically\crit zés Coleman «for.. the exten—'r”

f'*sive use of. questionn ire self- reporting Much
~of the data used by C 1eman,,1nc1uding family

‘income and-other famid; background data; student
asplration 1nfdrmat10n {.curricular- program “and
\was. reported on a survey
form by students. themsel¥es without -verification.

‘To- base finely drawn (conclusions on such data’ Wthh. ;
.are prone to large.degrees of error seems. particularly

inapproprlatel ‘No. amqunt of: sophist1cated computer

!.ffmanipulation can correct for unre11able source
. ':lda'ta ‘;‘ . P ‘°x‘ ' : R . oy C

. . . Ny
- . , ~, . 1 ,
. i -

P qhologlst Donald Camppell warns that the

',method of anapys1s used.by Colemah~may be appro-,"
' priate for some types of resea£ch but should not
L be dsed fOr causal 1nference

Of course °za¥a

"11James P.. Comer “”Coleman s Ead Repdrt 2\ New erk
RN Times Apr‘il 19 19)31 p. E15 :

t
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Donald Campbell "Statement about manuscript

‘Public -and Private Schools," in "Seven Scholarly ,

Reviews of Public and Private Schools, Robert L.

- Crain, ed., photocopied, no date. . - G

:
. o
.
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~;.';High standards and’high expe tations in an ordered*’f’
*env1ronment produces high ac 1evement . '

' 'repudiation ‘of his own.. findlngs . The: major crit1cism;.'h
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.. Coléman’s use of-this methodology is to ascertain

- gatisual ‘relationships. Others have criticized

* ‘Coleman fof his<ack of an experimental design and
for using only cross-sectional data rather than.

' léngitudinal data. - A

e . "
Y

v 2“aTechnical}ﬁetﬁagological'afguments go on.
'For example, Samuel Peng and William Fetters of
- the Longitudinal Studjes Branch'.qf the National
. Center for Eddcation Statistics claim that -
+. Coleman: gxcluded important variables from his -
- regression ‘analysis. - In.theif replication of ..
Coleman’s.WdrkjgaddingjthSQ,Variable , Peng and
" Fetters claim that the tesSt score differences
.between public and: grivate school st dents are
' .greatly reduced. Co,'man(ghd associates, claim
.~ that Peng aﬁd;Fettérs,aréf ethodologically incorrec
in_ applying a“high-<school program variable in their
régiession model. Debates: like®this will go on and
it will be-difficult for those not steeped in
 quantitative research methodology to evaluate the
,arguments.{‘Howéyer,\it'is.clear-that responsible
(.researcheréfexﬁert'in the specific. methodology
used -by 'Coleman are challenging Coleman's appli-
cation of his methodology to the available data.

_.Tést Data - o i ' _ .-
- test results as a measure of school ontcomes. .
. EMphasis placed on  the objectives of /such tests will
" vary greatly from program to prograTAand curriculum’
to .curriculum.: No place is the claim set forth L
~ that the achievement tests.used-conﬁain;the'full 5
array of instructional objectives employed in any
.~ of the school programs in the schogls studied. .
‘Most 1likely the objectives measure by ‘the achievement -
test items used would match the igstructional L
. objectives measured by the achievement test items
~ 'used would match the instruction 1 objectives of
.. ."academic: programs the closest. Pf course, the
private schools ‘had .a higher prgportion of students
in academic programs than publi ‘schools. . o

.-~ -Coleffan is also criticized for i;ing achievement
S

. Criticism has been further raised about’
" Coleman's: conclusions from achievement test data. .
-~ Sophomores: were tested on items‘whidh largely
measuréd'fairly,elementary.prior_learning.and-
these test results. were used to make comparisons:
about high school programs. These tests measured -
‘learning that occurred before high school, for the

) - Y
.
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most part‘ and no attempt was ‘made to determ1ne what
kind of school these students had attended. Is it. -
possible ‘that many of the high achieving private ‘
school sophomores were the prdduct of nine years of ...
public education? The point is, we do not know
.the answer to this and this fact casts a dark -
. shadow/of doubt over many of Coleman's conclus1ons
Before such conclusions "are drawn - more adequate
controls need to be made for educational back—
ground . ‘ .
" Education measurement specialists Lee Cronbach
" has stated simply that the test scores which Cole-
. man used‘are irrelevant. The tests, according to:
) Cronbach analyzed elementary school subject S
- matter, . not high school subjects. The scores tell
. more about the selection policies of private
~schools than they do about h1gh school achievement‘
- - or school effectiveness 3 L

P __Comparability ST ‘iF.

) . Th1s 1eads to the cric1t1sm that Coleman has
not dealt with comparable school programs "and
‘curricula in comparing'school achievement. Different
-schools follow different curricula, but‘achievement
‘comparisons are made as if there were a uniform
curriculum were in place. Does it come as any
_surpr1se then, that ‘Coleman found higher achleve—,"(1~g
ment in pr1vate schools, with largely college ' ‘
preparatory curricula, than 1n‘public schools with-
hcollege preparatory, general and vocational curricula?
' Coleman has/really undertaken the’ task of
comparing two basically different samples and’
-try1ng to ecompensate or. correct for.the differences.
Most researchers hold that this is .impossible to. do
,and further. ma1nta1n that th1s is a fatal flaw ‘in.
the .study. ' . S

‘

vSegregation Index

' There has been w1despread cr1t1c1sm of Coleman s
;,;”segregation index," with the National Center for
.Education Stat1stics~stat1ng that:

B

'13"Lee Cronbach " Statement regarding Public and
Private Schools,'" 1n'"Seven Scholarly Reviews:

. .of Public and Private Schools,. Robert L. Cra1n
~ed,. photocopied, no date. o o

: -

:'*{
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o As applied to this mational. sample
N ;- of schools, it (segregation index)
o ' fails to /capture the essence of
"segregation, which is the separation
- of people in a local community along
racial/ethnic lines. 14

so called "segregation index" is really a
ure- of .racial homogenity of schools Private
x¢hools seem. 1e,s segregated on this index largely
ecause there are so ffw blacks in private schools

According to Coleman s index if every private
‘sdhool had 100 pupils, of which 99 were white and 1

\ s black, ‘then it would demonstrate exemplary -
beéhayvior on the "segregation index."  If one of

. these ‘schools admitted an additional: black student

. then sector segregation would increase..

The Sin of Aggregation . - . o - .
So many gross misrepresentations occur because

Coleman uses. aggregate sector information and not

 ‘individual school information: With the exception

L - Of~ some information reported for high performance
public schools, a11 public schools of whatever type
'.were- lumped- together. ULikewise, all Catholic schools

" "were lumpéd together and non-Catholic private schools

.. are . all combined.. This latter category would .combine

»whAndover, ‘Groton, and Choate with segregation academics

in: Mississippi and a1ternative schools in Berkeley.:

-It seems: 1ogica1 that within’ sector differences are

' as great ‘as differences between sectors., Coleman

does ‘not address this point s N

‘Self Selection

- .
; Coleman exaggerates the achievement differences
betWeen~private and public schools by adjusting
. public school senior year scores downward to compen-
sate for dropouts : However ‘no comparable reduction
. is made in private school scores for those students:
‘who may have similarities with public school drop-
outs who are never admitted to private schools or
are expelled from them. This contradicts Coleman s

i

'-"14Nationa1 Center for Educatiion St tistics memorandum ‘
’ . from Jeffrey Owings and Ric - Takai tg David Syeet, e
. “\ R

P -
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" claim. to have controlled for different student '

composition. If Coleman:-is to make the adjust-
‘ment. in achievement scores of public schools, -

problems who are\expelled“from'orfneVer"admittgd"\

- to private schools.

. AAsvmany'c%itics have pointed out, the private - .
. school §amp1e is different in an unmeasured way .. .~
because’ it is self-selected. ~Because parents

make the act of placing children in private schools
and are willing to pay extra for private school.

* tuition and fees,. these parents-are different.:

‘They are very likely to place additional pressures

‘on their child to achieve and to make sure .they
receiveafull,valuelforztheir'additidnal;expendii

. ture for private education.. This fattor was not

cpnsidqred’ih_the Colewan'study,

SRR 'III.  Conclusion L
. It is clear at this point that this second -
Coleman Report is a‘very flawed study which has .
'drgwn much sharp criticism in the short time it

. has been available. To 'base public policy on Y

. its- conclusions would be folly. -.

Howevér,-théré is recbgnitiOn,that somefof

_its individual findings are in concert with what

_other researchers have found and probably are = ..
valid. The study offers no proof that private
‘high schools axe,superiof to public high schools,
but. it does point out some factors which high. .

* “achieving schools have in common.

. AFT President Albert Shanker summarized his
response to the study in his April 26, 1981, New
York Times column when he stated: o

But it's time to Stop'making'ex?}Ses.
i - School boards, administrators, B
. teachers, parents should use these’
‘results of the Coleman Report as a -
o “basis for -improving the quality of
. : publib'educationﬁ.jThe-American o
S - _people still support public schools ,
D ‘and oppose aid to nonpublic education.
But public school support is slipping. .
Lr) If schools don't offer both a safe and
,orderly'environment,gnd'a'quality.
program, the public will surely go .
elsewhere. o ' S

" he should also adjust for private school discipline -
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Last week socuologist James Colcman |ssued Y repon mpumg pnvate =

schools with public sehools, Perkaps belobe we ook at s new Coleman
'npmweshould Ioohtlhemginaltolemmlepondm !

'lhatrcponwmhcmostmasswepleceofmalmmh er
done. First,  vast amount of informationwas collected. There weréfacts bout
- studeat, size of school, clss sze, achievement, teacher characterisics, ricial

J composition and much more ... just sbout everything,
1. Once the facts were gathered they were fed into m&m and then

A scied 10 sec what concusions could be drawn from these dala. Coleman

asnounced 1o the Hord: Schodls don't make much difencen learning, Tt |
dida't mater if schools were big or small. Class size bad o efiect. Differences ", | -
among teschers als0 counted. for very litle, except that teachers with beter | .

| ofmehnguageuemedtohaveasllghﬂypouuvempmonlum
g, especially among minarity youngsters.

“the home itsell and

the holne,” and infact tended to perpetuatethose influences because they were
| aﬂmﬂy homogeneous. Fof minorty yoursters, therefore, the key to edu-

deats account for famote variation in the achnwmentofmnmtyxroup
. children thap do a1/ ¥Bites of school facilities and shghtly more than do 4ttri-

cational opportumtyi..mmndmal class nix, “Aibutes of oter stu- |

~ tes of stafl” Coledfin waote. Minority younguters in predominanty whi,
sddie-class schoolrooms did mich better hemselves and &g not bort the . | -
- leming of whites, Itseemdtovmfythcomonmdﬂwmm; |

cﬂ(hn learn from each other. -
The irst Coleman Report had pohucal vnllop Tt ws sience, Itmhnge

’ hmmﬁeupoffmmdmlmlmmatmwol A, |
it was financed by the U.S. govermment. Since “per- popl Jboaks
nthelbmy,mdlbostofotherfkilmemdcumculimm hldlittkl'-,

el on achievement, according o Coleman, s report gave ‘wcienic”
‘fication for refusmnowvde mote money for the schooks, even for peo

ety ity oo, At e san: e, e Ot Rpot o0 |

| 'mlymprwmmmthdmtdmlymm&nuu

) o(bmm!qrmtv =

-

. Whatdidin uencekqhn ‘E:Most r—— T S
cultural influences immediately smmndmg, .
" Séhools were inefective “t0 free achicvement from [he impact of.

1 while, whatever Coleman' changing and contradi m
lived on. Time and again he wasused to justify he ;h substitution of busmg for -

‘money that the {chools needed. g
+ . Now we have another Coleman Report, This one says tha private schooks - | .
provid a beter edueation then public s, Whiethe report st be deat | *
*with on its own meris, it shoald be kaown that Ionz'befom Coleman started

. ‘dudnot M mit-or sdents xpelled.

APPENDIXA RS

wmwmommmwbmw

mmudmmmummcuumu weotback

1othe “facts” 1 th computers  nuatber of denes nd reached different con-
clisions at different tmes, Coletnan Hisself tater repudiated the report and
argued that integration through busing was not the answer .., that buang‘
would not produce integration but would lead instead to “wlme Ihm"
dvectm the effect

on this work; he came out in favor of using public funds to send stodenti to
private school. And, it may be mere coincidence—or it may not—that the re:

- port was issued justbefore the Congress wil consider t¥hion fak eredits, . |

" Coleman Report I clearly contradicts Coleman Report 1. In the st he

| said that schools don't make a difference, but now, in saying tha private schools .
-provide a superior education, he must be saymgctll;m schocls do make a difer-

enpe and that some (privat) ae-beter than of

(public). -
 The new report wad¢

e schools, that children in both systems achieved the same if you compare

 Children from he same income bacRprounds whose parenis hd the same e

qanonal accomplishments,

1 - Coleman claims thathisstudy has accounedfr dzﬁerent income lmk \
-and educationat stainment.of parents in private a5 compared with public |
, schoolsButthcreuoncfactoravenhcadmnshecantmeasure mtheellll |

|| - “defect” in the study He writes that .
1. pareats of children in public shools and paremsof chikden.n privaie schools

| | : thentrh?kl:‘os‘:ohtlnl and ama%mblumm

| § tumon mlmplement cholee. 1t seemns . Coleman szys,

| “that thi behmor is-an indicator of additional ifferences in the bt- 3 E

|| - Bavior toward the child's education; differences that could el 1
 outcomes that are of interest” lmherwords parents who are mgpod K

" money for their child’ lchoo]mhkely 0 pu pmsureontheir ddrmto

mhanhehttqhmc

their money's worth.
Like Coleman |, Colem I e 1t very Wrong conclsions. For -

\Imple,tbepubllcldwohmmdnolookwombmuummhoch SR
pomtsoﬂthmchmmmnoukemto?umthglmmwhnh&qrv, e
l

outs would bave made had they reinained \n school! But no similar adjustment
i maide to knagk down the

165 not et se how Coleman achieved his result: 1s hand to under-
his ti, Mhy a0ybody ould pay atiention ip the

B obmmlﬂw sk hospitals - [
T Z“(becausetht'sllltthghogﬂoutbtnfu).'ﬁullmﬁmmam N I
.| age of pood students in private chools, becapse if you admit pood students, . §

Lm mhandupplhwhodon'tm,uanduds.yw'kbwndto

Mmmhmmmmdm which accept everyone.

25 500 25 it was issued. Another massive -
| report, this one by the Nationd] Assessment for Edycation Progres, concloded, . | -
after a study of the readig achibverment of 100,000 children n publc and pei- | -

. one knowm difference. between

schoolscores on e bagis of sdents hey. |

vhonubestommdluorvomhersonﬂnhmolthem“.' e

: ‘OoleMchonwillbemhn;thesamemmkeasthmewhouﬂmfollmd
“&mmmmmmwmwm

e -:v.':marm:: n
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T avemmSENENT - |o{ AR A could be arran .themutinepftm‘°fPFf'"“i“i“ﬁi““d““‘°"!"
Y \ 961 schools might g:se appreciabl efiects on crime fales and the fea of crime,
s o P : whether or not parents make 8 direct contribution 0 achievement.” One vay §
Where We H #"GJJ o s o e o b 0 e il et
1 o ((’4 , ‘ | courses during the day. . IR
N S A v 1 n 4 I ‘o Expulsion f tudeas Irom regula schools mustbe more widelyused: |
™) b)’ AlbertSha e . 11 Some youth advocates :ll‘:m éh;: ‘{teaclhff;;m “‘b%'l":;'y";‘%a;g;s :e';‘;m%"% |
WA llkghu n Unedfedeaonglioocnes | ula more “iniriguing,” there'd e less vioicnce . -+ T4 Toby, responsiye-.
R L S . "awq'kws, A K ness fo the clierEleIesorlack o; it;'is only mltgm‘“!;‘:;"‘s,"a}c‘;“;;lgem:}‘:;ﬂ:
Coy R ¥ "o : I ‘violence. uul:schodlsareteeasltesponswnn-‘e ; some ol ,
| H&ﬁo Shape [Ip the Public Schools -+ -} ;m‘: ,“l,zdems and conduet suipsea{‘c:;s f:r (}mﬁsuhha{‘ mt:k:so;'z:f:::ﬁ
_W . BT TINY. T O Aty is weak control Bigeity junior high schocts ave high rates of
1 Time to Shlp Out the Violent Stlldents N I;n:lyrobbcties because thesy conin  bandll ofsudens whon(li lhc)&;?:m[gl |
. N ’ S BRI W N ] ) X ] . B
Bst week sociologist James Coleman issued a controversial report compariag i+ 1] control and Ca!“t‘:" '“';'d."thmf be:rau:;ulh?[ m:nm;?il;fcmc;;‘:ngsmi
J achicvement i publicand pivate school. Coleman laims privte ot ||| and punihmenls for the atgt 8TSP Sk et e unior b
" . A . : L who arc susceptible to deterrence The firt thing is “to rid the jumot Rig
| dobetter. His crites say he's wrong, that s not private schools whichdo better | . v he sial percentage ofviolent tudents who have proved that they
but th students in tem. These ar a elect group whost purenisarewillingto |+ schools of ¢ e.sm" edpem'o%ee N togizng at e i K|
" | pay tition in order to put them into 2 school which does not admit prob%em’ S ““"P“"_‘;’""S ‘?zm) inin school for educational purpests are reached | -
| children or which expels those who don't measure up. The argument wil go on, . the rights ol st '“u-wm;‘d?w the edpeation of classmates.” .
and there's no doubl that because of the selection prbccssesofprivale,schools,' Lo when ther presence P S fieri
they will continue to be difieren, But, in spite of this, aren't there some things §+ - " ¢ Devising leser punishment before expulsion i used, such 250 ;“::g
the public schools can lam from the private schools? Some changes which will § - b astudent Whoisto.be.expellcd the “option of working 14 hours every weelens
ke public school more ke privae schoos? - {1 the sehool—pantin, erbbin polising—{or e manhs.” TS
| Telieve there are three major areas in which public chools nced change, § - not work, but it's worth ying. R
| andif these changes were made, the attraction of private school education would " [ -+ Sharing information among schol systems sbout remedies they have §
be greatly diminished. The areasare: (1) safety and order intheschool andclass- § ~ .+~ devised which work. A Nationat School Resource Network was established §.
| room, (2)increased pressure for achievement and mainténapee of hig,l\_academic. - {10 do this under the Offce of Juvenile Justice and Delinquepty Prevention off
stpndatds-.‘.and () the teaching of commonly held values. The firstissue will be || the Justice Department, funded at 5800.000puyear.‘ Jhat office is sched-
discussed here, the second and third, in subsequent columns. “ o | ed o be eliminated after October of this year 85 a esult ofthe Adminisiaa-
For many parents who have taken their children outof public school, he § 4 tion's proposed budget cus B o

| ey ssue is safety and order. They don't want their children to experience the L Som WXWM- - aﬁd.voﬁéhm g e dort realy

| trauma of a beating, mugging or threat of being stabbéd or shot. Beyond el b o o L eohoy A
question of actual or threalened ‘siolence, they know that one or two’ychildrcn‘ o |antiascre ts, We agre that %Y mllhdatr;y %pl‘;b{('fcr::fgﬁﬂlm
who ate extremelytoubled, who contaniy 6t out by throwing things, talking, | don't belee the public schools dom have fic {olace il those who are
| screaming, runningabout, can take u}gmosl e imeot e tcherand e || dirupie. Tah tedls wil do et th| T keping the vioknt
| elas, 5o that itte learming poes on. OF course, there ar¢ some children who act | ~ O nonviolent 'ﬂ"_!ﬂ"‘S“PP"“?d Pmlﬂg ‘m';- : slccm tgest it B
‘ zhi; way only tnlthe presence f » particular teacher, of only for ashorttime - - | ::‘(gc‘::?);d;");(:g,l‘lh:emhm“ th:' oll' m!. UL |
uring a particular arsonal ot family crisis, or only in th esence of certain | len ones, you'll get FIAOL a5 e I L A merica wer a4l
{riends or acquaintgces. These problems can beh¥mdleds.'c gul theeareoher f - Ttwould beaterrbe lhms.'fvub"cm"@"" ‘:’R‘?’&?"dﬂ;’:ﬁ 1
L chitdren who behave this way ll heme. ¢ T | e tlcked ‘h"“'.‘-“’“J"l"h?h?'d’cgm.lol:" nof“ &-"pﬁhwf g1
| Unlessthis problem s deal with, there will b more odmoemovenent | 0 [Je school sytem, ISt °g'°k'"“ :‘g&?ﬂh.ﬁgd :)cuwam :",
to private schools and increasing pressure for public funding of these chools. § - - makes s much sense 8 burning down an en s ly et B
NWhaweime - o ot gork. Bt he ko s ¥ B U s ot |
1™ rackson Toby, proesor of socclogy and.ditelor of te Tnstitute for H will only happen, stys l“:ks‘?“a}r°by'|“[r -emslitical iss:el” goan enough
Criminological Reseatch at Rutgers Universty, ade some suggesions in the |- aioit iolent icools to make sacf ¢ W::f: o o o
|| Witer 1980 issue of The Publc Iterest. There s, of woure;nosimpleanswer | Lk B . i Ll . e T, L1, 1T 01 Bl e
+ {0 the problem, but Taby proposes the development of  long-ten segy. | -— S ‘ -
‘ Whilg’hotingthatmr;expcrimcnlaiion'has'tobedonewilh“rcwatslorkood, A AR - e
behavior rather than pussshiment for bad,” he points out that such “positive | - ’ R o
reinforcement” will work with some but not all violcm,anddisr‘uptivechildren.'.' Co T b e F
o ﬁlisu)lhcr\u:v:c\Imn\:. o . Lo \" PO ; ‘ s
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Dmplme Tough Courses, Homework Tests ,
~ Good Schools Pat Pressure n St(ﬁents

‘ 10 beacident prone. Others alys sem 0 be mis- |
: mw%m ‘Sl fit the misunderetond
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peivafe schools 0 well a5 publc schools. Coleman shows that i is not:
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abits and routines some of | -
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