¥

¥ Q‘Fr 4 —! : 7. T .
: » , T _
: DOCUBERT RESUNE
.

. ED 160 537 v oo 95 . . so 011 231
- s " ' = : i . C e
 AUTHOR ~  Alexardder, Karl L.: Ard Cthers ’ ‘
TITLE Status Compositien and Educaticnpal Eaals. An. Atte;pt
. ° at Clarification.
INSTITUTION Johns Hopkins Univ., Ealtlncfe, ﬂd. Céntét far Social
gy rganization of Schools. .
SPONS AGENCY lational Inst. of Eﬂucaticn (DEEi), Hash:ngtcn.. /
T - . s DiC§ - sy .- = . . o [
REPORT- NO = 2u44 ’_' . . - R L
" BUB DATE _ Feb 78 g : I « S
CONTRACT -- NIE=-G=78-0110 , .
NOTE ' 36p. _ o , ~
EDRS PRICE _  MP-$0.823 HE!SE.DE Plus Fostage. -
DESCRIPTORS *Acadeaic !ahief3ient- Academic 'Aspiraticn; *Céllege

Attendance; Data Analysis; EQpcat;qnal Environment;
Educational Pract;ze: Educational Research;
Eéucat;anal Theories; Eie;entary Secondary Fducation;
A - - Group' Norms; Higher Education: Mcdels; Ncims; Peer
! Influence; *Research rethodclogy; *Research Needs;
' *School Organization; School Rdié.rsﬁﬁlal ‘Peychology;
" *socioeconopic Status; Statistical Analy=sis; Student
Ability; Student Cha:acterlstlcs: Surveys; Tables
(Data) ‘ - _ .
AESTRACT ) : -
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. perfgrnance, academic gself-esteem, and educaticral atta;ﬁ:ent,

researchers shauld :eal;ze the ;mpcrtanée Gf thé =chaoi Envircn-ént

-51qn;f;cance of schapl Effects, -a pr@jétt was undertaken to ascertain

why students in high status schools were acre likely to aspire to go

“to college than were similar students in schcols drawing frcm lcwer

status populations. Spec;flcally. three rpersgectives .vere tested:
school cllmage, chardcteristics of peer assceiates, and proportions
enrolled in various curricula. Data were drawn from standardized tgst
scores, student records, and a survey cf students, téachers, and
principals of 20 public, coeducational high schcels in 1964 and 1965.

‘A statistical analysis was performed c¢r 39 variables inclctding

student body ability zcupasltlan, sex ccmrpgsiticn, status

composition, and academic value‘climate; and individual student-
social background,  academic variables, subjective orientation to
school, and peer characteristics, Findings indicated that school

\variability in statys composition was =1gn;f1ca:tly relative to most

other school differences. The conclusion is that because survey
methodology current in scpoal effects literaturqg i=s not =u££;c1ently -
refined to prpduce verifiable results, researchers shculd nct jump to
prematurely drawn firm conclusiéns zegardihg edncatlcnal geals.
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The Center For Social quen1zet1en Df Schne]e hee two - pr}mery obgect1vee

Po11cy Stud1ee in Sehegl Deeegreget1on pngrem applies the beeic the0r1ee of

“‘1
eocie1 crgen1zet1on of ‘schools to study ﬁhe internal eond1t1ene Qf deeegregeted

schools, the feee1b111ty of alternative deeegreget1on ﬁe31e1ee, and the 1nter-
2

éA%eTat1on of echeeT ﬁeeegreget1nn w1th other equ1ty 1eeuee such as houeﬁﬁg end
e
job desegreget10n é%he SeheoT Orgen1zetaon program is currentqy concerned W};h

authority-control structures, teek etructuree, newerd syeteme‘ end peee group
b 1

processes in e,hoo]e, It has produﬁed a large-scale study of the ef%ects of
open eCh001e, has develgged the Teame Games - Tournament (TGT) 1netructTDneT
process Forgteech1ng various eub]ectes1n e1ementery end eecondery echoe1e, end
has produced a computerized system for 5¢hDD1fW1dE eteendenee monitoring. The.
School Process ‘and Career Development program is etudying’treneitione fron |
high school to pdst secondary institutions and the role of schooling in the
deve]onnent of career plans and the eeeueTieetien oFrTebor'menket outedmeeg
Th1e repnrt prepared by the School Drgen1zet1nn Prngrem, examines
e]ternat1ve formulations of the processes through which the status composition

¥

of the student body éffecte student aspinations to attend college.

-



’ -_been a prdm1nent tap1c in research on school product1v1ty The 5051;,
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TfSTATU§ECOMPOSITIDN AND' FDUCATIDNAL GDALS
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The 1mpartance a? Educat1oné1 resources and student body character15t1zs !

-

fnr a var1ety of cogn1t1ve and~nan cagn;t1wa Qutcamfs of schoai1ng has 1Dng

&

"psycho1cgwca1 11terature on reFerence .groups and on’ the1r impoptdnce in the

. to ca]]ect1ve character1stics of the student bady as ;i't1ngu15h1ng between

wo

) types of educat10nai eqy1ronmgnts (Bidwell, 1972;(Haller and Woelfel, 1972;

DtherW1se be expected of them on the b3515 of their own status origins and
academic performance (Wilson, 1959). That students attend1ng such schools
are in fact advgqggged in th1s regard, as well as in. numerous other respects
relevant to theix educational prospects also has been demonstrated _
in a wealth of more recent régearch (Alexander and Eckland,.1975; A?Win énﬁ
Otto, 1977; Bain and Anderson, 1974;-Boyle, 1966; Hauser, Sewell and Alwin,

£ k
1976; Meyer, 1970; Nelson, 1972). The status attr1but9§ of the student b@dy

thus appear -relevant not Dnly to educational goals, but as well to academic

v:\

Self esteem, acaﬂem1¢ peiformance and eventuaﬂ Tevel Qf educational attain-
ment. A1thDugh add1t1cnaT dimensions of student body backgraund a1sa have

been found s1gnﬁf1cant3 espec1a11y ab111ty levels, and the abSoTute importance

of status composition for all educational outcomes 1nvariab1y has beenquiggsiaiss
] ' i

C.3



modest the acaumu1ated ev1dence for the re1evance of status compos1tian to
/

>sch001 praﬁuct1v1ty processes is most 1mpﬁess1ve 7
Th15 is not to suggest that the 1mp11cat10ns of th1s evidence are self-
'ev1dent or weT1 understaod While the methadu]ogy charaﬁtér15t1c of research
on student body comp®51t1on ‘has been SUbJEEt tﬂ some criticism (Hauser, 1970;
1971)3 a more serious def1c1ency of this 11terature is its failure con515tent1y

to spec1fy and eva]uate the mechanisms by which status é15t1nctigns amonq

schgcls actua]]y are thought to 1imit or enhafice ;choo?;outhmgsi 1Ear1y

FFESéaFCh either négiectedla conceptuayxaécau,tinq of its findings or, whez
such concerns were attended to, typ}éa]1y assumed-that status. distinctions !i; %
were nct significant in their. own right, but merely served as proxies for the opera*-
tionally more elusive concept Df normative climate. That is, Schco1s as
educationé? environments, were thought to véry in Ehe extent to which

intellectual and academic pursuits were highly valued in their local Cu]tures,§
cultures which stude;ts, in turn, were thought to internalize.

As Rliyiib1e as [such arguTents‘Tight pe, they can hardly be

adequate1y evaluated {through studies of.student status attributes. Fortunately,

however, the program thfesearch carried on by McDill and his colleaques -has

4 Lo - s P9 A T i
undertaken to measure schools' ndwgative environments directly. As a result

of their efforts (Mcohi1l, Meyers and Rigsby, 1967; McDill and Rigsby, 1973;

McDill, Rigsby and M"érsi 1969), it\does appear that more academically

. . _ ) . . ) _ T _ . R 2 - _ = o= N
Oriented normative climates somewhat gnhance students' performance and college
N ¢ -

.plans and that, whensﬁkese aspectss of. the normative climate are controlled,

student status camposiﬁian is vj;ﬁua]]y unrelated ta_sﬁch Dutc@mezi
Thesé\resuTts do'ﬁpggest that the value climate of the school may be

;more immediately re]evaﬁt;to school productivity than the Tevel of its students'

[N * R - -
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.status background. However,. the norﬁ§t1ve exp]anat1on is riot the only one that

: has been édvanﬁed to account for the Seem1nq importance’ of status compos1t1on >
The most prominent aTternative to the va?ue c1jmate framework develops théximp1icae
~tions of the scbboﬁ's StétuS-COﬁtéxﬁ for the guaTity and ‘character of peer networks
jthat are likely to emerge in different settings. Specifically, in high‘statug,
rather than low status, schools. studefits are-more likely to establish friend-
ships with high status c?assmateslv Throug@.wei1ﬁdoéﬁménted,prccessegrqf
ifterpersonal influence (Dyncan,iHaijer and Portes, 1968; Haller an&é%htterﬁPrth,
1960;;Herrioft, 1963; Kandel and Lesser, 1969; Sewell, H@THer-and Ohlendorf,
1970; Simpson, 1962), the enhanced 1ikelihood in high-stitus schools of
entering in£c close relationships with high.status Students is thought to
yield numerous educational benefits. For example, as both cgmp;tative
reference groups (i.e., Kelley, ]95%) and "definers" (iiei,,narmativs reference -
grougsiserving as sources of immediate iﬂterperéonai iﬂ?]ueﬁce [wceTfe1rémd
Haller, 1971]), high status youth, through the higher educational goals they typically
-hold, should- serve to raise the average 1eve1 of’égpiraticné in such settings, even

after taking into account the 1mportance of 1nd1v1duan' own status bacquouﬁdg

- &

Far the1r p1an5 Th1s perspect1ve, f1rst pursued b% Campbe]] ané ATéxgpder in

School effects regearch (1965), and subsequently supported in a number Df thu1r1es

(Alexander .and Eckland, 1975; Alwin and Ott@, 19775 Hauser, Sewell and Alwin,

o | o -
1976), thus posits the interpersonal mediation of school status composition
through;netwcrks*of association, ' ‘ . ‘ii:‘“ag
Although there have been a few attempts to eva1uate s1mu1tanEQUQ1y the
Sub%tant1ve importance of various d1men jons of student!bady composition and

alternative propositions regarding exactly how their in41uence is effected

(Alexander. and Eckland; ]9?%; Alwin and Ot%agf1977; Hauser, Sewell and Alwin,
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.1976), none of these has contrasted the. two perspectives on school status
? N 4 . 1

- composition just/reviewed. Md?ES?gij%aTtheughatﬁese two are the most well-

developed in t}, literature, they hardly exhaust the feaeenebTe peseibi?itiee
¢/ advanced. In pertieu1argéegisting epéeu?atien regaed%ng the
basis of et@tus'compeeitien efFeete in“school eett;nge,;in its preference for
eocieleﬁ%ycheﬂegica1 meeheniemsief;ttansmiseion, has ?eg1eeted other features -
of school orgehiietien and '_"rae_deve]epment that might themee]Jee be Eeé ’
epoesive fe:the\etatueAeharaetee{ee}ee of the school's clientele. In a
reTetedfcentexe, Kerckhoff (1976):hae ergued persuasively for greater attention

to structural and orgenizatiena1,;onstreinte in research on edueatiene1 and -4

and social-psychological processes that hee?eeeh demineﬂt in this literature.

One such administrative e?aetiee which may be:relevant in this regard je ;

et

. . ) ,; o v\ - L
. the school’'s curriculum.organization. Recent research on the consequences of

i secondary school eurrieuiem placement hge demonstrated that enrollment in a :
co]1ége track provides numereQE edue§§20ﬁ31 advantages and increases access/to
:efEFQEd'range of academic.resources (Alexander, Cook and McDill, 1978; Alekander
eng McDill, 1976;LHeyn33 19745 Hauser, Sewell and A1w=ing 1@76; Rosenbaum, 1975).

One Consequence of treck placement that may be eepee1e11y relevant to our
present concerns is the tendency for college preparatory enrollment to in-
icrease or crystallize students' intentions to attend college. If the
proportions enrolled in various curricula should vary systematically with

the school's etatue composition, then it may well be that the higher educa-
tional eea1s evidenced in high status schools are a function not d; eeheo1=wide ’

normative climates or 1nterpereona] relations in such settings but DF the qreeter

1

11ke11hood therein of enrolling in a college-bound track. Is there, though, reason to
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expegt a school-'s d15tr1but1cn Df students across curricula to be respon51ve
to the school's stattis comp051t1on? If not, there is a critical 11nk m1ss1ng

in the line of argument just foered, Hé th1nk d1fferent1a] enroj}ment does

occur howev2r, and sffer our reason1ng next. o d ..

\

In a provocat1ve essay- scme years ago, “James Condnt (]961) argued- that
the school ;ystems in high §tatus communities, in resppnse to Lommunity
preferencesrand pressures; Shéﬁld be“especi371y oriented tcwaréﬂiﬁe ca{leéé
preparation and E]écem&nt of theirﬁcharges, In pu%suit‘of this mi%éion,
the1r adm1n15trat1ve p011cies and use of preva1]1ng educational technology
5h0u1d be directed toward thé early 1dent1f1c5%1on of- those students deemed

“suited for college and to the nurturing of the1r prospects for such to the
fullest extent possible. / i ' E ;"
Parsons, in turn, in his, seminal statement on the social Sysﬁem of the

classroom (1959), has correctly observed that the primary administrative

Such%be1ng the case, ca]]ege preparatory enrollment should be at a'maximum in
high status schools, and if track1ng is in fact an effective dev1ce for -
/ ach1ev1ng its intended objectives, students so enrolled Shou1d reap its
attendant academic benef1ts, including. enhaﬂced academic ambition.
Qe thus recogn1ze yet a third possibility “for why it is that Sbydents in

#

high status 5choo]5 are more ]1k’ély to aspire to go to CDT’[EQE* tham their
similarly able and socioeconomically situated counte:éarts:in Schoofs drawing
from 1ower status popu?atignst The pres%nt project attémﬁis to identify
which of these three‘perépectives is most plausible by incfudigg measures of

1)_school climate, 2) characteristics of peer associates, and 3) the proportions
[

enrolled in various curricula in a school level analysis of the relationships
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between student status composition and a variety of educatidnal outcomes,
.

'1nc1uq1ng cational, goaTs Si mu1taneous consideration of both the 1ntr1ns1c

_uh.

. . imporitance of thESE§$aCtOPS énd uf their significance in mediating or
x .’ accou%zimgvfcr the dependency @F‘educ§t1ona1 gag]s on school status levels ,‘;?}
should clarify the_re?evance,of status ccmposftion for such goaTs: rTheﬁébnE
ge@tuai framework evaluated in our analysis is presented_scheﬁatica11} in

Figure 1. T } : v

Figurée 1 about ﬁere
The model includes four sc@oo1§1eve1 exogenous variables: ability
» composition, sex composition, status_campositian and acgdenﬁc va?ge climate.
The first three are aggrégated from the characteristics of the individual
studénts atténding %he-véricus sthools in our sample. According to the frame-
work deve1apéd above, the relative impértance of status comﬁcsition and value N
climate and their differential consequences for intervening varia%Ies and
"the model's ultimate outcomes shéuld be of particu?ar interest. ‘Asrinters
vening vaéiab?es we consider the percentage of students enrolled in a
college preparatory track and a variety of aggregated charactéristics of
those students in the school who are ;dent1f;ed by our sample respondents
as their close Friéﬂds. These ihciude the average ability levels, status
origins, and educational goals of peer associates. The first two of EhESE
differ from their counterpart exogenous meaSureg in that they are cgmputea
only for named friends. Thus, some students are omitted entirely fram these
Cé?CUTations and others are included numerous times, once for each time %hey
are nameéﬁby some other respondent. The intent here is to characterize ﬁhe
acgdémfc qua]1ty“ of friendship patterns in SChOD] settings. Certainly these

should be dictated to a considerable extent by the kinds of students in

‘L!
-
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attendance, ‘but attendance patterns and the character of peer relations are :
. conceptually d%stinct, and they méy_beféa empirically as well. F1na]1y, as
Dutceme variables we examine the aVerage level of educatiana1 Expectat1on3,

the mean math achievement and the level of 1ﬁtET1ECtU31 orientation chagacter-

istic of the student bodies of our variq§; schools. Again, ajthoﬁgh“,he model

considers multiple outcomes, our concept a1ization focuses primarily

. L

schooT level determinants of educational goals in an attempt to Jreconcile the
.

a]ternat1”"1nterpretat10ns of 5tatu5‘€ompos1t1cn effects reviewed above

We believe this framework accurately sulmmarizes much of the available con-

®

" jecture _regarding the importance of school st%}us composition for educat1ona]
attainment. It was hoped that formalization and assessment of these d1verse
propos?tions would clarify the bases for ihe status éomposition influences

. demonstratéd time and Sgaip in the school effects literature. As will be

. observed shortly, however, our attemp¥ to ofganige and e luate extant themes
seems to suggest more about the dif%icu]ty in §Pmparing th%aries than it does
about the reality thasebﬁheories_supposed?y address. We shall return to this .
matter in some detail later in reviewing our results. ‘

As me;£1aned ear11er, schoo1§ will be the unit of ana1y51s in est1mat1ng
the mode1 portrayed in Figure 1. The propositions regarding status composition

eFfegtsg although not always recognized as such, actually perta1n exclusively

to differences between schools, and school-Tlevel data, therefD;;, are most
‘pertinent to their éﬁsegsméﬂt Hauser (1971) and Alwin (1976) tharough]y

1
rev1éw the rat1cna1e and procedures for evaluating schou] effects propositions

on the between=schao1 variance in a data matrix.
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Althaugh the schgol-level analysis just giscuéged is our major interest
in this report, we also will repgrt the w%thinsschOBT,réiationg relevant to
this fréméwérk; Each sch301§1§vei variable in Figure 1, with_the exception
of school climate, has a within—scho§1, individual-level counterpart;
it is of some general interest -to é%ﬁsider how. corresponding school-level and
e : ’ ran ) R ,
individua]s1eve1're1atioqs differ from one another.® Are, for example, the .

¥

mechanisms by which school status composition affects goal levels similar in mag-

B

nitude to those relating individuals' status origins to their own aspiratioms? Such‘
questions can be addressed through estimating the within-school analogue .of f;
the betwgéhéscﬁao? framewor%gdepicted in Figure 1. Again, theudistiHFtﬁDn
’betweén ”Wit%iq” and "between" schooleprocesses and the p%ocedurgs for their
separate assessment are reviewed in several sources (Alwin, 19765 Hauser, 1971).
- ‘ METHOD . b !

"/X,. -
e

i

Our data are drawn from aggurvey conducted in twenty pub%ic, caedu&atiana1
high schoaié in;TQSZ and 7965}(Mcpi11 and Rigsby, 1973). The sgﬁgq1siweré Y
selecte®#in a purpasi;e manner to maximize variation on‘educatfdna1 and sécia] |
'c?imates; demographic and social chéractEfistics, region Qf‘the country, and

ducational outcomes such as college plans and educational and occupational

]

aspirations. Detailed information on the selection of the sample and its
characteristics is presented in McDill and Rigsby (1973).
Several types of data were collected in the survey: self-administered

questionnaires from the students, teachers and principals of each school: .

information from student records such as grade—paiﬂ;zsveraggsrin English, .
academic rank (available for seniors only) and absendes; and scores on two
A

standardizedivacademic tests, one measuring aptitude  for abstract reasoning

A - . ¢
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: ﬁg,and thé se;ond measur1ﬁq ach%evement in mathemat1csx(MAT$ v o
4 "h,r 37,

The SSmD7E for the pre eﬁf’ana1ys1 cohis 15t5 of ;en1@rs fdr whom all &

-~

relevant data were ava11ab?e fram the eighteen ;choo15 wh1Lh had a twa]fth grade ,.

& ' E.s'
;! B *, . b
N o

- Vaﬁ1ab1e Méasur SUres /* 2 ‘_ ‘ , -
1. Social Bacquaund Varfables ,
W A 4 _ *
A. Father's Educatidn: seven pre-coded " FE“DDH‘F categor1es ranging from

1.

some grade school" to attended qraduate School or professional.&choo

54 [

! 3, .
after coilege’“ were provided fOr a single- 1tem in the student que5t1@n=‘

‘ﬂa1re. Ehé
.B. Mother's Education: this measure is identical to that for father's
-education. . C

C.  Number. of Bdoks in the Home: respondents were asked to est' ate the

{

DP’fE&Eﬁ)tD more ‘than 500.
D. Father's Occupational Status: an item in the student questfonnaire

-

”re]at1nq to father's current DL(UDdtlDﬂ LDﬂtalﬂPd IV response cateqgorie

These were collapsed %o the following eight Dccupatiahai categories, which

correspond to the conventional census classification of occupalional status’

developed by Edwards (1943): unskilled, semi-skilled, skilled, clerical

or sales, proprietor, managers or officials, technical, and professional.

Preliminary analysis revealed that at the school-level these measures of
student-body status characteristics were too highly correlated to permit their
separate use (all zero-order correlations among the four were above

Ed .
.90). Consequently, we decided to compute a status campafiti@ﬂ index as the

s5um Qf the four indicators. TD maximize camparab111ty, a 51m11af scale is

Emp]Qde in the individual-Tlevel analysis as well.

b

.
- number of volumes in their-hefmes, with five rezﬁogﬁé onptions ranaina from 25
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CE. Sex 1 emp?aye; 1ﬁ the ana1ys1ﬂ as a dummy var1ab1e with Eoy. coded. -~
S - . - *’4 : .
1dpd girls 0. S A R )
vAcadem1c Var1ahTeg - ; & : ; p o ;' iﬂ

2

Ai‘ Academ1§;ﬂbt1tudg aptitué& was. measured‘§1th a fifteen 1tem, mu1= v /
f1pTe choice test des1gned to measure thé ab111ty to determ1ne 1nduct1vg1y :
:the 1Dg1cal re]ationsh1ps among*pattarnsvof di ,rams (Da11ey aﬂd Shay;oft

1961 ; db 2). aThe re11ab111ty est1mate3 obtained for the Sén1or bDyS and

*

qirls, using the KR-20, are .634rand .654, respect1ve1y, which compare

Favarab]y with those reported in the Project Talent Stud es (Flanagan

et al., 1964).

* i = = - \-. = i\ EY = 5 =
B. 'Mathematics Achievement: a twenty—Four\item,*ﬁu]tiple choige test,

Ly -
designed by Project Talent to measure achievement in mathematics through

the ninth grade level, serves as a measure of academic achievement.

The reliability coefficients for senior mé1és and females, at .890 and

Dt

866, respectively, are modestly higher than those for the national sample
of students in the Project Talent research. .

C. Curriculum: prog%am of study is seTf‘reportédZ ”CD11eqe prépawatary”

{. oded D).;

subjective Orientations to School and Schooling: Measures of two non-
’iaqnitive school outcomes were constructed from items in theiztudent
quegti@nnaire.

A. Edgtafidnainlans were Dbta%ned.fPOm an item asking if the respondent
1ntended to attend coliege. Four 1eyeTS of plans are Eépresentéﬁ\;n our .

*

measure, cq‘ﬁﬁ from four to one; 4) .yes, as a full-time student right after
»
high school; 3) yes, but either as a part-time student or not right after

]

highgschaoi; 2) undecided; 1) no, never.

N i \
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B. Iqte11ai tual Dr1entatﬁanf‘ this measure is a’slightly modified
: hS

version of the ”inte]]e&tua1;athievement’ scale used by McDil11 and Rigsby

E

(f973:41)! The measure’ emp10yed here <is composed of the- original six
AN .
items (wh1fh tap gtudeﬂts aqad2@1c 1nferestf and values) p]u; an item .

.meajur1ng the amaunt of time the :tudEnf typ1ga]]y devoted to homework.

The Eummatédviia] e, wh1ch patent1a]1y ranges from 8 to 24, hag'an eagjmated

reliability of .65.
4iw'§chool Climate ~ ' \ ' ;

Thirty-nine aqqrpqagﬂip charagter1ftﬁis of the schools, based on da;a
from both student and teacher qUPftlunnawr::, were factor analyzed using the
principal component solution and‘@rthmgona]]y rotated to simple %tructure
inngithe Varimax method. These 39 global Qharactgristiés or variables ==a11
DF>wh1€h treat the respondent as an informant, n@t(a‘FespDndentx=are frgm the
é?i§11awing sources. Twenty-three of the variables are from StudenF@questiQne

naires and 16 from questionmaires administered to teachers. Twenty-sevy

of the 39 wariables are scales adapted from the Col 1lege Characteristics Index

U'l

(Pace and Stern, 1958) and the High Scﬁ ol Charagtﬁr1jt1c; Index (Stern, 1963).

The remaining 12 variables are single-item indicatols of school climate, with

o5

ten of them drawn from student questionnaires and t/ from those administered

Six 1nférpretab19 factors were extracted which summarize, with a relatively
‘h]qh degree Qf prec151nn the information contained in the 9 variable

k]

Estimates of factor scores were Egmpgted (Cooley and Lohnes, 1962, p. 164)
& ’ 1
srmitting the resultc of the factor analysis

for the schools on each factc
to be transformed into m#asures of six dimensions of school climate. Only school

1

rankings on the first factor are used in the present analysis. This

el
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dimension of school climate is an dndicator of the general Jupnnrt for achie jeve-

ment aﬁﬁ for iﬁte11ectﬁa1i5m in the schao1 environment. Schools with . kf!
high pas1t1ve fact@r fcoreg an this rangtruct Laﬂ be described as having
student bad1e5 ané faculties which p}ace a prem1um on academ1g<géce11en;ei
| Add1t1ana1 detail .on the;pr@cedyres fDF,meaSufiﬂg;SChﬁD] climate and the
<i§ﬁar10u5 d1méﬂ§1@ng obtained is available in McDill aﬁd Rigsby (1973).
‘ ) . W

5. Peer Character75t1cs
Our model inc1uje5 three different typés of peer group influences. These
te" peer influences are based on Saciamétr$c“datavDbtainéd

: f B : s
directly from the friends named by the respondent. Each student was asked to

measures of "proxima

. name the StudEﬂtS of the same sex in 5Ch@§1 with whom he or she associated
most éfteni A maximum of four frienHs was CDdEd for each. respondent, and
relevant information on these peers was extracted for the present ana1yr13 on
the fif%;_gf these named friends.

Measures of friend‘é SES, academic aptitude and eZucational plans are
used in this analysis. All are measured as described above for the respondents
themselves. Thus, we have extensive, and presumably accuriﬁe.(at Teast more
50 thén would be e;*é’t;d from respondent's rep@%tz of the%r friend's "
attributeg)i information on the rESpDndEﬂt'A r1ase5t peer .associate.
Analysis | 1

As mentioned earlier, we actually will be repart?ng results for two roughly
ﬂéfé??&?iana]yg,s, one at the school-Tevel and the other for individual
students. The school Tevel analysis is based on the QcthT means for each of

™ the variables described above. Thus,

clusively on differences between schools, with an effective case base of 18

e

|
|
|
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The individual-Tevel analysis is conducted on a within-schook data - F
. . , , y L f
) matrix that has been purged of the school-to-school differences revealed in

N the disparities across schoo1 means. Thus, we'fofm311y decompaze;the total

variance in each DF our var1i?1e; into 1t3 between— and w1th1n=5 hool §Dm=

N 3

3 , ' = i
ponents, and analyze each component SEParateTy Operationally, the matr1x \

¢ _—

L * 8 e

[N ) . ; . cood by ‘aggi
O \\- " of within-school correlations is thalped by expressing each student's score

on each variable as.a deviatien from hi%/her school's mean value on that

S

variable and then caleuldting covariances on those deviation scores. Use

LogT

- of such a ftrategy requires that th? ANCOVA. cohdition of hcmogene1ty of
qurES;TDﬂ be satisfied. Ear]]gr work with these same data %uqqp 5 that

while the within—SChDD1 slopes are not Etmct]y hamaqeneaus their f1ULtua—
) ¥ —. B \ i
¢1onj #re’, for ay1 prart1ra1 purposes erratjc and safely ignored (A1Exander

and-| D111 1976) . S1'ce the school climate variab1e}has'ng within-school

variance, it:fS.EXE1udéd from the individual-level analysis. A1l other
variables described above are represented at both levels of analysis. N
#

From these matrices gf within- and be tween-schoo correlations, the

parameters for the simple recursive system of equations implied in Figure ]

are readily estimated through Erdinary 1ea%§ squares regression:
RESULTS

, Since our interest focuses primarily on the between-schogl variance in

educationd] inputs and outcomes, it will be instructive first to consider

* whether this is sufficiently large even to warrant serious consideration.
‘ The proportions of variance situated between schools in these data are re-

ported in Tablg 1 for,each of the variables in our substantive model. These
. o
Span a considerable ﬁanqe, from a low of v1rtua11y zero for differences in’

Pad
-
]

s5ex camp@siti@n of schools to almost one-fourth of the variance in student
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status characteristics. 'This pattern is quite consistent with those observed -
in other datd sets. which similarly have found SChDG] variability in status
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composition to be Targe‘re1ativé to most other sc
and *Eckland,  1974; Hauser. Sewell and Amn, 19765 Heyns, 1974). The between

school variances in the three Edugat10nal outcome under consideration--

college plans, math ach1evement,aand intellectual orientatidn<-range from

six to thirteen percent, the last pértairing to educational plans. Though

these figures are modest, they nevertheless are sufficiently large that achiev-
ing a better understanding of how, school organization contributes to bringing

‘ I r

them about might have important practical, as well as theoretical value.

F

Table 1 About Here -

Toward this end, we next review the results for the model presented
“ eardier. It will be recalled that this framework incorporates three counter-
posed sets of.propositions regarding how school status composition is thought

to impinge upon school Draductivity. These three perspectives, in turn, were

distilled from the thporet al and empirical Titeratures in which they

vaﬁ1@u51y had been advaﬂcedi

It was hoped that by eva]uatinﬁ these propositions in a common analytic
%famewcrki we might clarify precisely what it is about schools' status dif- ;

ferehces that accounts for their seeming importance for students' educational

L)

ip]ans and for other products of the schooling process. Unfortunately, howeyer,
our results do not provide any clarification. Nevertheless, we think it // g

instructive to consider in some detail the difficulties encountered in esti-

- ¥

. by 1
: 5 - . = s - 3 .- . R - - L, ¥

ating the model developed in Figure 1. They are, we believe, of a quite ¢

B

general nature and likely to limit 3evere1y the degree of conceptual refinement

that can be atranmodated 5at15factov11y in school effects research based on

survey data. , s

* Loy . . i




The matrix of between-school correlations used in éstimating the regression

:E

(]

equations implied in Figure 1 is reparted in Tab1g 2. The essence

&

data. It is the DTagué of nQn—experimental résearch, excessive collinearity;

, . !
in this instance, we fear, a tevmina] case. Drd1nar11y, in attémpf1] o] .,
deal with such’ 1ntrantab]e dataj one might either attempt a felect1 g

out of especially troub]esaméj but n@ﬂ%essentiaﬂ, variables; or, alternatively,

combiné\ empirically indistinguishable indicators so as to index better the

gnder]yi'g canzt;uct presumably common to them. Unfurtunate]y:} either is
a viable option in this instance. The collinearity is too »trateg1La11y

ocated thearet1ca11y to permit the deletion of variables without fundamenta]ly
altering the quegt10ns being posed and the culprits are quite clearly con-

ceptually, if not empirically, distinct.
Table E’(}Abaut Here -~

The two 1arQEft correlations shauid\make apparent the 11m1t§ of our
latitude. The tatugkfumpbgitian of the Séhga1’s student bmdy LU'"E1atEQ 199
with the average status Teyels of named ﬁr1end in these various settinési
Additionally, the average educational pTans of named friends corre?ates .98
with thejTeve] of ambition characteristic of the student body as a whole.

These é?g, to say the least, substantial fiqures. They imply, in the first in-
stance, €F§t two of our central independent variables are, Fgr all practical -
purpofé’,AQné and the same, and, in the SEEbﬂdj that the distinction between
independeﬁt'aﬂd dependent variables is difficult to maintaiﬁi This clearly

"is a most frustratingstate of affairs, perhaps especially so because we fea



® -
it argurateTy) eflects the reality we had hOde to make sense of, rather than
sope aberration of our data. s
A brief stocktaking regarding this last point might be in order. #he
ﬂ{b&@re ical distinctions between variables included in Figure 1 are culled
directly fr@m the expository literatures in which they were advanced.,
These are neither obscure nor marginal COﬂCEptua1 concerns.
Rafhér; they represent th# core of EOC]D]0q1rai thouqht regarding school
Eévir@nméjtéiw We have no reason to belijeve that we have m14can5trued or
m1;repr9;ented that material and are CDnF1dént of the f%earef1ca1 her1taqe
and distinctiveness of the explanatory constructs FEDFESEﬂtEd‘in our model
MDrecvér, we believe our measurement strategies to be DFvéXCEDtiDna1 gquality
and framed at the level of analysis<appropriate to the CDncepfuaTizatiQn of

th

i

processes under study. Thus, we doubt that deficiencies in either our
statement of the theory or our procedures for adses sing that theory account
for the unwieldy pattern of correlations observed in our between school data

matrix. Finally, although the schools in our sample are few in number and

their representativeness of any clearly defined population is not demongtrable,
we nevertheless have no reason to think_ them especially unusual. Previous

analyses of these same data generally have been quite consistent in implication

376,

_ W1fh5the 11teratur& to which they have contributed (A]exander and McDill, 1¢

[Fa]

McDill and Rigsby, 1973), and the schools were purposely selected to ref]e
a broad range of school settings. Thus, given that the possibilities just
reviewed do not provide an explanation for these data, Qe conclude that our
refinement of theofy has outstripped-its potential for rigorous empirical

assessment, at Teast with the methodology currently employed. This is a rather
sobering realization, but we doubt that it is peculiar to the particular model

that ft\ ced it upon us.

. ih ,
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The results presented next, in Table 3, merely underscore this point..

¥ : . N ¢ ¥ A L B ~
The substantive ambiguities forecast in the correlation matrix unfortunately
.

; are all too apparent in the regression estimates for the parameters of
Figure 1. ' - e ’
j Table 3 About Here e ’

f i ) = = = i - = . '
In general, the reduced form equations -for the intervening measures {(rows

r . _ | \

1-4) of peer characteristics and curriculum distribution each reveal gn
p C ] e 4 eveal gne

1

Ein%u#ar?y important exogenous influence, which in two (rDW3 3 and 4) of the
four inétanceg merely is the student body counterpart of thd

tendogenous friends'
i
attribute. From the pattern of correlations just reviewed, these results might

1sures as any substambively

=

as readily reflect the correspondence of alternative mea

interesting social processes.

The structural equations for the three outcomd variables (rows 6, 8, and 10)

are hardly more en?ighténinga despite their seemingly impressive explanatory
power. Two of them (6 and 8) contain standardized parameter estimates in excess
of 1.00 and all exhibit large, oFFéetting influences that defy interpretation.

o

While Dne'might be tempted to draw substantiiéiimp1icatians from the few seem1n§1y

m‘\-‘b“ - -

far educational p1é%5, row 5), we think this 1l11-advised, for there can béi
little confidence in the%r)intégrity. Rather, when confronted with such a
morass, the most forthright, if not comforting, course Tikely is to FECD(ATEE
. - - T
it for what it is, uninterpretable.
We conclude, therefaria that>with the data and pFOCEéUFES available to
s, the viability of the alternative hypotheses implied in Figure 1 fegardfng 1

status composition effects cannot be established empirically. Thus, while &

the various propositions developed in our introduction are quite pTausib]g, -




~
and some (or all) actually may be correct and others incorrect, this cannot be

demonstrated adequately with the survey methodology currenéxinkthe schodl

—

=

effects TiteratureL If*suchiprapasiticns are, as they gﬁpear to be,
. _ (

irrefutable through PE§DUFSE to their correspondence wiﬁh data, we may have

to be caq}ent with far cruder, but vg;ifiaé]e,-assessments of institutional

impact than would be desirable theoretically. One benefit from the aﬁé1ysis

however, 1is thatAQe come to better appreciate the 1imits of our understanding.

Elegant but unsubstantiafed;canjecture deserves to be recogniZed as such; - for
B ' o

this purpose, non-findings can be most instructive.

Tables 4 and 5 ebaut Here

Finally, for the benefit of interested readers we present, but do not
h
nd the regression equations

T}

discuss, the matrix of within-school correlations

computed therefrom as the individual-level analeqgue of the school-leve] analysis

4

Just reviewed. We originally had intended to compare these results with those

in Table 3, Hut, cirﬂumsténges'being what they are, this 'no longer is so
meaningful a concern. Actually, these results are ﬁ@t uq1ike those discussed
in detail in a more elaborate within-school analysis qF these same data .
reported elsewhere (Alexander and McDill, 1976). - ,

y ‘
DISCUSSION . Sgsgr

This obviously has become a most unusual research report, concluding,

)

in essence, that‘the issues are not researchable as framed. Yet we don't
think our framing of them is especially flawed. Quite the contrary,. in
fact, we believe our cénceptua?ization and procedures to be rather, refined,
énd certainly not mérk§§1y inféﬁiar (if at all so) to other assessments of
institutional impact iﬁ the school effects literature.
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superior; hence, it becomes GTear that we may have to live with a degree of

-19-

n . -

r

We think, rather, that our results illustrate’ the d1ff1cu]t1es 11ke1y to
-be encountered 1n 1nterpret1ng complex school-level. processes. CD111near1ty

typically is exaggerated in h1gh1y aggregated data (Blalock, 1964; Hannan 1971),

and this fact may ]1m1t severely the degree of refinement Feas1b1é i test-
\ .
ab]e fheorigs of SChQO] impact ’The questians we have poséd are intriguing

and potent1a11y quite 1mpartant yet our analysis can hard%y be sa1d to have
1]1um1nated them. We conclude, gﬁen that the various prop951t1cns developed
earlier regarding the basis FOﬁ status composition effects all remain viable,
and that their recanci1iati0h remains elusive.

Such an 1ncanc1us1ve CDHC]US1OH however, is not without value.

We have ﬁot 1earned that any of these plausible possibilities is clearly

uncertainty regardiﬁg the mechanisms by which school characteristics actually

impinge upon school productivity. Under circumstances such as these, in which

Creative thouﬁht and innovative perspectives are required, prematurely drawn

firm cohcjusians could only mislead and not enlighten. Worse yet, they could

create m;ths which we mistake for knowledge, a deception which serves no DHE;S
;

interest. . :
‘J/ 4

%

L

L



/. | | ) EFERENC | \&’

’ ‘REFERENCES - -

Alexander, K.L., MA. Cook and E.L. McDill. 1978. "Curriculum tracking and

) educational stratification: some further evidence." American Sociological

~ -Review, in press.
*Alexander, K.L. and B.K: Eckland. 1975. - "Contextual effects in the high

school attainment process." émgﬁiianiSDci§1@gi;a1 Review, 40:402-16. Sf

Alexander, K.l. and E.L. McDi11. 1976. "Selection and allocation within
schools: some causes ahd consequences of curriculum p?acement " - American

Soc10]og1ca1 Review, 41:963-80.

Alwin, D.F! 19763 "Assessing school effects: some identities." Sociology of

Education, 49:294-303.

. Alwin, D.F. and L.B. Otto. 1977. ‘“High school context effects on aspirations."

Sociology of Education, 50:259-73.

Bain, R.K. and J.G. Anderson. 1974. "School context and peer influences on

educational plans of adolescents." Review of Educational Research, 44:
\ . - o

429-45. « b

Bidwell, C.E. 1972. ﬁSchooﬁng and socialization for moral commitment."

2 Interchange, 3:1-26.
Bla1ock; H.M. 1964. Causa] Inferpnces in Nonexper1menta1 Research Chapel
\ Hill, N.C.: Un1ver51ty OfsNQPth Caro11na Press | -,
Boyle, R.P. 1966. "The effectsvof high school on students' aspirations.”
American Journal of Sociology, 71:628-39.
] Conant, J.B. 1961, ;jymsﬁéhq;§UDQFEs! New York: McGraw-Hill.

Cooley, W.W. and P.R. Lohnes. 1962, Multivariate Procedures for the Behavioral

Sciences. New York: Wiley.

fiDai1ey§‘J,Ti and M.F. Shaycoft. 1961, Types_of Tests in Project Talent. u.s.
Deﬁartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education. Washington,

© D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office:




s/

{ : i;ﬁ%—?ﬂ,.,ﬂ, £ ' -
Duncan, 0.D., A.0. Haller and A. Portes. 1968. 'peer i%F]uences on aspirations:

% reinterpretation. " American JournaT-oF _Sociology, 74:119- -37.

Edwards, A. M 1943, Comparat1ve Dccupat1ona1 Stat15t1cg—far the Un1tééﬂ5tates,

1870-1940. Washington, D,C, U.s. Gavernment Printing Off1ce

Flanagan, J.C., F B. Davis, J.7T. Da1Tey, M.F. ‘Shaycqft, D.B. OrF I. Goldberg and-

C.A. Neyman, Jr. 1964. The. Amerlran High School Student. Pittsburgh:

» Project Talent Office,‘University of Pittsburgh. ( + .

Haller, A.0. and C.E. Buttefworth. 1960.. "Peer influences on levels of

occupational and educational aspirations." Social Forces, 38:289-95,
Haller, A.0. and J. Woelfel.’ 1972. "Significant others and their expectations:
concepts and instruments to measure interpersonal influence on status

&

aspirations." Rural Sociology, 37:591-62].

Hannan, M.T. 1977. ,Aggreqqﬁion and7Disagqreqatiog in _Sociology. Lexington,

Ma.: Heath. \

Hauser, R.M. 1970. "Context and consex: d“ cautionary tale." American Journal

of Sociology, 75 Part 2:645-64.

Hauser, R.M. 1971, Sacioecaggmic]Backgfoung and Educational Performance.
. — T T T ] — T T

Washington, 'D.C.: Rose Monograph Series; American Sociological Association.
Hauser, R.M., W.H. Sewell and D.F. Alwin. 1976. "High school effects .on
achievement," pp. 309-41 in W.H. Sewell and R.M. Hauser (eds.,), Schooling

;ﬂdrAcﬁjeyementrjn American Society. New York: Academic.

Herriott, R.E. 1963, ‘”SDmé determinants of educational aspiration." Harvard

oy

Edu gat1onal Review, 33 157-77.

Heyns, B. 1974. "Social selecticn and stratification within schools."
American Joﬁfﬂaj OFVSogjpiogiﬁ 79:1434-51,
Kandel, D. and G.5. Lesser. 1969. "Educational plans of adolescents." American
Sociological Review, 34:213-23. i ’
H

Kelley, H.H. 1952. "Two functions of reference graupsg“ Pp. 410-14 in G.E.

< Swanson, T.M. Newcomb and E.L, Hartley (eds.), Readings in Social Psychology.

3 &

New York: Holt. : ';,g

- m

[

-



]
o

&

= . ! 3 nt [ .
« ) . A v -3

Kerckhoff, A. 1976. "The status attainment process: socialijzation or

- i ® ’ ‘ § )
allocation?" Presidential Address Delivered at the Annual Meeting of

' " the Southern Sociological Society, Miami Beach, Eiarida} April.
- MeDill, E.L., E.D. Meyers, Jr., and L.C. Rigsby. 1967. “Instftutional effects on

the academic behtvior of- h1qh school students." Sociology of Education,

. 40 181- 9 T i, : oL T I

-,

McDi11, E.L. and L.C. Rigsby. 1973. Structgrg_anﬁf?rocess in Secondary Schools:

The Impact Qf EduCat1onaT Chmateg5 Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University

{ -duc

= Pre;;.

 MeDill, E.L., L.C. Rigsby anq E.D. Meyers, Jr. 1969. “Educatjona] climates

-of high schools: their effects and gources. " American Journal of

Sociology, 74:567-86
e Meyer, J.H. 1970. "High school effects on z@1]egeihtent§‘:5,ﬂ American :

Al

v Journal of Sociology, 76:59-70. | :

Nelson, J.I. 1972. "High school context and college plans: the impact of

social structure on aspiration.' _American Sociological Review, 37:143-8.

_ Pace, R. and G.G. Stern. 1952}f "An approach to the measurement of s ychD]DQTCa]
. » '

2 »~ Characteristics of collége.envi™nments." J@urna] of Educational

Psychology, 49:269-7%.
Parsons, T. 1959. "The school class as a sogial system." Harvard Educational
Review, 29:297-318.

Rosenbaum, J.S.. 1975. "The stratification of socialization procpsses

A@gficaﬁfS@chTQ;jggj Review, 40:48-54,

Sewell, W.H., A.0. Haller and G.W. Ohlendorf. 1970. "The educational and
early occupational attainment process: replication and revision." American

sociological Review, 35:1014-27.




PO B

51mpscn, R.L.. 1962. hPEﬁEDtE1 influence, "anticipatory socialization, and - . ,

505131 mob111ty'" erican Sacidiagftéf'Ré;iéw, 27:517-22.

Stern, GG 1963 “H1gh schno1 Eharacter1st1cs 1ndex " In Scoring” Instruct1ons

and CoTTege Norms Syracuse, New York Psych019g1cah Research Center,

e

Syracuse Unﬁve;§1ty “f';"'ﬁg%%;%;gﬁ

i

T N11san§*A B T 1959 "Res1§§nt1a1 segregat10n of snc1a1 E1asses and aspirations

: DF h1ghmsch001 bays " American Sggzolﬁg1ca1 Review, 24 836 45, ; e

w0e1fe1 J. and A. 0— Ha%]er 197%‘ "S1gn1f1cant chers, the self- re?]eg1ve

act and the atf1tude Farmat1on process " Amer1can §gcjg1ag1caigﬂev1ew,

e )‘é’-‘% : ’

36:74-87. e . - A L

= } v §
B e
~No_
| J
4



. . Figure 1* .
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g Between-School Model of ‘Status Cﬂmp051t1on IhF]uences
in School Praduct1v1ty
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5 *For convenience of presentat1on, variables at a given Staﬁe of the model have
‘ been blocked. The model actually is fully recursive between blocks. Causal
re1at1on5 amonq var1ab7e5 within blocks are unanalyzed.
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Percentages. of Variance Situated Between Schools for Variables
o in the Model of School Status Composition Effects
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 Table s, Within-School Analysis of Status Influences in SchoelePredectiv§ty (NeBDSO)a ’
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