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The {enter
odjectives: o develep a scientific knowladge o
their stucdents, and to uss this knclzdge to develop bstter school

and organization.
its objectivas,

through three prograns tc achiev

School Desegregation program applies the basic

The Policy Studies in
theories of social organizaetion of schools to study the internal

conditions of desegregated schools, the feasibility of zlternative

n policies, and the interrelation of schosl desegregation
The

atie

y issues such as housing and job desegregation,

rogram is currently concernad with authority-control

with other equiz;
Schoo! Crganizaticn p
structures, task structures, veward systems, and peer group processes
1t has produced a large-scale study of the effects of N

in schcols.
3

336

the Teams~Games-Tournament (TGT) imstructional

schools, has develop
process for teathing various subjects in elementary and secondary schools,

cnd has produced a computerized system ior school-wide attendance
The School Process and Carcer Development program is study-

monitoring.
ing transitions from high school to post secondary institutions and the

roic of schooling in the development of career plans and the actualization

of labor market outcomes.
This report, prepared by the School Organization Program, contains
the text of papers delivered and discussants' remarks at an AERA symposium

examining alternative research perspectives on the effects of zchool organi-

zation and social contexts.
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and Building an Effective Classroom
The papers are followed by the

remarks.
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Authority System anc¢ Student Motivation;
Reward Structure.

sycposium discussants' critiques and



INTRODICTION

ALTERNATIVE RESEARCH PERSPECTIVES ON THE EFFECTS OF SCHOOL

CRGANIZATION AND SOCIAL CONTEXTIS

[

AMES M. McPARTLAKD, Johas Hopkins University, Organizer

Pl s + - . - s "~ v .
EDWARD L, McDILL, Jchns Hopkins University: Chairperson

How can scheols be organized in different ways, ard how can we study .
the processes througt which alternative organizational forms influence

importar . student outcomes? This symposium will ceontirzast five research

~

>
erspeciives on these quzstions. The presentations will emphasize
L p

different defir-lrions of majr - sciool organization @f contextuai elements
(reward, authority and demographic structures), differert causal mechanisms
for scheol effects {(reinforcement, participation and reference group
theories) as well as methodological issues which crosscut various research
approaches (consideration of person-environment interactions and the

choice of student outcomes as dependent variables).

"Classroom Reward Structures and Reinforcement The . ' =

Bnleevt Slavin ( Johns Hopkins) will review typologies of sitimrnestivi: class-

Teom, reward systems and present knowledge of how these -zlterpatiives affsat
<k formal and informal -incentives for student learnin.. Includ:® :2ill
description of research findings on how reward ir .c—iwpendenciirs Lu

viansrooms (i.e. reinforcement of group performance) cuar --licit #nzoTmad
gudie .t approval of academic achievement under certain conditions. The
theor: zical principles of reinforcement psychology and student motivation
will Lo scressed.

""School Authority Systems and Participatioanheories“ by Jamus

““ePart.and (lohns Hopkins) will outline a typology for describin:,

ERIC | | ‘ .
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authoritv-control systems in schools and will review theories on how

e

=ay De relatsd

to school climate or student mitivation. 3EV~I€SLIIS froo recent studie
of studant involwement in decision-making will be presented which test
hypotheses concerning the legitimzcy of school rules and students'
attention to their long range goals.

"Social Network Models and Social Demography Theories' by Nancy

Karweit ¢ ohns Hopkins) will presert r.-

group structure and social conmzctions in which tine
organizational boundaries in ¢ { soro griunring “cudients
by program, track, activities. wmd a7 R Lole e Tsonal
influence processes and re . cnce sreup o oo=otoirlocatioong

"Ferson-Environment Inieraction Effec Theowi = om Family-

Schonl Congruence' by Joyce Zpsme:. «.johns L0) will cwmsida

hvpothzses that have beon eunumerancd {n dow w1 t=eoxic . how
student reactions to school differemce2s willi ¢ 2nd upen e articular

family conditions that the s:tudent thas emp vieriood. Hwporh wes that

a match between family and school scyles imwroowe s stucent -nd ustment

to the classroom while certain incomgruenc. s "=:tween family amd scicol

experiences can result in greater student rowth on particular outcames
are assessed in light of recent studies on int :raction effects in ¢ +¢n

classrooms.

"Differential Educatiornal Pay-off Modwls :ind Theories of the

Diversity of Humin Talents" by Linda Gott.redsun (Johns Hopkins) will

present recenc research which suvegests th: ¢ The returns to education

>

cent reseirch on measuryzs 0f pear

£
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n terms of cccupaticnzl staztus and income arsz different for six broad
classes of job types. BEecause these studies suggest that educational

credentials znd academic achieverent count less for success in some

]

specific types of adult occupations than othars, this research points
to important nrw-azczdemic student t.alents wiich scinools .could enhance
but preser..!> maiv mot

. Issues rzi: i b _nese differen: p- rspectives will l:e discussed by

Sarane S. Ecocock (Ew

-ors Universic™,, and Wilbur B. Bmwookover (Michigan

State Uniwversi: v .



BUILDING AN EFTECTIVE CLASSRCOY REWARD STRUCTURE

Robert E. Slavin
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and comperition, I learnsé from =y students about “throatine," or
=

"cutthroating." Johns Eopkians p
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grades
because a2 large nuzmber of undergraduztes plan to apply to medical school.
The principal means of giving grades is omn a strict curve--a highly
competitive reward structure. Throating is a term used at Johns Hopkins
University to refer simultaneously to working hard on academic tasks and
to trying to hurt the performance of other students to improve one's own
pecsition on the grading curve. Examples of throating include stealing
books from the library so that others cannot use them, diluting others'

chemicals in laboratory ecxercises, and the like. My students assured me

that the practice was widespread, and that the term was widely used.

I brought up '"throating" to point out what we should already know
(but sometimes seem to forget): every school has a reward structure
which has a major impact on the academic.perfnrmance, peer norms, and
other behaviors and attitudes of students. A reward structure is simply
the rules under wgich rewards are dispensed., For example, 'grading on
the curve' is a_reﬁard structure in which the rewards are grades
(exchangeable for parent approval, feelings of self-worth, or entry into
college or professional school)., It is a competitive reward structure,
which means that one student's success requires anotner's failure. Most

classroom reward structures are variations on this theme. However,

occasionally schools use individual reward structures, in which a student
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posttest than oo a pretest). Finzlly, scme teachers use 2 cgoperativ
reward structurs evsry once in a while., An sxa~ple of a cooperative reward

structure is & laboratory group in which the group preparzs coe report

Eow important is the reward structure of th§ é1as§room? One can
argue that it is the most important manipulable feature of the classroom
setting. Studies on what is taught, teacher stylef methods of delivery,
and the lixe have heen notoriously ineffective in demonstrating Important
changes in student behavior due to variations on thise dimensions (Hamblin,
Buckholdt, Ferritor, Kozloff, and RBlackwell, 1971). On the other hand,
ﬁajor changes I reward structurss have bsen associated with changes in
student behavior. <Researchers in the operant tradition\habe been
consistently successful in increasiﬁg students' on-task bzhavior (e.g.,
Kazdin and Klock, 1973, guiz performance (e.g., Hopkins, Schutte, and
Garton, 1971), and adhercnce to class ruies {(e.g., Ayllon and Roberts,
1974), by implementing simple, highly contingent reward sysféms such as
token cconomies or simply contingent teacher praise in classrooms. In
our own research at the Center for Social Organization of Schools on
cooperative reward structures we have found consistently positive effects
on academic performance, time on tesk, pro-academic peer norms, and

other variables {DeVrics and Slavin, 1976).

O

ERIC. « - L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B

Building an Effective’Classroom Reward Structure

Given, then, that the reward structuréd, of the ‘classroom is at least
orte of the most important manipulable features of the educational
process, how should aﬁ ideal éystem be constructed? First, it must
adhere, to a few basic principles of behavior (summarized from Randura,
1969). These.arg‘as follows;

1. Appropriate behavior must be reinforéed. The failure of the

‘pass-fail experiments in universities (Gold, Reilly, Silberman, and Lehr,

1971) should lay to rest the notion that students study for the sake of

-~

learning alone; they also study because they are rewarded for studying.

- 2, Reinforcers must be available to all students, but not too easil:

available, As obvious as this sounds, this is fhe majo£ failing of.
traditional reward systems. For ﬁany students;‘the,chéncesrof_ﬁaking'an
acceptable gradev(A or B) aré exactly nil. Other students can achieve
these rewards witﬁout mucﬁ effort.” In these circumstances, it is hardly
s&rprising that a substantial number Sf students turn themselves off as
learners and do only what is requifed to be promoted, which in most
schools is not much. -

3. Reinforcers should be delivered close in time to the occurrence
of the behavior they reinforce to be mgximaily effective. For younger

students, less able students, and students who have not yet learned

to delay gratification, a grade dclivercd every six or ninc weeks is

. unreal, Such students may decide that grades are determined primarily

by fate, by teacher eccantricities, or the like: Even with a clear

L)

O



intellectual understanding of‘wheée grades come from, it is»terribly

hard for anyone to ‘'turn over a héw leaf" and maintain an improved

level of performaqcé*for six, nine, or twelve weeks, Even when this is
possible, the rewérd system may not be éensitive enough to recognize

and reinforcé an increase¢ in performance ievel in a student who has

been a low performer. .

It must also be recognized that reward systems have multiéle outcomes.

The existence of 'throating" at Johns Hopkins is probably a direct
consequence of the curve grading ;ystem ip which students must compete

for very scarce and powerful rewards (primarily medical schoul entry),

In my own undergraduate experience at a school in which grades wére given
but not toid to students or othérwise emphasized, there was no term or
practice which corresponded to ﬁthroatingl” The problem with the Hopkins
system is that it creates both "EhroatingJ and a stroﬁg peer norm against
"throating," which includes hard studying or appearing too often to

know the answer. Thus, not only does a highly coﬁbétitive reward struc~
&ure produce & set of behaviors that are c}ea?iy,undesirable ({such as
cheating and destruction of othcrs' work), but it pfoduces a set of

peer norms which oppose exhibition of the behaviors that the institution
seeks to increase, i.c. studying, participating in class, etc. 1In élemcn-
tary and secondary schools, thesc aﬁtiragadcmic norms may be quite strong,
~creating for some studcnts a reward structurc\in which academic achieve-
ment is more effectively punished by peers than it is rewarded by’

~

teachers and parents.

| 14 . .
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A Model Reward System

One thing that is wrong with traditional grading is that it combines

motivation and evaluation.  Motivation is defined here as the procedures

used to induce students.to perform academic tasks that they would not
perfdrm without some kind of incentive. Evaluation is defined as infor-
métioﬁ that tells how much a student can really do in a subject area.
Evaluation must be made on a single standard. It is unfair to do what
many schools do, which is to try to give grédes on an individual standard,
such as grades that reflect "effort" or achievement above or below some
expectation. This system is unfair because grades are often used fqQr
vblacement, admissions, and the like. For those purposes, we neegiso e
“idea of which students are the most and least able, not a record‘of how .
much "effort" a student is supposed to have exerted, If students are
able to use evaluations as feedback to develop standards for themselves,
those evaluations must have meaning. True evaluatigp/ﬁhouid give an
'baccurate and norm- and/or criterion-referenced picture of a student if it
is to be useful as evaluation.

On the other hand, motivational incentives need not be given on a
single standard. Qe know tha; motivatioﬁ is a function of the probability
lof success, where moderatérlevels of probability of success result in
the greatest motivation (Atkinson, 1958). Wherever we set a single
standard, many students will have a pfobability of success*équal to zero,
resulting in no motivation; many others will have a probability of success
equal to 1.0, where motivation is similarly low,.

Motivation and evalu;tion ére aéso‘ihcompatiblé in terms of optimal

frequencies. Motivational incentives should follow behavicr rather

closely; evaluation need not occur nearly so often.

ERIC | | 15 | :
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A model reward system for schools would cliirly separate motivation
and evaluation. It should provide incentives fo;iacademic performance
‘frequently, and should make success available to all s;udents. On the
other hand, it should provide evaiuations infrequently, and have them
be fair and based on a single standard. The following system presents
a means of implementing these principles in clementary and sec0ndary‘
,schools. The system would include the following elementéf/
1. Infrequent cvaluation. Evaluation can be an incentive. All
humans like to be positively evaluated. However, evaluation must also
be used to make decisions about stﬁdents and used as feedbackuby'students

"

to give them realistic assessments of their various capabilities--it is

no favor to students to continue to tell them they are doing fine and

then to inform :ﬁem at the last minute that they cannot be in the academic
track, go to college, ctc. As a qonsequencé, realistic positive evalua-
tions cannct be given to everyone. Thus, to the degree that evaluation

is accuratc, it is poor as an incentive, since positive evaluation is out
of reach of some and too easy for others.

The solution to this dilemma is to give evaluations'infrequently--
no more than four times per year. Ideal cvaluations would be feedback
that is comparable from subject area to subject area and from year to
year.. For qumplc, if nationally standardized tests were used as evalua-
tions, a student could accurately know his strengths ana weaknesses and
know how much he had really improved from year té year, Iﬁ subjects
wﬁerc nationally stdpdardized tests are not available, teacher-made tests
could be used to achieve the same effect by adjusting class.scorés to the
same mean and standard deviation the class has on a,ielated standardized

{

test. That {s, if a class in American Literature has a reading level
f

/

O
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of 8.0, the édjusted mean on a tcacher-made literature- test for the class

would also be set at 8.0.

.

o

- 2, TFrequently administered incentives. At least once each week,
students would be rewarded for their academic performance that week.

The reward could be recognition in a ¢lass newsletter, a certificate of
accomplishment, free time, or the like. It could be administered in
several ways. First, the reward could! b.i based on an individual's
performance net of his past perform.:. .  That is, students would be
" rewarded for.doing bé:ter than the - =igt:. have been expected to do based
on earlier quizzes, standardized te ' % ztc. Such a system could

resemble handicapping in golé or bow. gz, in which competitive success

is made available to all, Motivation znould be’coupled with feedback

that students can use to tell whether they are doing better or worse

o

over time--but not necessarily how thew are doing compared to other
students. We recently evaluated such a system in a ten-week study
(Slavin, 1977a). We found in that study that students who received weekly
feedback about their performance as compared to that of five others of
similar past performance were on task significantly more than were control
students studying the same material on the same schedule. The experi-
mental classgs were observed to be on task 82.29% of their task opportuni-
ties, while the control classes were on task only 72.8% of theirs

‘(Xz(l) = 4.55, p £.05).

Second, rewards could be based on the performance of a heterogeneous

student team. This system is advantageous because by making students
dependent on one another for rewards, they arz motivated to cncourage

each other to perform. In six years of field research on such student
!

L

) ‘ ' | " .1'7
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.c.chniques, we have found stent effects of student teams on
peer support for ¥cademic performance, time on task, and frequency of
peer tutoring as compared to traditional control groups. We have found

almost as consistent effects on academic achievement (DeVries and Slavin,

1976). These techniques have édditionally had t,0sitive effects on

. N ¥
important social dimensions, such as cross-racial friendship (DeVries
and Slavin, !975), mutual attraction (DeVries aind Slavin, 1976), and
related v- “los,

Thes: ¢. rerative techniques were used i format much like that
suggested in this paper--all took place in -cttings in which weékly
newsletters rewarded the short-term perforn mce of the groups, while
evaluative grades were given every nine we- s, 1In one study (Slavin,
1977b), w-: assessed the effect of the ind.- idual grading on students who
had received the weckly newsletters. We zare a questionnaige on students'
satisfaction, apathy, and motivation in the eighth wee& of the study
(one week before grades were issued) and at the end of the study (two
weeks after grades were issued)., The results showed no differences
between th: two testing periods (F(l, 97) = 2.37; p>.10). Thus, in this
study, the evaluation structure (grading) ¢id not interfere with the
motivation structure (newsletter:®,  On the other hand, the team clgsses
..ere observed to be oa task significantl& more than non-team classes,

’
937, fo upe team classes vs. 777 for the non-team (X" (1) = 37.08; p<.001).

rinally, rewards could be based on mastery of a given unit of a
curriculum, or some other individually prescribed stardard, -

Any of these incentive systems would be likely to have a positive

15
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impact on student motivat}on, as they make rewafdé év;ilable to all
-;tudents and they reward academic performance freéhéné@j?u Further,
it is hard to imagige "throating" 0ccufring under sﬁéﬁ a system of
réwards and evaluations, as incentives would be based on individual or

group standards, not competitive standards,’'and evaluatien would be

based on actual or simulated nationa. norms,

What is needed at this point are studie; cénducted over aubstantiél
time periods which evaluate the effects of various incentive~evaluation
systems on a multitude of outcome variables. As a science, we are
nowhere close to the point where we can sa; in sdvance what an effective
classroom reward structure would look like. Thisupaper makes some
suggestions, but there is a long and hard road of pgac;ical field reséarch
ahead before we can say how schools should motivate ana‘evaluate students,

In summary, a system of frequent motivation and infrequent evalua-
tion could open up many possibilities for influencfng student behavior.
Whether the systems described in this paper are sensible éﬁd prgcticable

- or not, this paper suggests that it is in the reward structure of the

classroom that major changes in student behavior will be effecte:

El{lC _ ) . B
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SCHOOL AUTHORITY SYSTEMS AND STUDENT MOTIVATION

James M. McPartland




The cladsroom incentiva theorist: assuc @ that studient motivation depénds-v
mainly on the immediate rzturns that ti:: studgnts receive for their b&havior.
These theorists seek to increase soyc-ent wot.vmticn to wrrk hard at learn-
ing tasks by artanging & rewnvd sme Lowe oweET s Eure thest w71 regular

stz thests schoo? Twars . MWw

recognize and respond to stvient ¢ ofr- st i

assignment for this gymw:m- to sivder glitver czmiis cTpand za denal e
forms of schools, thar ™ wppo. ! o @i, 1ot 0 wvgli;g gl oo Qopar
tham immediate or shor: Loorewar.. . o .0 sommess on ahoiv sowlfoaablloty

to typlcal public scheol populati. g,

I will review how the distin.:clor = w: n short-ruc and long-—mm re-
;0 ,-/ . . . N . . -
turns is similar to familiar diszinctioss o by organizational fheorists

concerned with control mecharmigms andé by dus otiomal pswe 2logists inter-

ested in types of student meolvat o,

Then, I will offer sov jdeas cn low veristiicns in Ehe échopls'
authoritz-structufe may be related te b strengthening oof long-run goals as
a source of student motivation for Learnzmg activities,

Educational and orpanizational ticorists have made Jdistinctions about
types of motivation anc mechanisms of control that use differentﬂtetm$ but

have important similar:ities t. the distinction between short- and lonz-run

returns, FEducational theorist : have discussed extrinsic, intrinsic-and
internal -motivation and organizational theorists have classified control
‘mechanisms as remuneraczive, coercive or normative.

Extrinsic motivation finds its source in the immediate rewards or
punishments that can be expect.:d from authorities or peers for particular

behaviors. These are the formz  and informal reinforcers that follow sgoon

after a student’s actions. Organizations apmeal to these motivation
2 P
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sources whemn thoy ..e remunerative . ontrol based on the manipulation of
material re.oorios cr rewards an shin ' hey use coercive éﬁntrol based on
the «p ‘izmti:sr or _hreat of sancrioms and rest~ict ions, ‘
Entrilhsic (i vation dcgch; vom inherent featwres of the immediate
task., ooy agists believe it certain task: can be rewarding in
themselv . cven i wugh there ma» o rewards from others that follow-the
particuiar hehav:. . Some belle - - hat human belngs find particular task
features =zppealins -~ such as w ¥, social contac:is, spontaneity, un-
certainty and chanoe, or simply « successful completion of a job that
requires some  ranetence,  But the  couopds art immedaiaute: they derive from

the task « ~tivic: ibsulf,

Internal mozic ot lon is.distinxuished from tae otlier types in that it

L

depend- neither up:sn immediate roturns from author:ities or peers nor upon
immediate :atisfaciiving from the task itself. jperson who 1s capable of
ignoring iwmmediate r:owards must have some compansating rewards or;overriding
standards to motivat- his or her actions. In simpiesi terms, the;e compen-
sating inducements can be described as future or long-range returns for
which immediate behavior has some instrumental meaﬁigg. When an organiza-
tion's major goals afe also important internalized long-term goals of its
individua! members, organizational theorists speak of "normative control.,"
In this ideal §i£uation, an organization does not have to establish elabo-
rate supervisorylénd immediate incentive systems to control or motivate
its members, because it can depend on the shared goals to ordinarily pro-
duce the desired behaviors.

Let's consider how the structure of public schools may be related to

-~

possibilities for normative control and motivation from long-term rewards.
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Organizations can appeal_to the leng-run interests of its mgmbérs that
coincide with the organization's main goals through (1) recruitment or
selection, and (é) socialization processes. They either enroll members
who have previously developed appropriate 1bng-£erm intere;ts and who see
the connection between thege intaerests and the desired behaviors in the
organization, or they try to develop the appropriate norms and their be-
havioral connections. Publlc schools appear to be at a great disadvantage
compared to many other orgaqizations with regard to selection gf its mem-
bers (they are not free to choose only the students they want, or to weed
out anyone they don't want), but schools may have some unusual inherent
opportunities with féfard to socialization processé;.

There should be a natural alliance between schools' and students'
iong-range goals. A primary function of schools is to teach students the.
skills and competencies they will need as adults, and all surveys show
thatrstudents'want'schoéls to help them get ahead in life, The problem
in establishing this alliance seém to be (a) that school demands and
regulations are.also meant to achieve other goals (such as administrative

Aefficiancy and custody) which students do ﬁot always share and may

actively resist, and (b) most students ¥ wve not developed strong long-term
goals and cannot see the connection between the daily demands of classroom
inbtruction and their own potential long-term interests.

' There is some evidence that each of these problems ofvsodializing
students to long-range goals can bé addressed by modifications in the
s;hool authority system to permit student participation in school decisions.

Schools can involve students at two points in the deéision-making pro-
cessés. First, students may participate in the "governing decisions"” that

establish the school rules and regulations and that define the specific

Q A
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academic or non-academic alternatives that are available for student

selection. - In the longer version of this paper, 1 présent some indirect
evidence that studon& lnvolvement in governing decisions can make other-
wise unattractive rules and regulations more acceptable to' a ;gude;t popu-
lation. in other words,. student participation in decisioﬂ—making may
serve to ncutrnlizu the importance of some school goals (such as orderly
administration) that students do not nzturally share.

Second, students may participate in "consumer decisions' by exercising
significant choice among alternative academic offerings that may be provided in
the school. 1 will present some other indirect evidence to suggest thak certain
academic choices can get students thinking about th?if long-range goals and

make them receptive to information about the connection between classroom

activities and their own career or adult goals. In other words, participation

in consumer decisions may help to activate the shared long-run goals between

s tudents and 50%0615. In additiod, we have evidence that giving students
regular practice in making independent decisions bhuilds thei; confidence in
relying on their own personal standards and enduring interests.

If schools are to more effectively appeal to the long-range goais of

2 e . .

students, they may neced to direct more student attention to career and adult
goals aGd to persuade them that behavior in school has important consequences
for these goals. I will argue that a part of the problem is that students are
rarely confronted with individual decisions for which information about long-
term returns is relevanf, nor are they given practice in schopls at developing

self-reliance and respensibility ifor their own actions. Instead, important

decisions about academic choices are made infrequently or are made for students

by the program and course assignments from school authorities. The student is a

25



passive client who receives the treatments that a professional has dec;déd
ave appropriate. Without the nced to make consumer choices about the school

.
courses and experiences to be taken, there is no reason to seek information

-

abﬁut the potential consequences of school work and there is no practice at
assuming independent responsibility for one's own actions.

In a study of 14 urban high schools we conducted in 1970, there was
onc school which provided an unusual degree of student chuice of courses
and teachers. This school conducts its academic program according to what
it calls the '"quarter system." The students in this all black inner city
school are presented four times a year with a catalog of course offerings
for cach quarter and are permitted to choose the courses and teachers to
which they will be assigned. For example, in the selected school, 60 per-
cent of the students reported a great deal of say in selection of teachers
or cou.ses while the average percent in the other 13 schools was only‘Z
percent, In the selected school, 48 percent of the teachers gave the
same reports, while less than 2 percent was the average teacher response
in the other schools.

If choice forced on individuals does nothing gfse, ;t should create
a need for information on which to judge the alternatives, and it should
create pressure on the individuals to develop a "strategy" with which to
make selections. Depending on Qhether the alternatives presented to stu-
dents are varied and explicit about content and obligations, we would ex-
pect students to be more aware of both their owﬁ strengfhs and weaknesses
and of the long- and short-run consequences of the.alternative choices.
The survey data‘permit us to examine one of thése outcomes: the atten-

tion on the part of students to information about long-run academic plans.
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Tabie 1 shows that there are no statistically significant differences
in expressed college plans betweern the students in the academic-choice
school and those in other schools, (after éifferences in grade, sex, race
and SES eare taXen into account)., (On the other hand, there is a statis-
tically significant difference in 'college-related activities'": the stu-
dents in the academic-choice school are more iikely to have read college
catalogs, communicated with specific colileges, and talked at length with
teachers and with counselors about particular colleges, This significant
relationship is not reduced when the students' expressed plans for college

p
is added as a control variable along with grade, sex, race, and SES. 1In
cther words, the students who have beeu forced to make regular academic
choices in high school seem to be more aware of, and have paid more
attention to, information about leng-run academic consequences of their

educaticn.

I do not ¢ite this evidence from a single school to argue only that

providing‘;égular academic choices in all high schools will be a major
improvement (althcugh I do believe it would be a step in the right direc-
tion). I would prefer to urge that we think about many various ways of
requiring students to make regular choices that have real differences and
real consequences, in order to capture their attention for various long-
range goals and to provide reguiar reasons for them to seek information
on how their behavior as students may be related to long-range goals.

Related evidence on how requiring student participation in academic’

’

consumer decisions may help develop internal motivation can be drawn from

a recent study of "open'" and '"traditional” schools. Open schools fre-

quently provide students with regﬁlar academic choices of classroom

< - 5
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TABIE 1
SUMMARY OF REGRESSIONS OF COLLEGE PLANS AND CCLLEGE-RELATED ACTIVITIES
ON ACADEMIC CHOICE SCHOOL, GRADE, SEX, RACE, AND SES

(b= standardized regression coefficient; t= associated test statistic)

Dependent Vari{sbles:
Independent Varfahles a
College Plans College Releted Activities

b t b t b t
Academic Chofce School .62 1.0 .05 3.0 .05 3.1
Grade (+ = 12th higher) .01 ) G.3 .30 18.8 .30 18.9
Sex (+ = Females higher) -.09 -5.4 .02 0.9 .01 0.4
Race (+ = Whitee hixher) -.01 -0.2 -.10  -6.2 -1 -6.2
SES .12 6.4 .25 15.3 .26 15.9
College Plans .08 5.2
Sample size-(n} 3450 = 3450 - 3450
Multiple correlation (RZ) .023 .153 .160

a. College Related Activities is a scale based on four questionnaire items:
"In the past 12 months, have you ever written oOr talked to a college officia
about going to his ¢ollege?" '
"Have you ever read a college catalog?"
"Have vou talked in detail to a school counselor about specific colleges?"
“"Have vou talked in detail to teachers about specific colleges?"
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classroom, In this study . ) lecision-making st
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to gauge how much students shared respensibility for decisions made concern-

ing them in the home. Oae of our interests in this research was to ex-

amine the effects on studcnt "self-reliance' from experiences in schools

and families that gave them regular practice at exercising and testing

independent judgments. The self-reliance scale was drawn from student

[N

questionna

[¢4)

re responscs intended to measure an individual's»general will-

ingness to act without depending upon peer approval or close supervision.
Table 2 gives the resultfs of a multiple regression analysis of student

self-reliance on school openness, fzwily decision~-making style and a number

(o]

M

other family and background variatles. These results indicate that both
school openness and (especially) family decision-making'style are sigﬁificantly
related to student self~reliance, with the other variables taken into account:

- students from more open schools and with greater involvement in family decisions
are found to be more highly self-reliant.

Cne interpretation of these findings is that we need to give regular

practice in exerc{sing autonomy and independence to produce individuals who
are capable of resisting peer pressures with enough confidence in their own
standards and decisions. If schools continue to make most of the important

decisions for students, they will delay

the dévelopment of self-reliant

individuals lLaving a strong set of internal standards to guide behavior.

Summary
The rescarch presented here is only a beginning to the -studies and

pra. . ical experiments nceded to learn how schools may develop and appeal
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STP™ARY OF MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF SELF-RELIANCE Ox
QPENNESS OF SCHOOL PROGRAM AND STUDENT FAMILY AND
BACKCROUND CHARACTERISTICS, 3Y ELUCATIONAL IEVEL

(b = standardized regression coefficient; t = associated test statistic)

Independent Seli-reliance
Variabies:
Secondary Elementary
b () b (£)
School Authority:
Openness of school .037 2.8 .068 3.0
Family Authority:
Decision-making style .246 19.0 .288 12.0
Rules in the home -.005 -0.4 .069 2.8
Background:
Age 275 19.2 - .-
Sex(+= Males higher) -.006 -0.5 -.096 <4.2
Race(+= Whites higher) -.009 -0.7 .020 0.9
Parents' education .126 8.8 .011 0.4
Possessions in the
home .059 4.2 .064 2.5
Family size .060 5.0 -036 1.6
Sample size (n) 5661 1700
2
Multiple correlation (R) . 190 .129

SO
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‘to the long-range goals of students. These results, while indirect, give

frie

reason to expect that the suthority and choice svstemns estzblished in our
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schooling processes may be an impertant developing new motiva-

-
1

learning., 1If we zare

p-d

to students long-trern

cr

tional sources for O appesz
goals as a reason to work hard in school, methods are needed to encourage
them to seek information about <long-range outcomes and to persuade them

of the relevance of schooling experiences for these goals. An authority
system that makes all the impertant decisions for students, and that limits

practice at self-reliance, appears to be the usual school practice and

opposite to what is needed to foster development of internal motivation.
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The pear group has been viewed by researchers and educational
professionals as a very influential force in schools affectirg student
1ea}ning processes and attitudes. However, with'a few exceptions, we
have not systematically studied the peer group formation procesg in
schools or the ways ian which individual student tehavior depends upon
peer group influences. In fact, most research has not distinguished
separate components of the processes of peer group formation and pser
group influence; and most studies have implicitly assumed there are a
limited number of peer group reference points in a given school.

This paper will present some evidence to argue that separate
components of the peer group procasses deperd upon different school and
student varicbles, and that it is important to consider the variety of
peer groups that may function as different points of reference for
individual students in the same school.

When researche;s consider the effect of pear groups they typically
mean the influence of friends. The friendship formation processfﬁas
been viewed as a multi-stage filtering process in which friendships are
formed by the sequential elimination of possible candidates. Different
attributes are important at different phases of the friendship formation
process.

In the first stage, accidents of proximity determine who is more
likely to interact with whom, setting the stage for possible friendship

formation. We propose that assignments of students to a particular

o
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grace and curriculum set out boundaries within which friendship choicas

peer process itself, At the next stages of the filtering process gther
characteristics of individual students infiuzence their likelihced of
beconing friencs. Characteristics which may attract one person to another
m.y be unique to that pair or to that group of friends. A common interest
in some sport or a common dislike fér another group of students may make
cerrtain students friends.

We considezr three classifications of filters. Characteristics
such as curriculum, grade in school and extra-curricular activities are
factors(which\affect the opportunities for interaction and are classified
as proximity filters. The next set of filters encountered are background
filters, including such characteristics as race, sex, ability, and
family origins. Last, we consider value filters, including the student's

general orientation toward school and academic pursuits in particular.

Proximity Filters

Three proximity filters were studied with data obtained from 20,345
studenﬁs in 20 high schools: proximity filters influeu ::d by grac -
level, by curriculum and by participation in extra-curricular actitivities.
(1) Grade Level. 1In this data set, there is a pronounced tendency
for students to neme same-grade students as their friends. For first-
<choice friendships, 86 percent of the girls and 76 percent of the boys
selected a same grade classmate. This strong tendency for same grade

friendships is likely due to the rigid differentiation of students into

O
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classes znd zctivitizs on the basis of grade in school.

{2) Curriculum, he selection of sams curriculum friends was

Iy

similarly a preoncunced friendship pattern in the Twenty School Data.
Curriculum placement was a predominant factor in friendship selection in
every school, and thus is certainly a consequential effect of school

organization practices,

(3) Extra-Curricular Participation. Participation or non-partici-

pation in extra-curricular activities can also be viewed as a proximity
filter. Many students do not parficipate at all in the available clubs
and activities, and these students choose friends who are similarly not
involved. Likewise, those students who are heavily involved in activities
(3 or more) tend to choose friends who are also high in participation.
Participation in extra-curricular activities may change the friend-
ship selection pattern by altering who comes into contact with whom.
These activities offer 2 meeting place for students of different grades
and curricula who would normally not come into contact with one another.
If extra-curricular activities do serve such a purpose, cross-curricular
and cross-grade choosing should increase with the participation rite.
Table 1 contains the percentage of cross-curricular choices for those
students participating in none, one, two and thrze or more activities.
Reading down the rows, the table indicates that cross-curricular
choosing increases monotonically with increasing participation. In
other tabulations, we did not find a statistically signific;nt relation-
ship between number of activities and cross-grade choosing. We surmise

that the tendency for same-grade choosing is a very stubborn pattern,

not readily altered, compared to cross-curricular choosing.

3
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BOYS GIRLS
Not college College prep. ot college College prep.
Number of _prep. picking picking not prep. picking picking not
Activities " college prep. ccilege prep. college prep. college prepn.,
0 .139 : C.272 .073 .368
n=2007 n=1695 n=1639 n= 692
1 .175 461 .089 .383
n=1343 n=1014 n=1564 n=1313
2 194 .537 124 ' 492
n= 309 n=1101 n= 754 n=1319
3+ .327 .648 .175 .45
n= 107 n= 518 n= 103 i n=1036 _
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a4t the next stage of the filtzsring p
ground Zzctors of adolescents might Le expected to influesnce friendship
choices and pesr &ssociations. Using tne saxme d3fa, wi 2xanminsd ths

influence of socic-economic status variables including father's education,
mother's education, farher's occupation, family size, father's income,
The correlations between students and

in the home,
not large--ranging

and number of books
s an thesge variables werzs
for parents'

. P 3
20CsN1D cnoLc=

1y

ret tr

from about .10 to .28--with thes highest relationships
Wwe found that girls zre more similar to their

~

education and occupation.
Combined with this

friends than boys on a variety of these factors.
tendency to recidrecate friendship

grz=atzr ‘wilarity is a grea:z:
choice ., whicr -.igests that g .3 are more likely to be situated ir
clusters of coh - ive and homoge w:2us Iriendship groups.
v and backgroutd factors discurssed thus far narrow the
We also examined the

.The prowim:.:

rarge of candidizes for friemdshkio choices.

similarit. of fr. -ads with respect to their status in the informal social

j0l, and with riespect to their <valuation of academic
To examine the

ystem of the

o

next sLdg< in the filtering process,

pursuitrs as a
status, we used a fifteen-item index, comprised of such

similarity on
access to and use of an automobile, frequency of being
Again,

attributes as
named as leading crowd member or of boing named most popular,

girls were typically more like their friends on the status measurce than

bovs, correlating .52, in comparison to a .43 value for the boys.
were aiso intercsted in knowing how similar friends are in their
The students indicated whether

* .
e

general oricntaticon toward school life.
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irportance attached to these dimensions, we found that students tended

Te examin- the similarity of iriends cn academic orisntaticans, we
looRked at several variables lndlcating academic orientations--grades,
acadenic values, educational expectations, «nu academic self-concept.

The corr=lations cbtained were in ths range .15 to .45, with the highest
ity obturncd fur academic marks received, In all cases, the
girls' friendship pairs were more similar than were the boys.

Thus far we have indicated th: nature and extent to which studants
csalect similar other students as their friends., This tendency to select
simi .ar o-hers as friends implies that within a school different students
experivnce quite different interpersonzl settings. Characteristics of
the school as well as individual factors influence the nature of this
interpersonal environment, In addition to aflective ties, ofher
relationships among students within schools may be important in shaping
student behavior. We now explore the proposition that multiple ref -ence
points exiet within schools by focusing on reference groups as defined
by curriculum placement. Cur interest here is on the knowledge of, and
influence of, fellow students' oducationa. aspirations. We hypothesize
that students may have different perceptions about who is academically
compztent and that these perceptions depend in part on curriculum place-
rment.  [f courses arc structurced by curriculum, then perceptions of

"best student" may differ for differing curricula,
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Svidsnce that visibility of academic competence Cepenis upen

curriculum placement is provided in Table Z. Students wers asked to
name the "best student' in the school. we determined the curriculum

enrollment of this and of the person selecting him; the

totals across all schools ars presented in Table 2. Feor students who

are not in college preparatory programs, 21.2 percent of their choices

as "best student" are similarly not in a college preparatory curriculum.

v

Only 5.8 percent of the choices of the college preparatory students,

n

however, indicated non-college przparatory schoolmates as best friends.
The difference in these percentages indicates that the visibility of
"hest student' status is related to curriculum placement. It appears
that college preparatovy stucdzats are usually defined as the best
students, but less so by non-college preparatory individuals;

A relevant reference group, besides being visible to the student,
must also be meaningful to the individual in order to have influence.
To e¢xamine meaningfulness, we used measures which indicate who the
student admires or wishes to be like. The indication of admiraticn
suggezsts that this person or group of persons is a meaningful reference
group. Again, because curriculum placement so profoundly affects with
whom one comes in<o ¢ontact, we proposed fhat the student's admiration
relationships would differ along curricular lines. This éroposal is
supported in the data where we find that the non-college preparatory
students select 54 percent of their samec curriculum classmates.as someone
they would like to be like and 48 percent as someone with whom they wish

to be friends. The college preparatory students chose only 14 percent

39



Table 2.

Distribution of Choices by Curriculun

Chooser Net CP

Choeoser CP

Best Student

Like to be 1ike

Wish to befrierd

Chosen
Net CP ce
212 .788 (n=5677)
.53¢% 461 {n=5840)
478 .522 (n=4324)

(AN

Chosen
Not CP cP
.058- .942
.146 .854
.200 .800

(n=8892)"
(n=8635)

(n=6923)
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of the non-college'preparatdry studentslas someone they would like to
be like, and they selected only 20 .percent of the non-college pteparatbry
students as someone with whom they would like to be friénds. These

percentages suggest that there is some overlap of reference populat ions
for the t;t groups, mainly through the over-selection of collegé prepara- .
toty-students, bu