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            Thank you Hank Levin for inviting me to comment on the presidential address of Steve Klees. His speech helps sustain the impression of his being a strong source of protest and as such, helps justify my pride in the vibrancy of our field.  But to celebrate protest does not necessarily make the reasons for it compelling. 
            If I have understood him adequately, Klees argues that economic and social theories are ‘bankrupt’.  Though dominant, regression analysis is a ‘dead end’ and should be replaced by a ‘critical perspective’. Instead of attaining the goals of a more effective and equitable system, our education practices have led to a reproduction of our unjust and unequal social order. While social scientists are so ignorant they do ‘not even understand that they are being challenged’, Comparative Education is characterized as demanding more of its students than sociology, economics, or other fields. While the implosion of state socialism is admitted to have ‘enshrined capitalism’, as a theoretical and practical enterprise, ‘the left is vibrant, very much alive and well across the globe’. Although not all neoclassical economists are fundamentalists, ‘economic theory has fundamental inconsistencies rendering it problematic at best and absurd at worst’. The concept of efficiency is ‘empty’ and therefore calls for greater efficiency are ‘devoid of meaning’. Wage labor is ‘dying out’ and ‘someday will be looked on as illegitimate as slavery is today’.  
            Disciplinary scholarship is not the only target of Klees’s criticism.  He posits a transdisciplinary rank-order of the merits of various analytic methods. First there are quantitative/positivist methods (boo, hiss). Then there are qualitative/interpretative methods (clap, clap). And last there are critical/transformative methods (hurrah!). The first category (quantitative methods) is described as ‘a dead end, no better than alchemy and phrenology which someday people will look back in wonder at how so many intelligent people could convince themselves otherwise’. The second category, qualitative research, is associated with a large literature but Klees suggests that ‘there are fundamental differences in outlook that need to be considered’. That brings us to the last and his favorite category. This includes ‘participatory, action, feminist, indigenous, critical, critical ethnography, and critical race’ which study ‘dependency, world systems, critical, neomarxist, progressive economic, economic reproduction, cultural reproduction, resistance, feminist standpoint, gender and development, socialist feminist, critical race, queer, intersection, critical postmodern, post structural, postcolonial, and critical pedagogy’. 
            My name is associated with two articles which are criticized for faulty methods. One article is said to have no pretest, no school or teacher variables, and an unclear measure of textbooks. Please see pages 141, 142 and 143 (Heyneman, Jamison and Montenegro, 1984) where each is discussed at some length. Another article is said to have controlled for only a few variables and a finding in which textbooks were only modestly effective. The random sampling and controls are described on page 599 (Jamison, Searle, Galda and Heyneman, 1981). In Nicaragua, a change in textbook availability was not found to be as effective at improving student performance as was teaching math by radio, but this was the main point of the article. For some reason, these articles  were criticized for having faulty input-output models analyzed by regression analyses. But neither of these studies was cross-sectional. Both were experiments using random samples of schools. 
            The sampling frame in the Philippines was national. To this day, the impact of a change in textbooks, about one half of a standard deviation after a year of use, is generalizable to 8 million students and equivalent to about twice the impact of reducing class size in the United States from 40 down to 10. This finding remains among the more robust in education research. These criticisms suggest either an inattentive reading of the articles or a possible bias against educational interventions which, in fact, work.
            But criticism of these two articles is not the main problem. The main problem is that the speech is directed at a straw person. It is both true and obvious: many social scientists take findings beyond the limits of the data. Many overgeneralize. All data collection efforts have faults; all have assumptions which may not be true; all have a standard error; all models have unmeasured variables; all have variables defined inaccurately or inadequately; all sampling frames have trade-offs; all have time frame and or causality limitations.  But this does not prevent the good scholar from stating assumptions carefully, drawing conclusions judiciously, and inviting reanalyses to challenge conclusions. Treating bad methods and faulty scientists as the norm is insufficient reason to reject social science. Some social science is insightful and helpful. Some social scientists, even those not on Klees’s list of heros, do interesting and credible research. 
            Despite the intra-disciplinary paradigm wars described by Klees, the field is booming. The demand for Comparative Education for the first time is now coming in strength from within the United States from managers experiencing educational problems and seeking help. Perhaps the demand may be for the kind of critical/transformative analysis described by the author as being of the highest quality. Or perhaps not. Perhaps the demand is coming for the analyses which the author characterizes as being of the lowest quality. Are consumers – school principals, urban school teachers, chief state school officers, legislators and judges in education court cases -- therefore ignorant of what they really need from Comparative and International Education? 
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