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the source of largest effect on any of the five criterion measures, y
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influence from parents and peers, and the personal educational
objective of the. student himself,- had a larger 1nfluence upon school

progress. (Author/DE) .
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INTRODUCTION . .~ :

’ -
) N . . e.

e

S . . e e ] . . ' s ’ i
P - In its 1971 décision on Serrano v. Priest, the Supreme Court of the State of

° ° 7

o e » . ~ c, ", . .
Ca%ifornia argued‘that education-be treated as a "fundamental int5§est" along with

the right to’vote .and to legal counsel. Iﬂ support cf that arguf5923 the judges
\ ' . “ .

. held _t¥at in~American society, education is. . . - N,

% “
T essential in maintaining what several commentators have termed "free
= : enterp;ise democracy'--that is, preserving an individual's opportunity .
v to- compete successfulry in the economic market place, despite_ a dis-

. ' adVaﬂtaged background. * Accordingly, the -public schools™of this state
., o« v are “the bright hope for entry of the poor and oppressed into the main-
o stream of American sOCiety (cited in Greenbaum, 1971: 522)

. 4

‘/ . Whether and to what degree "the public schools . . . are the bright hope for

* : ) ' y -

2; entry’ of the poor and ppressed into the mainstream of American sOCiety" is the
@ . - = I\

zrﬁ_issue which‘prOVides e broad context for this paper. Defined more narrowly and
"§§puecisely, the focal point of our interest is ope that has occupied social o0
g 3 e / ’
é%iscientists for decade#/ the relationship of schooléng/to social class. Specifical-
g, N * ~F . ' o ¥ « N

oo ﬁ%}? 2. / I ’ { — . - ! . - %
gEQy, we shall survey the evigence‘from a number of stiidieg, including our own, in

-

a

;aaf‘v

foort to estimate the degree to which’ the progress of the indiVidual studen

£
%
!

P h
A -
&

. through the schools is dependentfupon his social class or orfgini‘ N

.‘v

N v
N

ok .',, \ \M. . ! N PR
. 3Three fairly distincI positions on this issue can be:identified: N

‘éjhe first\pos1tion is distinctly a minority position. It holdsﬂthat the re~
ratigﬁ hip between sehooling and class background is weak, triVial or minimal
" Bew r y Duncan expressed this position in these words when, reflecting on the

_ rather small (oirca 30 percent) percentage of variance in the educational attainment

s . v .

" of a national probability sample of adult males which was accounted fo”by four

l( ,

- ] i
background variables, including family head's occupation and education she observ.1
S £¥
o s that the relation of schooling to social background is suffieiently
loosethat a boy's attainment is not strietly determn.ned or ever sharply
/'limited by the c1rcumstances of the family into ‘which he is born (1967:371).

L
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” The second position has many adﬁoqateQTSL?rogress through the school does
o, , . ) ) 0 ’
dépend upon class origin,, this position -argues, but the magnitude of that depen-
. L] ' .

dence is not large by‘any absolute standard. Furthermiore , progréss through the .
. A - *

schools depends also on such "merit" constructs ds scholastie ability- and while the

D . -

. . - \ . . . .3
magnitude of that dependence also is not large by any absolute standard, it is ofter

/ . .
held tofbe as large or larger than that of the schooling and social class dependency
1 : . -

An excerpt from Otis Dudley Duncan should illustpate the theme of this position:

0 % v

/T/he American ideal of equal educational opportunity is realized f%
. the white population to the extent that progress through the grades
9f the school s$ystem is influenced at least as much by how bright you
are as by "who"™ you sre; that the latter, indexed by measures of family
size and- status, does’ make a'substantial difference in educational
outcome apart from its correlation with intelligence,.is an indication
~ that the ideal is far from being completely realized at this time (1968:8).

v

N , » o
. s s N . . :
, The third.position is one that has its roots in some of the early and

piéﬁeering studies of ‘schooling and social class, studies such as Hollingshead's

7 , ‘
Elmtown's ‘Youth. It is a position which views thé/progpess of the individual

¥

_ through the séhool*as highly dependent upomhis class origins. Kenneth Clark -,
LI N el - ! 2

s

-

putithe brief sthis way when he wrote that "American ﬁublié schools have become

. gignificant instruments in the blocking of economic mobility and in the intensifi-

cation of class distinctions (1968§IOl)Q . Patricia Cayo” Sexton has phrased her

indictment of the schools in this-manner: "If you know a child's class-status,
-

+ - « you can quite accurately ‘predict what will happen. to him in school and how

—- ] )
> '

successful he will be (1961:42)". + ' L

¢ -
' N .
4

Within the last ten years or so, this third position has been argued even
oo - .

. — s -

more vigorously and with much énthusiaSm and insight by such scholars of a Marxist
\ ; .

. ' .

‘orientation as Herbert Gintis, Samuel Bowles, Martin Cafnoyg and Michael Katz.

Ié ~ .
o ? ‘' .

Sparked in part by the less than successful efforts %? use the schools as vehicles

for the ﬁpward social mobility of the poor auring the War on Poverty and by

¢ . A

, 00004 >

: < < -
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»the articulate propénents of this thesis argue{es does Martin Carnoy that it is
mlsleadlng.to claim that formal'educationyin the, Western world "acts to offset

social inequities and inefficiencies by being an cbjective selector of intelligent

'

and rational individuals (1974:3)", or, as the‘revisignist histgrian, Hichael Khtz,‘

as phrased the issue, schooling has not been the "great democratic engine for

) ' :

% L . . o - .
dentifying talent and matching it with opportunity", rather, it has beenfan

stitutiona} precess”which treats "children as units to be processed ,into
|
particular shapes and drjgped f%tb slots roughly congruent ‘with the status of
™~

‘o .. A
e 4 <

e

their parents (1971 sxvidi)m,

Two of these three positions locate the central task of our analysis. These
are‘the second ahd.the third positiens., that is--

1. The perspective which recognizes (and deplortis) the fact that pr‘ogresé
through the school depends to a degree upon class origin but that the
magnitude of this dependency is not large by any abselute standard and
that furthermore such progress depends at least as much if not more so

, on such merit criteria as scholastic ability. We shall refer to this
position as that -of the meritocratic thesis.- ! 0

. q \ A

2. The perspective which views, schools as truly class-biased institutions.
in which thé& progress of the individual is heavily contingent upon his
social class origin. Inasmuch as many advdcates of this view believe
that the social history of schooling in America need be, revised, we
shall refer to this position as that of thie pevisionist "thesis. - o

~ - N - e
f o ,

Too much evidence on the impact of class on, schooling exists for us to conside
. - . ) :

,seriously the first position, that is, the view that schooling and class are 80

weakly associated’ as to be all Eut independent. . . s
“The” criterion measures which we shall .use to eetimate aﬁd compare'the effeeats

3
of class orlgln and of seholastlc ability ' are all eiements in a common set formed

. -
v

by the 1ntersect10n of the merltocratlc and reV181on1ét theses. These,measures are.
B .~ . - . » R . , e
: 1 .
1, Curriculum location, i.e., being or not- belng in a progr of studies
which prepares the student for college.

T em—— L,
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2.. Participation in extra-currlcular act1vit1e§ «
* ] " . N . R
3. Level of student educatlonal expectation, i. e., the realistic educatlonal
/ ' goal which the student éptends or plans to pursue upon completion of s
. Secondary school. . , '
4, Level of educatlonal encouragement from the counselor, i.e., the educa-

tional goal which the’ student reports he is encouraged to pursue by his
» ‘guidance counselor. e \ p

2

Academic performance' 1.e., teacher assigned grades.

L 4

"bookkeeplng" notes before we proceed to an, evaluation of the daia
. ¢ ,

Throughout our presentation, social’ class is usually defined and
measured by the occupational ‘or educational achievements of the
student's head of the household (usually the father), or by some
welghted combination of those two‘measures. Scholastic ability . c
is usually indexed by the student's. sScore on_a standardized exam )
of ability or achievement, but usually the former. And, since
we access data from several rather than from just one sourge,

2

-

¥

unless we note.otherwisesthe’
Reégretably, fewer authors pr
males than to just males only.

ta we report are for males. o
de data specific to both males and fe-
Between study comparisons thus

(¥4

necessitate reference to that sex for“which more data have been ’
reported” .males. I

b L . . . ‘
. N . - ’ . .

2 <

‘ Because the reV1slon1st scholars ‘have been somewhat more speclflc
. than have the advocates of the meritocratic position in identi¥ying’
what ,they regard to be the key school process-variables Hy Which
cldss comes to be the primary axis of selection and dlfferentlatlon,
we shall refer more often -than not to the revisionists than to the
N mer1tocraticists as we develop the various arguments.
3. Inabmuch as most.of the relevant studies of schooling and social class
. have been done at—the secondary level most of our references shall be
8#to high school students. ' DR

, -~
r'd ~ ;

> * *

ARGUMENTS AND DATA : .

= ,' ] ’ . ..\ . .

. } . . . . . . - . , ' . . i
, ' Curriculum . . . S- ‘

v

o \
classical currﬁculum served a homogeheous mostly upper middle and.upper class

A N

.

But a rapidly 1ndustriblizing and urban121ng natlon with an ex-\

N .

student body,
)
v . R _j 'i P _ oL
’ . . ;\ ' ~ i . ) \_.
‘ A . ’ .

- T N0

~ PR ¥ 19—+ -tv—8 ' . @

|

.

Through, but not much~be§ond the turn of the century, a homOgeneous mostly ' i
1

i . ' -
& S . . ~ ‘




55 : ’ :
panding economy brought' with it a new ‘clientele to be served by the nation's

¢
.

secoﬁdary~schoolg. Trow (1961) describes\these new students whom secondary’
R . s # ; H

o A / . .o .
. education was to serve during the era of mass terminal secondary schooling:
w T : ¢ v
Many of the new students in school were in school unwillingly, in
obedience to the new or more $tringent state compulsory ‘eddcation

laws; many came from poor, cultupally impoverisheQ/ﬁomes and.had -

modest vocational goals; many of these were the gons and daughters . LT N

‘of recent immigrants, and seemed to observers very much in need of . ‘
) "Americanization". Timge new students posed new pricblems for secondary

education; and the problems, and the answers which they engendered,
transformed publicsecondary education, its philogsophy, and, its
curriculum. n : Y

'™ - h

s Differentiation of the student body forced différghtiatibn of the secondary

Al
’

school curriculum. As Coleman has .written, thé idea inherent in the restructuring

of the secondary‘schooi praéram R B

., -

. . _ _
appears to have bee;'t take as given the diverse occupational paths
" into which adolescenty will go afpeﬁ'seébndary school and to say
" (implicitly): there fis greater equality of opportunity for a.boy
who is not going to gttend college if he.has a ‘specially designed = «

curriculum than if he must take a curriculum désigned for college
entrance (1968:13). .

.

< T ) [
But often the educational plans of the individual student are too indefinit
Y - LY
7 .
tdo®vague, to use‘as a basis for curriculum assignment. * On what criterion, then,
' .- , - - .

€,
td

»

is\sucﬁ a decision. to be-made? The liberal, responéé to this question is that, the

- :r *

. C s \ : . -
criterion is to be one of merit, that is, of scholastic ability. -4 Michigan .
- ] g 3 .

. R 4 v ’ X 1y

educator in -1921: °

- /

We ¢an picture the educational system as’having a very important func- ¥ '
tion as a selecting agency, a‘means of selecting the men of the best
intelligence from the deficient and mediocre. All are poured intd, the system -

at the bottom; the incapable are soon rejected or drop out. . . and pass.. .
into the ranks of unskilled labor. ... . The more intelligent -who are “to

be clerical workers pass into the hjgh- school; the most intelligent enter

the universities, whence they are selected for the professions (Pilisbury, ~
1921:71), : S : e

-~
- e »

- .

The revisionist interpretation of wyat aétually hagpens in the nation's schools

b
. .

social class. Martin Cérnoy: |

4

' ; s . . } . ¥ . .‘
is that the criiterion is fiot one of merit but rather one of ascription; namely i
I

e - - 00007 e
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‘academic track, which gives them access to white-collar roles or to

ten* to fifteen years on curriculum location, we learn that-(a) we know very little
I B . - I3

) the little 'that w& do Know the evide
" more influentiat than soéial class as a pre

1. WHe know very little:

’

- .

The lower-social class children, pecause of their poérer grades, .
erid up in the vocational track w#hus being guaranteed an occupation
as a factory worker or techniciad. Wealthier children enter the

a university and the professionssé197u:32¢). N !
Rhetoric .

i

aside, when we look at the data which have been amassed over the past

b ] .

about the determingnts of which students eﬁd up in which program of stﬁdy}\(b) of .

(T S

\

P v

] ] R
nce is rather pedsuasive that ability is

- )
dictor of curriculum location.
S . ot ' g

. o .

2

a. Using the occupation and education of the father as. her measures
of class and adding number of siblings as a, third family Background
' mMeasure, Heyns, with thé) Coleman data, .was able to explain less«
" * thar a third of the variahce in the curriculum location of twelfith
grade students (Heyns, 1974), ’

b. With our own data from 2788 ninth. grade youth from New York's
" southern tier region, 'we are able to explain legs than one-quarter i
of the variance in curriculum.location using four predictor -
variables: (1) an aggregate of social class based on the - = ¢
occupation and education of thesfather and the elucation of the

mother, (2) scholastiguability, (3-4) two measures of the family .
educational environment. - : . ‘s

A
v
- © ' L

c. Kerckhoff, in a very recent paper, reports a multiple:coefficient
- of determination of c¢. .30 for the ‘curriculum location of Amgrican
students using father's otcupation and education, family size, and

ability as predictor variables.! For-school type, he¢ reports for- *

% the ‘same fourcp::i?ctor variablgs an R? of .29 fgﬁhBritish students.

’
7 ,

2. Ve kmow that abjlity is the more ﬁoﬁerful of 'the two criteria, i.e.,a; -
\ more powerful than class in determining curriculum location: s
. : = . -

.. ‘Fromitheir nationdl Yongitudinal s%udy,'Alexander and Eckland (1973)

report for males, the following curriculum correlations: (1) .27alith

mother's education, (2) .27 with fathers occupation, (3) .34 with

fafher's-education, and (4) .35 with scholastic aptitudg.

b. Heyns summarizes the results of. hep analysis: A

PIEINEY S
4

The importanqe of \verbal ability in predicting curriculum
placement.is immediately apparent, with a direct effect of
. «H4. The unique effect of verbal ability op curricu}um

e
e °

s . ooous - . T

T T Py

~

T .
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-

-7 . ) B ' .
placement explains 17.6% of the variaﬁce, or slightly less
than 65% of the total variance explained. The unique effects
o ‘of social class expldin 3.2% of the total variance in curriculum
placement. The joint effects of verbal achievement, and social
class are somewhat larger, accountlng for- nearly 25% of the total
. . w~ariance. The total effect of socioeconomic status, however, is
i still less than the unique effects of tested verbal ability (1974:
. - 14u0),

° ]
’ . .

c. In our own study, the total e??ect of scholastic ability on curricu-
lun,. that is the correlation hetween those two variables, is .29 while
that for class was .24, With Four predictcr variables, class, ability
nd two measures of family educational environment, thc net or direct
effect of ability was .21 while that for social classt%ss .13,

d. In Kerckhoff's analysis, the coefficient for Americam hool
curriculum regressed on father's occupation was .09, on fathergs
education .18, on family size -.08, and on ability .4l! For i

Brltlsh school type, the respectlve coefficients were: .13, .1h4;

‘ =.09, and .40. .
v -

] . L3 ) . . ° . ¢ '
Clearly the evidence is persuasive that ﬁéer the past ten to fifteen yeaﬁé or

.

so whether a student is loecated in a college-preparatory curriculum or not depends

) ® . e . oo .
more upon the merit constrﬁét‘of scholastic ability than upon his social class
e ey - s 0
origin!
. ) N ’ L *

JParticipation in Extra-curricular Activities

.
-

A diversification of the student body had created the.need for 2 differentia-

e

tion of the high SQhool curriculum, But the dlfferentlatlon of the program of
e Py ¢ -
study ran counter to a national poliey and 1deology that of Amerlca as the

’

meltlng pot and of its schools as ‘a primary means toward that end. How could éhe

-

-

school of 1mpltaneously different programs of study to students from dlffeant ~

AN ‘

i
class and.ethnlc baékgrouqu while at the same tlme nurture in those Same students
A .

a common ideology anggsystem of bel;efs; values agg goals? The solutlon to th1$.
proh;em lay in the dé;elopment of a strong program of extra—currlcular activities.

In the words of the Cardlnal Pr}nc1ples of Secondary Educatlon of the NEA, 1ssued

[N
- . v

in 1918 students- , o T, o * i W, - '
\ '_’\ ., . ‘ C.' -‘. | 'br ‘4“ | p -
W 00009 - .

. o UL(_M}“ , ST y
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n ' ;

through school assem,blles and organizations /would/ acquire commor jdeas.
participation of- pupils in common activities . . . such as athlegic ° -
games , social activities, and the government of the school /would providé/

. the mew training gpound for democracy. . *~

But

je

with class orig%n_the amalgamation objective of the extra-curricular program

would not’ be achieved. And this appeared to be preciseiy what was happening

. ‘ L
when, for example, Hollingshead noted that in Elmtown the number of activities

in which stpdente participated varied positiveiy wikth their class background.

3t et e . tnd : .
£ participation in those activitiss was permitted to vary in accord }
‘ l
[
1
L
;
k i
}
1
1

. L3 \/ . . E ~t L3 . . .
Perhaps, yhen, it is the relationship of extra-curricular activities to class -

3

7 which leads the revisionists to include participation as one of the mechanisms ‘ |

‘ by which the schools continue to differeniiate~students in accord with their ~ o ?

K ’class origins. ‘Thus Bowles wrote in 1975 thap; T ',; o ) j)‘“\ 5

v N 3 * : . 1

h . N Ciass stratificatiog™ W1th1n the schiols :; achieved through tracklng, ?
. L differential participation in extra-cugricular activities. . (L9]2 50). ‘

'iiﬁ 'jé_ - Studles continue, to find e 9031t;ve association betWeen number of ectivities .
i B . . ' A \

. “‘ éerticipateﬁ in and social clq§s. However, the assocggtlon is ;a rather weak one

- ahd several of those same studies show also a p031t1ve association between

part1c1patlon and séﬁolastlc ablllty equal to or greater in magnitude than -that
%"’ ‘ . . [ . : L\f"
& between part1C1patlon and class, <o )

2 : -
T ) a.. Hauser (1971:110) repRrted from his study in the Nashville, Tenn.
, ! area a correlation between number of schoolsorganizations participated
. - y in and: - ' . |
cooo 1) Occupation of father = .14 p ' \ ~ f
2) Educat;on of father ‘= 17 ' - N ' A -
. R .
’ . .
- ',' ‘i . b. Rehberg haﬁt eported from h1§ @tndy of 2788 tenth ‘grade youth from ,
: . New York axb relation between ﬁymber of 53%1v1t1es and:
l) The Hollingshead Two Factor E%dex of Social Class = 15 E
. NI v v g '7‘“ = . )
’ 2) Scholastag ability . < i = .22 . .
. ‘ . E'*.' 4 'f,.s"“’x“ f ‘,‘ ! , ’B\ R

P 2 . ~(2;)()jl(), It v . -
) . ! / t N 'g(} 4 [y

< -
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s Clearly, then,‘class is not a strong determinant of thé number offextrat;
curricular activities a"student may participate in. Indeed, it seems to be no ,

. : P

stronger a determinant than is scholastic ability. ' v | =

o . . R 1

~4 , . .- \ r ’L‘L\

Level of StudentﬁEducatlonal Expectatlon ’ ul ’
Numerous studles have established the theoretlcgl and predlctlve 1mportance,

- ~

-

\
of measures of student educational expectations.HaIkx' and Portes report that

Senior year measures of educational and ochpational expectations mediate a good @
;,
portion of the effect of background variables to actual educatlonal and occupa-~

P

Y
1

R tional attainment (1973) Boudon_attrlbutes a much larger portion of tne

5 | o o
. . . y . ) I L d z L d L d
inequality in edqcationalﬁattalnment to the expectation effects Of,SOCl%; stratifi-

& 2 *

, cation than he does to the educationally relevant cultural effects of sératificatfo

S
-

(1973:84-85). ﬁehberg and Hotchkiss (1972), Alexander and ECkland'(197 9, and
A | ‘ : ;

‘Boyle (1969) each regard expectation ‘as_a so 'Qféan‘jndependen

and positive’

3

~ ) . ’ L3 I3 - 3 (. N
N effect_on such.outcomes as participation, emic performance, le
[ \d -

Ty

attainment. . . ’ ,

N . ' ,,33! Ry
Proponents of both the’ merltocratlc and the reV1slon1st theses reco ﬂ}ze the

‘ ~
. -~ i

class-based ‘cliaracter of an educational expectatlon. Where the‘two sefs of pro-

* tagonists differ Is on the strength ofbfﬂe’ s001atlon between expectatﬁgn and
. > ' class.p Bowles, for example, chapacterlzes the relatlonshlp %s a strong dne: i\
C The asplratxons and expectatlons of students nd parént concernlng

. both the type and amount of schooling are str gly relatxﬁ to social )
. -class (1972 58) , 13

.,ngs B f

gct of 1nte§§e inves—

&

: oh

So&?ges of variatlon in an expectatlon have been t
. I' - - ./I‘ - :
tigation. 'Three gengral categorles of antecedents have bee ﬁestabllshedx
< '&3&&_: 7
* (1) class indicators ’(2) measures of scholastlc ablllty, anH

'/

xnterpersqnal 1nf1uence,froﬁ (a) parents and (b) peers. Table l\displ§§s corre-*

» * % .
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- ‘ .  Table 1
Correlation Coeff}clents for the kelatlonshlps between Measures *

P ' of Educational Expectation and Specifi Pred1c§or ! N\
. Variables: Five Studies ‘ ~

Q¥ [ = . < ¢ :\‘ Aleﬁ/xander ) .,
Predictor Variable Williams Hauser Sewell & Hauser & Eckland ' Rehberg

-
‘o
N

' POPOC CL24 20 © 27! . .38 Wo, .
POPED - . na .25 ~27: . .36 I
+ ' MOMED . . na na . . .26\ .31 ., 3. -

[\ .

SCHOL. ABILITY A " I T .43 - .36, .39 ‘

’ . ooy

- . N s 2
PARENT INFLUENCE ® .78 64. .59 - ..51 .48 .

" PEER INFLUENCE 45 na - .49, 53 .51 s
We shall evaluate the rank order of class origin among tﬁe detéﬁﬁinants of, -
, ¢ ' . . ’ ' ¢ . » ¥

an ezpectation with reference to both zero-order correlations (as per/Table 1)

LY

_total effects and to standardized regression or path coe&ficients. e ."‘ i
~ * n ' (-\
) s Reference to the zero-order correlatlons or total effects tn Table l estab- '

| .
lishes, wlthout exceptlon, interpersonal rnfluence’ either from parents or from, ) v

1 .

1

J

) peers, as tﬁe first and second ranklng sources of total effects on, expectation r's « ﬁ

. range From 48 to .78 | = . t" L ““; ~ T ‘ ’ 1

’ Ability outranks class in its'totai effect on expectatfon in two of the \ “31”

e .studies\(Wil;iams, Sewell and,HauserR @gd iaévirtuaiiy tied with!class infthe& . 3
a ‘ ‘ ! - e Do

other three studies.' . . L 2 ' : ( ' j

|

1

1

"y, K - Vot T : p . . (N

/ Judged solely on the ba51s of correlatlons off total effects then% ciass is, ..
. g “ —

ot the Prlmar determlnant of an educatlonal expectatlon. A secondary determlnant .

- ; ;

“ " /--one abogt equal in. total effect tq class--ls scholastic 3&11‘&y. And, in the*,

e y - 0

magnltude of its totaI effect, class certalnly does not émerge as a strong‘or

»
. L é '

powerful determlnant of an expectab1

on, not with correlatzons which range from

- o - o L PR
20uto ﬂrfand average in the low tnlrtles. L T ] ° 3
i 0- , . » . - ‘.. . .,: I\. ,-‘ .‘;
. ’ \ * sU,. , N - ‘ . " M 4 ’%. 7
y . ' n‘{‘\/ L s - v ’
- d }
v ! N . e e &
. - 4 v 5 . - .

4 > *
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When expectation -and its=determinants of parental and peer znterpersonal

“

~ -

1nfluence, class, and ablllty are analyzed in a‘multl-varlate path mode, the

t

Sewell and Hauser, ‘Alexander

}
‘two largest

"pank orderlng of antecedents remains about, thé same.

.

5 and Eckland‘ and, our own dataall establlsh parents and peers as the

; sources of dlrect or net effects onipn expegtation, with ‘class or abillty ranklng

A

v,

i We >find little evidence,. then, to support the ~assertion of Bowles that "the

-

<
¢ e

thlrd or fourth; dépendfng oh’ the particular model.fggtstudy.
t [ *

S 1e

«

asplratlons and expectatlons of students

. concernln .. . the amount of *
g

schoollng /1s/ trongly related to soclal class (emphas1s«added)'

°

L]

w v

<Lbvel of Educational Encouragement from the Counselor or Teacher.

*

= .

In a paragraph 1n whlch he summarlzes the mechaglsms by whlch“schools

N

y ~y
g the;r sxudents the same .System of class

-
-

ostensibly manage to perpetuate amon

wt ,,.. .
stratlflcatlon characteristic of«adult'soclety,
&

v T

Bowles cites guldance céunselors

.
4 - " N

‘and teachers as among those school off1c1als who generally expect, worklng-clas§

‘ [§]
S‘%mz ’

chlldren Y do poonly,

tb term;nate schoollng early,*and to end up in Jobs
4 / .

,51m1\§r to thosé of thelr parents (1972 50)

.'5.

Ly

e iy,
" -

«

Whlle Bowles does not 1nform us
~§ a J
AP

D Oy i

""‘-""?z .
~ L ’ “
whether he belleves the relatlonshlp hetween

- f M
A
teacher or cbunselor educatzonal adV1ce or encouragement and‘student social class

A. .
,,\\ IR

t? he weak ﬁrderate or strongg we might take the llberty to Lnfer from the

N

%
'

;w O

general tone of hlS wrltlngs that the relatlonshlp us at least moderate in

».1"\
’ ¥

magnxtudé% i, e., correlatlons of 30 to .50.

v .

-
l .

.-u

Requ1s1te data for evaluatlng,thls partlculaiFargUmﬁnt come from four

2 LY

%
v
? .

: 4\‘)
:studles‘ Heyné“ analysis of the Coleman'surveys Wllllam's Canadlan sample,

~

Wisconsln 1nvest1gat10n, and our own New York data.

[oN 29: c s,

Sewell and Hauser

Again-—~

our 1nferenges are derlved flrst from zero-ordér correlatlons or total effects -
. 4 ;: g,

%

and then from standardlzed regress1on or pathgcoef

»
C LG

» .
1ents . IR
n' ¢«

» o5
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\
o T V'Cofrelatlon Coefflclents for the Relatlonshxps between Counseld!'or

L YRR S g Teacher Educatlonal Encouragement and Specified Predictor’ ) ' -i
. RS 2o : o & Varxables. ‘Three Studies ’ 1 . ’]

oot ‘> _ o :ﬁlgﬂlams .. Sewell and Hauser' *  Rehberg . }
; Predictor Var@eblee JEA Gr. 10 TEA: Gr: 12 . CEA Gr, 12. | i

& ’ s . ' o - , -/ ' ‘\’ ° B N
. T POPOC:: - . .18 7 . - .18 . . j
. POPED-. . A . ¢ ma. ' . 018, - . J
- . T MOMED - “ Tma S T, ..1b s ' ' |
i o ClaSs (Hh) : 0T ¥ o : .20 |

5 L , N . - - . .
SCHOLMABILITY ) ) .26 .35 ‘ © .87 ' i
" i - o s o |
S . CURRIcULUM i na -’ na . S Y .29 |
. H 5 - - ° ) l
K EXPECTATION S .69 N . I .57 -
¥ ﬁCADEMlQ gERmRMANCE 25 ST e Y sy |
) ) Regretablyﬁxﬂeyns did not'publlsh her zero-order correlatlons SO we shall ;
e LI ' Iy ' J
g refer to~her analysis only for 1ts concluslon based on a path,analys1s of counselor
2 ¢ ; encouragemenf regressed on- class, currlculum and ablllty.. W1111ams Sewell and %
v 4 ' e j

.. Hausbr, and Rehberg do report the minimal number bf approprcate correlatlons. For’ j

N Val three of these studles, the varlable W1th which teacher or counselor encourage- i
s M o -
. ment s most strongly assoclated ms the student’s own educatlonal expectatlon g
. ? (r s 5 to 69). We shall comment on the causalxty of these relatlonshlps
S S )

'V . .

K " W R ‘
; - momentarlly. Academlcﬁperformance is the varlable Wl}h WhICl teacher or .counselor

. LI

encouragemen; has 1ts second strongest &ero-order correlatlon in the Sewell and . j

V { Q \ o - - - -.

'n’ . Hauser (O .uz) and, Rehberg (r sy) studles. Ranked third in its bl-varlate

¥ : - S

assoclatlon with such educatlonal encouraglment is scholastlc ablllty with an .
. - ~ ¢ ' - :

oy g r = .35 in the SeWell and Hausep 1nqu1ry and anp = 37 in our own study. (In~ =+ -

cT v ol « - -
SR KA N ) ey
: J?’"; . Villiam s data,,academlc performance and schoiastlcoablllty are t1ed ih their, L
R s A ’ f"s oo . s

“o zero-order,asSociation wlth teacher encouragement with r! s of ¢2$ anﬂ 26). ,iny

b )\ .Lﬁ =
* 0 the Reliberg study reports aJcorrelatlon between encouragement (counse;or) and ,'5
et e ,jf ‘ - '“ ~ ’ o 'é T “ ‘.. ~; A L . R i
ST T e e e T
. S ; - ) \ . : 4 , } (

, T . » + ¢ 2

S sgotne p T
e 00014 T
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N v . ~

curriculum and phat r= :25. *Unequivocally, social class, regardless of how

measured, ranks last as a determinant of educational advice from the teacher or

- b

the counselor with a bi-variate r of .18 for Williams, .I4 - .15 for Sewell and

o f . . -

Hauser, and .20 for Rehberg.
¢ [N

R

In a multi-variate environment, Heyns' analysis and our own provide estimates
. 1)
of ‘the independent or net effects of class, ability,.and other variables on the ‘
h . I .

reported level of encouragement from the counselor. Heyns used two counselor

- -
-

" measures: (1) student reported frequency of contact with the counselor, and

' (2) the amount of perceived encouragement to continue educational training. She
- , - 0]
N .
concluded from her analysis:
J . ® (N o .
_ . - .. The net impression®is that ‘social class background is medlated '
within schools primarily by curriculum and verbal ability and does

not exert a strong direct 1nfluence on éither talks or encouragement
(1974: 1uu7) \ o . v .

T

‘ "Qur own analysis positions Senior year reported'counselor educational
_encouragement as dependent upon cumulative grade-ponxt average, sophomore year
- . , ‘.\ ¥
!
educational expectatlon freshman-year curriculum, apd upon social class and

;

i ’ 4 \
scholastic ability. ' ' !

'y
-4

?

. . . \
kCumulative grade point average has the strongest direct effect on’@ﬁunSelor

. -t [

) cn%ggragement with a path = .30, followed by sophomore year educatlonal expecta-

»

tion w1th a path = 24 and by currlculum Wlth a path .1u. Ablllty has a dlrect
\effect of .09 (much of the total effect of ablllty is medlated by cumulatlve GPA).

. D) - )

The dlrect effect cf social class-upon senior year counselor educatlonal encourage-

N
’

ment is .05Y -~ t _¥'
, : ' Y
R gﬁﬁRegardless, then, of whether thefestimates rfﬁ;otal effeﬁts from correla-

[e]

tions or direct effécts from path coefficients,\t here is little evidence to

. ' DI : -
= = N . . . . - . . Y . 77——1_'&——_%
suégest that class origin is anything but a comparatively weak influence on the

o P . . * " . »
Lo

L

. L ovoas - "

& L. : m.f‘ A >




}"‘;\ 5 X‘ . - ) _lu;_ - " . . 'S .l

b N 4 ) -~

level of perceived educational encolragement from the counselor (or from the

~

teacher). More"\influentia‘l ‘on whether ‘t:he counselor will advise college or the

~ 4

work force are the student's own academic performance, his own educatlonal plans,

-

his own curmculum locatlon and hls scholastlc ab111ty
‘ N v
& - ) M A .

T . Academic Performance

™

s

" A ;fea&irig of the early revis:‘ionist'literature would have .led one to. infer
¥ N
that these scholars viewed teacher grades or Scademic perfo'rmance as rather

¥

i strongly depegdent upon student class orlglns. Wltness for example, a 1972

excerp‘é from “Bowles- "leen the great social-class dlfference in scholastlc

. ]
kS N
.f

abdlity - _. Ze (1972 51)", A more ;recent reading of the revisionist literature
sugéests_J;hat these scholars are Susceptible to evidence contrary to their /
B - S B -7 ~ } ) * - »
R A Tae L o 2 ' + PR : ’
om.glnag‘._»bellefs. In a°1973 paper, for example, Bowles and Gintis acknowledge
N Teat e - - . . - \ '\
1

- L . ¢ ‘!\,
3 -

‘
Cr

Ree,ent studies'. .. indeed Andicate a lack of social glass or racial

- bias. in school grades: glven a student's cognitive attainment, his ‘or

her grades seem not to be s:.gnlflcantly Affected by elass or rac1al
P or‘;.gln,s gt Ieast onl the hxc?h school level (1973 78). ’

We seek here only to substagtlate the emplmcal tenablllty of that acknow—

W

2 A0 J
ledgement. 1 . ) ‘
- . $ 3"; n :
’ e ’ ¥ o
‘ . %’:‘ Table ‘3;3“
y tf: b .
Cor*pelatlon Coefficients forg the Relatlons ps between Teacher Grades ’ .
- ,* -and Specified Predictor Variables: -Six Studies - e :
N « ? 5 2
. : 3 ’ . L/
Predictor . { " Sewell Alexander B ay
Varidble. .-. Hauser Heyn ; Williams Hauser  Eckland Rehberg ¢ Jl-i . 'tz
. . - Tar o . & . - . :
A . - ;' . ° Tt o i
=~ POPOC >~ C. 413 15 (- .15 .13 ..22\\ .20 § = -
TS R ¥ ? . ~ y o
' POPED . . . &, .15 .16 | ha 15 Yooy 20 o
' - Qr - 018 ’ ? . O- ’ ‘ "
g A e o J % % ; ' ) : - N
& MOMED--.. - - na . na‘% na’ b .12 .17 Tl s ¥
B ' *
[

™~
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We" Have peviewed six étudies-which reportéd correlations between ‘teacher

¢ ,) \ / 4
v,

ferences in- date of the study, in sample compbsatlon and in measures. Ip each |
) o o " R E
;and ali of these studies: . st v f

N

.~ 2. The range of the‘conrelatlons of academlc performance wr%h varlous‘
Qccupatlonal and educational 1nd1cators of soc1al’tlass is from -
113 to .45, o S : '
~ . v
2. The range of the correlations of academic performance with . N

&?*spholastic ability is from .34 to .56 with.a median at .45.

. . . . e
L 3 . ? . «

* compellingly proboeative‘over the past decade;orvsqd

Finally, in a preliminary path model in which we regressed high school

cumulative grade point upon sophomore educational expectation, fyeshman-yedr
. O N . > . .

4 " \u\'

curriculum, social class and scholastic ability, class had no significant direct

“ R — M N * ’ . . s
effect upon Ecademic performance! The largest ,irect effect was from scholastic ', .

: 7
ability (p = .37), followed by sophomore expectation (p = .35). rt
3 ' ‘ S

. S .
P ! . . . * [ )
* - NCLUSION R / o
~ ? "\ m: // N
N .
The effect of social .class on the progress of the ividual student through

I

sciences.
< 4

' Schools; within the American ideal),“are organizations which'functioh in_

- -

accord with meritocratic principleb: “the progress of the student is' to be governed

¥
more by his ability and hls ambltlon &han by hlS social class

-

Qhallenges to the factlof these merltocratlc princ1ples have beer prevalent

L .

thrOughout the hlstory bf Amerlcan educatlon.

/s,

oriented critical theorists such challenges haVe been particularly strident and’

¢

-

With the emergence of Marxist

.

g, '

Schools, these scholars-

assept, are class-blased ipstitutions and have always been so.  Now and in the

00017 . . SR
o P L P -

arid research in the social - ,




past, the critical theorists charge the social class origins of the student have

been one of the _strongest determlnants of how well ané~how—£ar he w1ll progress

within the educatlonal system. In their view, the soc1al istory and conception
. \-4
of: scheoling in th1s capltallstlc soclety warrants, 1ndeed demands’, substantial

° L
“.revision., . !
A ' . ‘ *
kg ! > - > "' - - i - L3 > - !‘ -. '
In their criticism and revision of the conception of schooling in American

recin. ¢

society, the révisionist scholars focus on a number of school process variables

which they constLue as operatire leverage points by which the schools discriminate
anc differentiate students in accord with their class origins. Included among n e
those process variables are: ‘(l) curriculum, (23 participation in extra-cuépicu-.

lar actlvitles, (3) level of student educational expectatlon (4) Level of

.\s

educatzonal encouragement .accorded the student by guldance counselors and

- teachers, andw(S) teacher grades qr-academlc performance. . '
~ ' T .
With-data from a range of studies, mostly of secondary school students,

executed at ‘various times and places over the past twent§ years in both the

United States and Canadq,’we have.sought to assess the magnitu@g‘of the effect

of class origins, of scholastic ability, and of’a select number of other

1
. [l -

variahles, on each of these five school process measures._ From that assessment '
e ey

4 -

’ . ’ ' .
we have concluded: - B Y '
- - “-o'. - N -

1. There there is llttle if any ev1dence to support a contentlon that
" social class, however measured, has a.strong effect ‘on the progress
aof the 1nd1v1&ual student, at least through high school. Typically,
>the total effect of cl g on‘each of our five crltErlon measures,
estimated with the co ation coefflcment, was in the range of
.20 to .35. Hardly qualifying for the descriptor of "strong"
such doefficflents indicate that class itself seldom accounts for -

anything more than one-eight of the variance in any.of these five }
measures. . b

. /’" 4# .
2. That for none of the five criterion measures was social class the
source of the largest total effect, estimated by the zero-order—
correlation coefflclent or the largest direct effect, estimated by *
a standardized regresslon coefflclent. In each and every comparison, ' >
the rank order of social class was below that of other, pertinent ‘ ’

determinants of the particular cr1tcr1on process measure.

e oopas .
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N \.1 » ! 5 X
. That frequently variables other than class exert more effect, both
total and“direct, on critical school process measures. Included
ameng those other variables are scholastic ability, interpersonal

influence from parents or Peers, and the personal educational objec-
s . tive of the student himself, . . ’

.
v

. s
’

we noted that the revisionists'haye modified substantially their former position
R to the poinf where they now recognize that there is little if any empirical

support for their previous contention that teacher grading ‘or academic performance

is strongly biased or influenced by the student's class background--at least
- i
not at the secondary level. .- ‘ . .
‘ . L . . . .
We trust that a furthér review of the schooling literature on 'related school

-

process variables such as those we have chosen for discussion in this paper will

‘ [ Py ' ) ! . ) - '
precipitate corresponding modifications in thesrevisionist position with regard
: \ ) S

to social class and schooling--at the level of the individual student. .

L]

. Many of the Marxist criticisms of and insights into the structure and

operation of American society we evaluate as well founded and provocative. If
z . . .

such trenchant criticisms can but succeed in triggering a substantial restructuring

' ' ) \ ) v N . .
£ our society then perhaps we can all live more meaningful and productive lives.
\ \ ’ * > ¢ ‘
Certainly, class is a pervasive and often pernic1ous influence in an industrial

society.  An exaggeration of its 1mportance in the school, however, may well

—
Sobrot .

\\\\\sgpve to deflect energles away from other and more basic institutions where reform

is not orly more nNeeded but where reform may be ﬁfre consequential for the

' Y

 entire social system.

In our discussion of thé_reiationgﬁgp between 'teacher grades and social class,




