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ABSTRACT ‘ A
Conpatibility of three basic goals of public
education in the United States is examined. The goals are: (1) egual
educational opportunity, interpreted as aiving the same education to
all students regardless of factors . such as race and parental vealth;
(2) general competence, defined as attainment of basic acadesic
kills by the ‘great preponderance cf graduates; and (3) excellence,
nterpreted as achievement of academic potential. Ccnsideration of
the compatibility of these goals js undertaken within a framevork of
‘subthemes identified by educational researchers as major areas of
- concern. These include determining costs and benefits of steps
schools might take to reduce inequality, diagnosing and deal;ng with
~ special student capacities, financing remedial amd/cr qlfted ‘student
programs, allocating materials and teachers, and grouping students
according to ability. Review of existing educational research
literature indicates that althouah researchers have Produced much
data on academic achievement, schcol role, and socioceconomic
influenceg on education, they have genmerally not related their
conclusions to goal compatibility. The conclusicn is that researchers
will contribute more to &n understanding of goal compatibility if
they design research linking an in*ensive case study appreocach with
general analysis of data regardinqg objectives, achievement, and
resource allocation from many *ypes‘of schools. (DB)
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The Compatibility of Goals in the Public Sch0013‘ Equality, Competence, and
Ex¢ellence

by
Jeffrey Leiter*
David Street

-
b

Abstract

;his paper examines the compatibility o: three’goais of cublic education:
equality of educational opportenity, general academic competence, and exceilence
in students of speciel caéacities. The argument that the goals are incompatible
‘derives largely from the claim that comprehensive education dilutes achievament

o
by spreadxng resources ‘thinly and lowering standards. Tﬁis argument deserves 4

evaluation but is overly simple. One cannot assume that resources prqﬁuce

the greateet achievemeet gains when expended on those who have succeeded in

the past. Similarly, one cannot assume that standards must be lowered to keep
~ likely dropouts in school ot to raise their achieveeent:

Woven throughout the consideration nf the compatibility of the three
goals are several important sub-themes: (1) Schools may reduée inequality
best by helping -disadvantaged 'students with special capacities to excel in
school' (2) assuring a general level of competence~may require a narrower
foch for school activities than the production of excellence; and‘(3) tremen-
dous variation within schools inm individual achievement gqins may' be due to
the differential allocatién of materials, teachers, and students,‘for example

- , | ‘

in ability grouping. ‘

After examining the three goals and Z7ploring their compatibility,

the paper suggests two lines of research investigate the issues raised..

-
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ngnifigant criticism of piblic education in the United States

14

focuses on: (1) the failpre of the educational system to meke

opportunitieg.equally available t0‘children‘regardless of their /

race, socio—economic status, ethnic backgrouhd or sex; (2) deficiencies

i

-

in the general competence afnd levels of performance of students
graduating from the education system, which frequently are characterized

as quite inadequate; and (3) difficulttes the schools have in encour— \

1

aging exceptional performance, éSpecially among students who are

. i

disadvantaged by race and socio<economic status. Critics react to
, . '

-.announced goals of equality of opportunity, genmeral competence in

/

achievement, and excellence in the achievement of students of special

me critics argue that these goals operate at cross—

¥,

capacities.

‘fe; therefore, contradictory. This paper examines
‘ : 'Y ‘ :

. ‘ the bases for such an argument and its limits. The purpose is, in

purposes and

part, to discover conditions and poiiéies,under which the goals sre
compatible.

Part of the afgument that the three goals are incompatible
is baged on the assuﬁptions that financial resources, usually spent
on mor;-and better personnel, pdant, and materials, infiuence thg
prcduc; forthcoming from ghe eddé; ional system, that such resources
are limited, and that, therefore,(:he distributioséof resources

r 4

influences the distribution of quality in the product. Put more
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- education in America. Second, it expl;>es tEf compatibility of

succinctly, it is assumed, following the British critique, that

mass education dilu?es éhe quality of student achievement. While

we are unwilling to make all of these assumptions our own, preferring
to exﬁ%pre them furfher empirically, we do accept tge premise that
resources are limited. This limitation leads us to a focus on.the

question, in what parts of the edgcationél system and for what kinds

!
.

of students are increments in resources likely to give rise to
méximpm benefits? ‘Given the pessimistic view of "school effects”
following the Coleman Report, discoveries that there are measurable

, , 7 ,
returms from the application of resources to the education of certain

.groups of students are important both for continuing reséarch in

this field and for policy makers faced with limited funds. Recently,

the collection of more appropriate data than those used in the i

I
¢

Coleman Report has led to such findings. We’hope to contribute fo

this new thrust by generating more systematic theory than has often

!

!
»

been used in school effects research.
1

The paper first examines the three basic goals for public

8
these goals. Finally, it suggests two lines of research to investi-~

gate the issues raised in the paper.

f
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Multiple Goals in American Edueation

¢

Equal Opportunity

The multiplicity of goals held for edncation in America reflects
thc multiplicity of demands placed on the schools by various interes?s.
Some of these demands ‘have been interpreted to be in the p&%licfinte;est,
as well. One set of demands is furthered insofar as all‘children habe
access to the educational’ system. An exaé%le is the schools' large |

role, with which they have been properly credited, in asgimilating

masses of immigrants to the United States in the late nineteenth and

»

early twentielh centuries. This role included language and citizen~
ship training and socialization to the needs for digcipline and order
(Lazerson, 1971; Durnin, 1974). Bowles and Cintis (/owles,‘1973;
Boviles anq Gintis, 1976) see this type of socializacldn as especially,;_lw
. relevant to the training of.an obedient and malleable industrial
work force. This type of training continues today but no longer
'inv‘olves so much the socialization of immig‘rants. Dreebgn (1963), d
speaking of socialization in general, expands attention beyond
: socialization‘for obedience at work. In answer to the question thct :
is learned in school?”, he points to norms of far-reaching importance
for economic and political life in our kind.of industriél society,
inclpding the balance between independence and cooperation and
between uniQersalism and specificity.

Whlle these types of sociclization depemd on the.teaching of
skills or the inculcation of attitudes, Jencks and his collgagues
t1972) suggest that what one learns in schoo{, especially as measured
by achlevement tests, has surprisingly llttle impact on subsequent

\

job performante. Rather, they argue, a central function of the
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educ&tional system is to make access to desirable jobs dependent

r

on a willingness to remain in school for mamy years. This view
reseMbles Bowles and Gintis' argument, as only those studeats who
have shown their willingness to obey authorities and withstand

boreaom are rewarded with de31red jobs. Moreover,\because many

students do not stay through enough years in school to quaIify for

‘(,

top jobs, the occupational structure is spared an unmanageable

\ : o |
demand ®r these top positions. In this way, the educational system

"
k

entances the SCability of the occupational‘structure while_ at the.

§ame”time 'cooling out” students of considerable talent unable to

: comply with authority and to forego other»opportunities when the

program at school is not challenging or is even boringr In Jencks'

'pessimistic argument, schoole would be less successful at reducing

the demand for top jobs 1if they were more challenging to morxe

st‘udénts.. . ' y

.ﬁore generally, schools better.prepare.§tudent§’£or'a‘life of
obedience in the economy and polity wﬁen‘students éfe pasoive and
uncritical than when thef are creative and a;ute. However; we ought
not be surprised that students are noisier and more‘disobedient in
recent yeors than they used to be. Such pedagogical innovations as
the '"'new math'" and open classrooms encourage explorotion and question-
ing in students -- prodncing quite a different classroom tonme than

that described by Bowles and Gintis or Jencks. These innovations

]

seem td be at the ekpense of training obedient workers.
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. - | So far, the argument has been that by giving all children access
"to education, various interesté in society are served. The wide
distribution of access to education may, in addition, s¢fve the
students themselves. Here we are speaking not of the intrinsic value
of lealning (both hard to estimate and'wrong to underestimate), but

of ‘the effect schooling may have on later life chances, such as
opportunities for prestiglious jobs and for‘a good income. The context
of this discus§ion pust be thélconfused discussion of equal educatiomal
opportunity; moTe séécificallj, does equal edqcational op;;rtunity
cqunteract the stratifying.influence of background factors, such as
race and parental wealth. An answer’?an be structured by Mésteller
and Moynihan's distinction (1972:6-7) .between inputs to education

Fid and outcomes of education. For our purposes, this distinction means

we should consider two senses in which distributing education

equally may counteract inéquality'in iucomé and job prestige.

% First, giving the same edqéation to dllfstuden;s and s¢cond, equalizing

their educational échievegents’may'redqcé such inequality. ‘équal

educatipnal opportunity in the first sense fequires an equal distri-

bution of educational resources to g1l children. In the second

sense, it may require a compensatory distribution. ﬁquality of\Outcémes
¢

encompasses the goal of 'assuring minimal competence in all students.

It is important to distinguish further between inequality in

income and job status due to ascribed characteristics, such as race
and parental status, and that due to differences in the achieverdfents
of the student. In the former case, we are referring to "the

]

inheritance" of iﬁeduality (seet?yncan, 1969) ; in the latter, we are’

Chi ol iiient.

speaking of the meritocratig}igﬁects of stratification (see Young, 1958).

i
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while it is the ascriptive sources of inequality which have usually .
been considered the insidious ones in our soclety, equalitarians
would argue against ineqﬁality per se (Jencks gﬁ_gé,, 1972).

What are the extenf of inequality in education and its effects
on inequaiiéy in incéma and'job status?’ Annual school expenditures 4
per student vary greatly, but variation by féce gnd family income is
relatively small. Because white and non-poor children stay in scgool

considerably longer, however, total expenditures, per student sub~- y

_stantially favor these children._}(We are relying here and below on

Jencks et al., 1972.) ' )

If expenditures are inputs into a child's education, what are
outputs of that‘educatisn? One is the set of sk;lls measured on
achievement tests or ''cognitive skills." Blacks score somewhat
lower on th;se tests than do whites. Children,of~£por parents scorxe
lower than éo\childréh of richer parents. Additional educational
expenditures have not been shown substantially or comsistently to
reduce Inequality in‘cqgnitive skills. The same can be said of efforts
to iypréve co;Litiva skills by changiﬁg the organization of schools,
as by changing class size. A second ou:cbme of education is a

diploma, or more generally a number of years of schooling. Blacks

stay in school fewer years than whites, children with poor parents

-~

fewer years than children of non-poor parents: The black-white difference
in years of schooling is stACistically explaine& by the difference in

cognitive skills. Indeed, controlling for cognitive skills, black

?
children aspire to more schooling than white children do. The poor

~
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non-poor difference is due to the lower test scores and fewer
financial resources of the poor, but: even more to attitudes or tastes
that putﬂless_emphaéis'on(education: 'Stu§ents who attend high schools
witﬁyample resoﬁrces'tend.to’stay in schobi slightly longer than
students who attend lesé wgll suppdrté&vschgols, ﬁut“éhe difference
is entirely aggouﬁted fdr by differences in the students' economié
backgréundﬁ, test SCOres,‘égg initial educational aspiratioué.
According t; most studies, éhen, differences in annual educational
expenditdres‘per.studeng have 1it£1e effegt oﬁ inequalitie§ in
cognitive skills and the length bf time students remain in school.
The resou%ces qulic money can buy as inputs to formal education

seem to have little impact on outcomes from schools. These conclusions

are based on aggregate studies of variation across schools. They

reduire fufther aésessment at the fndividual level of variation

across students. I

What are the effects of eéucational outcomes on inequality in
income and‘occppational status? Cogniti#e skills have only a small
effect on income differeﬁtials but some of these persist aftér controls
fo¥ family backgrouhd and years in school are introduced. The effect
of cogﬁitive skillé on occupational status éppears somewhat larger,ﬂ
but dis%ppears almost entirely with these controls. Thus, if schools
could have an QQualizing effect on people's éognitive skills, presumably
by boosting the #est scores'of black and poor children, income would

be equalized moré\than occupational status, but the change would still

be small.
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People who stay in school longer and get higher diplomas earm
mofe, their higher incomes deriving from:-access to more higﬁly paid

' occupations. The relationsﬁip of years of schooling and occupational

“a
\

statu§ is a strong one, even net of family background and cognitive \
l . skills. This Qfanﬁ that getting more schooling is a good strategy |\
twoard upward mobiiity for individual‘poof or black children. vIt does .
not imply, however, that raising or edualizing jears of education | '
generally attained would raise or equalize the distribution of
ocoupatidnal stdtus. Inequality in educational attainment serves
as a somewhat arbitréry criteri;n for allocating agcess"to jobs. |
The inequality, not the educatioﬁ makes such attainment a useful .
~allocation criterfoﬁ..‘Beyond minimal ‘levels of competence, the
importance of form?l education for actuél job skills is &uestiongble
(Jencks g;_é},, 1972:227). I1f educational attainments were equalized;
the'allécation of:spg scarce respurce of prestigious aﬁ&.highly paid
jobs would hi;9/€; be based on a different critérion.
Schools, then, cannot be expected to produce outéémes whicﬁ will
generally reduce inequality in the way society &istributes ﬁoney’and
jobs (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Jencks et al., 1972). The instrumental
importance of equalizing educational outcomes should not be overestimated.
As an end in itself, however, equality of educational outcomes may be

-

highly valued. From this point of view the generally pessimistic

-

findings abéﬁt effects of school resources on school outcomes are

- : disturbing. We will note here two methodological critiques of these

pessimistic findings.
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Bowles and Levin (1968) have/a;gued,that school'effeets appeat sp
small 1in the Coleman Report (Coleman et al., 1966), because\bpe statistic
used considers only the unique effect ‘of school afrer the effect of
socio-economic status has already been considered. Since school resources’
and SES do covary, the Cpleman ﬁepert's Statistieal approach provides
goodfﬁescription of the school effects in our society as we know it.

Bowles and Levin's criticism suggests;'however, that the effects‘of

senools,might be greater if the attributes uf schoels did not covary

with SE5. As a matter of social policy)Mefforts in this directiun :

could be arranggQLV,Spécifically, it is wotth learning what/:he effects‘

of ad@itional school resources end innovetive modes of‘scheel organization

are when appX¥ied to parts of the'student population which have not )

usually teen exposed to them. ‘Such schools, while rare, can be sought

put and investigated. > - s "“ \?ﬁ
A second reservationvabout the generelly pessimistdic findings of

*

the school effects literature concerns the unit of’analysis usually
: ~ : . .
employed. It is probably true that the average effect of a seuool on .
its students is not greet. The eifect of the school on certéin of;.
| its students, however, may be substantial. For etample school may
‘provide the intellectual structure and social stimulation that children
who are handicapped mentally, emotionally, or phykically may . not get
N
' if they are raised outside o£ schools but wnich are required if these
children are to progress. Peo: or black children who remain in schuol,
» perhaps because of something the school does, may.have access to better

jobs than they could otherwise expect. College preparatory curricula

may Increase the aspirations for college and the rate of admission to




. : 10 .o
" college of poor §r black students who enter with hiigh test“scores.

.

’, School may count\ract the secial nessages girls oftgn get that high
="'4 ’ N . \

achievementfin math and science detracts from femininity and is to be

Ay

avoided One cannot discover these kinﬂs of school effects by lopking

¥ e, ~

-

.‘,_'7;‘ ' mtl‘ae data aggregatéd at the schq\l'level. p e would not be enough howevgr,

g .%. to-use individual level data. The school effects on the individual
" . o ) . L oA
g e .',,‘ are invisible unless the appropriate schaqol programs and the
. . C- s : ‘ . o
o - appropriate groups of children are examined. Some individual level '

o &’ : . . P Y ) .
- studies of school effects are beginning to be_reported. (See the review

iﬁ Hurnaha; 1975. Key scudies besides that of Murmane inc%ude Summers

) L
‘&md wolfe, 1975 and Hanushek 1972.) d

L)

. "One set of demands on public education in American society depends

Y .

- ©on the wide distribution of educational opportunity. These opportunities,

L . can be conceived of as access to educational resources or-as cognitive -

o ’ ' ~

and\gredéntial outputs from education.:-Most of the benefit from a -
[} t . - " . . .

wide dist;ibution in either sense accrues to others besides the individual -+

\lstﬁdent for exaﬁple by the preparatlon and channeling of the work force.

S Soum of those benefits rest on equal outcoﬁfs (e.g., norm. acquisition),

3 S others on dffferentiating outcomes (e.g., years of schooling). Beneficial [

A o net effects_of schboling qg*students may yet be located empirically but
| their éisgovery depends on different réseatch stgategies-thah have
| ,usuaiiy been pursued. _ o 'f‘ . | .

| -~ General Competen e - ‘ | 4 ' o

v o ‘ - (et
" The, second goal is to z&sune&the competenqg,oi'the great preponderance

of»graduates. _There is growing disquiet with the general level of

L]

w}
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academic aghieﬁéménf in the schools. This disquiet Iin part lies behind !

. movements to sacrifice what are seen by some as "frills" (e.g., electiveé,

PR

_sports) for a reemphasis on “tHe basics” and to adhere dtiictly, to miaimnm;'

& . 2 \-- standards'of“achievement. Some principals and school systems have
ﬁ& . R annOunced an unwillingnesp to promote students who are not performing '
, ;v ". e - . ”~ \\

‘-at grade level. Some states demand of theira&égh school graduates that

( »

they display compatence in a set of skills, academic and otherwise,

~ ]

thoyght necesgsary to allow adult participation in our society.‘ Ironically,

' a national study group has recommended against basing hfga.schooi-diplomas

[

on such competence criteria nmore generally Their’ feat is that the criteria

~

would have to be set embarrassingly Iow to allow a large number of

graduates. An effort to glve meaning to credentials threatens the wide *

o

distribution of credentials. -

One might argue that genmerally increasing the achievement levels
: ‘ \

of graduvates of the .public schools® is important in order to increase

-~

the productivity of the work force. This probably ovefsimplifies

U -

the relationship of education and labor productivity for our ECanmy;

(see Berg, 1970; Collins, 1971; Bowles and‘Gintis, 1976; Dore, 1976).

’

Tt is not clear that most employers depend on the schools to do more

. , )
than equip would-be employees with basic skills. Much of the training

+

for many jabs takes place on the job rather than in the classroom'_
(Doeringer and ?iore, i971). Indeed man} jbbs involve skills which

cannot be transferred outs$ide the firm or industry. (World wide,‘over'
‘ 4
the full range of education levels, it,is probably fair to say that

the mgre educated the labor force,_the,gore productive it is (Hargbison

¢ 3
4 .

and Myers, 1964).) Yet in the United Sta?es, much of the lahof'fd%ce'

-
o+
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already possesses credentials giomising skills considerably greater than
: ’ ‘ : \ 1y
needed for the available jobs. This is consistent with the idea that

a

education serves the function of regulating demand for high status jobs.

-

As . this demand . inereases, credential requirements are: inflated t decreaSe";a

' the demand. Stilt emﬁloyers complaln of the poor basic skill ledels

‘

. of these highly credentialed employees. Employers, thus, ‘come tp gel;eve

that students who receive credentials from our schools do not have the

— \

: cbmpetence those credentials promise. While employers now demand higher

and higher credentials for the same job, the lesson that those creden ials
cannot be rel{ed on as mweasures of competence miay lead them to“devalue\

*

educationallcfedeﬁtials.Rgzxgg in. hiring and to rely instead onetesting\
or recommeedations; Competence prepares graduates for work and citizeno-\
\ . .
. ship, certainly, byt it alsa insures dnstitutiqnel securitg for the
educational establishment;
Exeellenee
.. The third setf of interests is served by schools ;eed they produce
. eXcellence in some of their students. While by defieitiph far fewer
students'&an excelithan can achieve competently,‘students;may excel
, in a number of areas, including academics, art, athletics, and leadership.
| Schools.may help produce excellence by éeveloping talents students bring
to school. fhis contrasts with imparting general competence in areas
the school decides are iﬁportant. ‘We are not prepared to assume that
excellence is produced by schools through special expenditures or programs. L\

I¥ is possible that those with spectal capacities realize theirgtalents

to a greater extent in certain school situations than in others, but
/ A

15
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it is also possible that such students geperally achieve close to the

level of their potential vhatever their school setting. It is conceivable
’ tﬁat schools could cause a larger’ group\of students to achieve‘at levels

substantially above minimum levels of competence but this upgrading of

achievement may be as elusive as many other enhanced outcomes of education.

) LS . L}

s "Good schools" ‘may, therefore facilitate the production of excellence,

y -

or they nay simply avoid stifling talent. -

One furtﬁ!p distinction about educational excellence‘ﬁoncerns whether'
é

, _ its impact on society derives from the exgellent achievement of the

-

individual or from the grouoing of talented students in prestigious
‘schools or selective pfograms. The social impact of educational excellence

can -be. explained from both points of view. One perspective, perhaps too =,

.

naively, sees power and privilege being earned by the meritorious. The

oo other, perhaps too cynically, sees these as the prid%te domain of a
self-perpetuating elite. ~

, We can identify three general social effects of excellence in the
education of ‘some students. First, leaders in some of the institutional
sectors of our gociety come from the pool of those who excelled in school.
This is especially true of sectors in which schooling is inportant both
in developing skills‘and developing a reputation. For enample, journalists
.who attend highly selective colleges earn considerably more than do 5
journalists with training at colleges of only average, or low selectivity
(Johnstone et al., 1976) . A moderate effect persists after controls

for achlevement on the job (e.g., prominence of news organization and

nusber of editorial employees supervised) are introduced. Imn part,

3 . \d [N

~
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prep schools, and elite collgges may provide leaders mLinly by building

14

- ~ s
-

i

él!eliénce is more a matter of reputation than fact, and elite high schools,

A

or perpetuating social networks amoqg their studenﬁs ﬁﬁomhoff 1967)

Thus, . Long finds the productivity and frequency .of citation of blochemists

to be a mcderately strong fungtion of the prestige of the, departments in

->

which the biochemist studied and worked (1978) However, the ultimate'

accomplishment ié ftengﬁtly algo a cobnsequence of the quality of work

and of unstifled energies to achievg! For Scientists;'Cole/and Cole

g

(1973:90-121) show that the rewards of their fields (e.g., honorific

awards, familiarity to colleagues prestige of academic éppyintment)

L

-

are a function of quality of work and ﬁot of theiprestige of the

institution grég?ing thg Ph.D. (éeeming cbnttadictions between tte Long o
and Cole and Cole Studies may be -due to design differences. The causal
ordering of productivity and rewards can only be ascertained with a -
lpngltudinal design, suchy as that used by Long (1978). )

J

A second effect of excellence in education is to engender change, ,

v

‘both in socféty and in the fund of knowledge. With regard to advancing

-

.

knowledge,lﬁsrk may be ju@ged hiéhly because its creator received his
training at an elite institutionm, éecause the work is excelleht, or
because the work was excellent.and was done by stmeohe who atteunded an
elite institution. Consistent with the earlier data cited ftom their
study of,étientists,HCole and Cole (1973:101) found that judgments of
the quality of a scientist's work had a telatively low relationship

to the prestige of th\\institution'granting the Pﬁ D. Again, Long (1978)

argues, in contrast, that these jodgments are affected by the ptestign.

of mentors, collaborators, and institutional aEfillatiéhs.
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Excellen!'gchooling while providing leaders for the social order.'

.

may also stimulate .change. For example, the student activism of the 1960's

was spawned at elite nniversities and only later spread more widely

'

(Flacks, 1971)' This. pattern must be explained in spite of the economic

- - -

«interests most.students -at elite gcho s'have\ the mainte%anee of the N

.
’ i 1’"
'f“ i - - .y s

‘ tatus quo. Part o% the reasoh may be that they have more economic\freedom."

and can afford to concentrate on social and political a ivism é?ﬁn if
career interests are postponeias;the result. (Withodt 1nd1vidual~level )

.

data on the social ¢lass background of activists of these elite schools,

-these explanations-may be ecologicallyufallacious.) Moreover, elite

A .

col}eges and universities may have norms-of greeter openness,-facilitating
activism. ln addition, and more the product of excellent schooling, |
such students may have gained the perceptual and conceptual tools with
which to question the pronouncements of govennments and other authorities.
More generally, good training and high perceptual and conceptual aptitude

may, facilitate distinguisﬁing between the ideal and the real, suggesting
. \ s , . 4 .

the need for change. The gap between the ideal and the real may be
: ; [

especially disturbing to upper—middle class students becaduse their

socialization has led them to believe ideals are realizeable, while

.

working class students may haGg grown yp with a more cynical perception

of ideals. When upper mlddle class students are brlght and well trained- .

4

these ~factors would reinforce one another. .

-

A third effect of excellent schooling is to offer a path for upward

mobility to students who have special capacities but who are disadvantaged

<

by their race o¥ class background. While much of the occupational structure

A
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does not allocate its ifsitipns according to academic excellence and
talent, graduate and professional schoblb, key pathways to the upper

reaches of ‘the occupational structure, do recognize such excellence as

a criterion for admission. CGrade-point average, class rank, and test

v
\ . -

scores are used to evaluate applicanté. School may well’'be more important

«In realizing the aspirations of_djéadvéntaged stqaenﬁs fqr high status

N

positions than for white aﬁd“middle4class.étddents. For the latter,
family and peers provide academic training and supﬁ&rt, but not for the
disadvantaged student. He relies more compl;tely on the school. According

to this logic, extra resources need to be focused on disadvantaged students

’ ., . ' -

who show promiéiuof exéelliﬁg so that their aspirations are not thwarted.

\r

Formal education reSponds’ to varied claims with three different

programmatic goals. spreading aecess. to education widely 1f‘not equally;

teducating as many students as possible to at least minimm levels of

competence; and producing or facilitating an excellent eduhation fof

students with special capacities. The relationships of éducatioﬁ'tp
. .

thé rest of the sacial order are complex. 'We have seen that the stability
of the occupational structure depends én the‘schoolg, but that educatién
seems not to have a great equalizing effect on the inequali%y that is
reproducea by the occupational strucﬁure.-‘In a&dition, chénge in a
soéial-érder résistént to change comes vialthe efforts of some of the

seSt products of the educational system. Further insight into the.
relationship between these goals of‘education depends on investigating

theppossibilities for pursuing mere than.one of the three educational

goals éimultaneously. Are these goals contradictory or reinforcing?

J
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m(' i . The Three Goals: When dbmpatible? When Incompatible?

Equal Opport7nity and General Competence
, . }

-~ ; As diseﬁssed earlier, the wide distribution of educational opportunity

) .

can be understood in two senses: ’giving children equal access to educa~

-
A

tional resources and giving children equal educations. Put slightly dif-

ferently, this is the difference between encouraging attendance in

A

children who have not- attended school before, for exampfe, truants ‘O

-
- A . 5

" .children of migrant workers, and improving the performance of low -
achievers and likely drdpouts. What is'the‘expecte& effect of ?urSuiné
policiée for.wide distribution.in:these twe‘sebses on the average competence
of school children?‘ | |

Bringing to school- .children whom the social structure has dis-

L} -~ . *

couraged from attending before can be expected to lower the average
level of achievement. These fiew entrants are_likely to be from
. . -~ '
- ° economically disadvantaged.families. Since economic status is positively

related to test scores (Jencks et al., 1972:78, estimete the eorrelation

. at .35), general achievement levels will tend to decrease as education

1 7]

is made more widely avai;eble. Thé‘sahe logic traces the decline in
College ﬁﬁtrance Examination Board scores to tﬁe increasing range in
socic—economic status of. students taking ‘these tests. It is much legs
clear that the achievement of students already enrolled would be adversely.
affected. | |

Nor is it clear that overall‘levels ot competence would decline

if efforts were made to upgrade the cognitive skills of qydse who measure
‘ i

very low in thisvarea or to keep likely dropouts in school longer. The

. - ‘D ' ‘
./ - L
b
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"ispuc is the difference in achievemept gains resulting from spen&ing both
v o { '
. financial and organizational resources on different types of students.

Since resources are limited, a decision to spend on one type of student ¢
is also a decision to spend less on anojfer type of student. General
competence,‘measuxed'either by average achievement or b§ tﬁe proportion

achieving at minimal standards in a schcol or district will continue ,
. . . . .,
to §% up as long as tﬁe:gain of those on whom new resonrces are speit -

exceeds the lnss df these from'whcm?resources nust be taken. The
compatibility of the two goals becomes,.thus, the. question "On whom are

- Tesources best spent?" If the"return is greater for those already

'achieving fairly well, sh{fting resources Bo poor achievers will decrease
' the general level of competence at the~school. On the other hand, if,the
return is greater for those whq aré not achieving well, overaIl achievement
levels will rise as resources are focused on th=a poonet achievers.-
. This neat, formulation in terms of pareto optimality is made more
complex nhen one also considers differences in.return to these students

b}

at different levels of expenditure. Is there a threshold of resources

for a type of student, lower than which the return is minimal? Above -

this leeel,‘does the return accelerate or—tail off rapidly? Does a

rule of diminishing marginal productivity prevail? If _so, 8pending

. on those who have received less while taking from those who hav; received

more should (all else equal) increase the average level of achievement.
Empirical evaluations of the return to particular resources,

expended at certain levels on certain groups of students can be made.

‘This eepends on the use.of individual-level data. Summers and Wnlfe

: ¢
(1975:10-12) show, for example, that large classes in junior high schools

72

i
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affect low-income st//ents moxe adverseLy than other students. They

"also find that in elementary\scho 1 experienced teachers help high-

:

“_achieving students most, while less experienped teachers help low-

.- achieving students most.

~

So far, we have looked at the: relatlonship between raisils the

t

. S vcognitive.achievement of low-achievers and the gensral level of competence.

U
~

‘Now let us turn “to the relationship of that general level of competence
. 3
. and efforts to keep students in school 1onger, especially those who tend

to drop out early. If we can assume that students of whom less is espected

will achieve at a lower 1evel (Mitchell 1977 26; Rist, 1970; Clark 1965),

strategies to maintain attendance by 1owering expectations should lead ‘ ~

to reduced achdevement levels overall.' Promoting students because they

grow older, oftea called "social promotion,"” rather than because they

achleve at minimum standards, is one way in which expectations are\probably
reduced. Curricular changes are enother. A report of recent observations
@?\one of the authors will illustrate' fn one Ghicago suburban
< district undergoing racial change, fewer‘than 502 of the s*udents.

now read at the lével prescribed as adequate for their grade. A new .

'social studies curndculum is being developed. The curriculum director

\

.

of the district hss instructed the teachers who are writing the new
currjiculum to rely on student activities which do not involve reading,
- such as audio-visual and comic strip materials. The teachers see two

advantages to this new approach first, students will be better motivated

.~ £ et
. > ) -

to study the materials; second, studenﬁz who read poorly will not have

-

their self-images damaged by the experience of failure. TFor our purposes,

~




. 'Y | Ko ¢ )
' poth .reasons for studying social studies Without reading are useful

for keeping children in school especislly poor achlevers.‘ Low "school
) expectations and stsndards for reading.skllls,_however, are tonfirmed
- by the new curriculum. "“ | _ | 4
" : Let us tumn the argument around and ask tﬁe effect on the distribution | -

of educational opportunity of assuring basic-levels of competence. While

we reasoned earlier that bringing students iuto the schools.who had really

' ™

not particiapted before qould depress,the average level of competence, S
a program to assure minimum competence cannot conversely be «ssumed to
d1scourage such %tudents from coming to school A "back—to—basics"
program almed at minimal levels of competence should have no effect on
renewed efforts to enforce truancy laws. Indeed, parentsvwho did'not
- become involved in the educatlon of their truant children when ﬁﬁew math”
and the "discovery method vere stressed maa/reSpond more favora to
a basic skills curriculum (Sieber and Wilder, 1967): On the other hand,
if the cost of ralsing most students’ achlevement to minimum standards
is high (i.e., return to the Tesources expended on them is low), few
’ Y

resources will be left for efforts to upgrade the skills of very low

/

s .

_—
sy

'achievers and gaining the interest of truantse\\Finally, boosting the r
general level of achievement may require that teacher expectations be -
raised. This may discourage or stimulate more marginal students.

‘ Y2
Equal Opportunityﬁend Excellence

Educational excellence for students of special capacities assumes

inequality of educational achievement. While this goal is 1ogically

"independent of efforts to assure general competence in students, it is

-
23 ,
’
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only compatible with proad or equal distribution goals which do not
attémpt to equalize educational achievement. Trying:td:maké educationél'

resources available to students who_hqu been denied them in the past is, _

-

. -\ " R - .
therefore, not incompatible in theory with producing excellence in students

‘of ‘high ability. Here, limits on financial resources are not.é'Iargé

3

issue. Programs to encourage excellence in a rather small gr6u§ af
students do not consume tremehdons.sums, élthough they may consume

. : ‘ b . ¢ N
and parenfal good will (if parents oppose what they see as "elitist"

‘other resaurciz;fucﬁ as aAministrdtive‘comditmeut, the best teachers,
programs) .

. Programs to keep likelj &rOpouts in échool longer may or may not
discourage excellence.” Where the program takes the form of lowering
expectations school-wide, students of high ability ﬁay be affected as-
much as any other students. Moreover they would need to cope with the
resulting role confiict. For example, where académic achievement is'
devalued, peef pressure may discourage able students from trying to

-

excel for‘Fear of appeariﬁébhbookish." On fhe other hahd,.programs to

keep likely dfopouts in school need not discourage excellence. Such

programs as VOcational educagion cater to the aspirations ;f some

| étuéeﬁts who find académic work difficult or unsatisfying but do not
detrdct from commitments of other student; to try hard in academic

~subjects. \Thé mechanism may be the physical segregation of abiliﬁy-
groups'that accompanies special interest curricqla. This arfangement
may cater to éhe interests of low achievers and:likely-dropouts, while

simultanecusly grouping high achievers together in an acadetiiflly

“ambitious curriculum.
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Anothcr way to approach this problem is by expanding the idea of
-excellence beyond traditional academic definitions. The occupational

-

' world rewards nany oﬁheq personal attributes besides intellectual A

. development; therefore, one can ask.whether schools need to maintain

l. .

this narroy definition of excellence? 'Schools operatins under a broader
. definition aim ‘to. help students find their strengths and excel in these.\
There is, of course, a danger of reducing the focus of academic achievement
- - under such an educational philosophy. While a school operating under

this philosophy would help its academically talented §tudents to excel,
the general level of academic competence might fall. In one school with
such goals, reading scores were:generally substenderd, out teachers,
administrators, and the community wereﬂvery'oatisfied with the positive
orientation of the studentsito:the school, manifested through their
efforts in non-academic programs=(Leiter, 1977). )

Finsally, let us look at the compatibility of efforts to produce
excellence and to upgrade the cognitive skills of low achiavers. Again,
since prograns for producing excellence in small numbers of students

. . do not consume v;ry ‘much money, the (main issue fis organizational
arrangements, key among them being ability grou;ing.

Before examining logical and empirical considerations, some of the

polemics of the question must be addressed. Michael Young im his

futurist satire, The Rise of the Meritocracy, pictures ability grouping

as a part of arger social order in which inequality is based on
‘ jntellectual of technical ability (1958). By replacing inequality based
on birth with inequality based on merit, society's work is donme more

,
effectively. People who criticize ability grouping for diminishing

™




. N i . : ,
, : - . ’ .
, ]

efforts'to elimindte inequality are probebly.right.' If abilfty grouping -

helps those of great talent to excel their paths are 5qoothed to high
-

_ prestige jobs in.some of whlch academie exeellence is important.' Eowever;
_-People who criticize ability grouping for reinforcing exlsning inequaiity
may ngt be correct: SchODls have the potent131 for decreesing the: ;

.

inheritance of social status. - The correlations between cognitive ability

and ascriptiVe characteristics, such as race parental education, and class,

\are far from.perfect. Talented but disadvantaged ‘studénts can be some ’
of the chief beneflciaries of abllity grouping and other meritocratic- R
prograns. ‘Unfortunately, it is no doubt harder to overcome nonmerltocratic
inequality in the adult’ s world of power and pay than in the student’ sv
worId_of ability‘groups.

From the*point of view of theddisadvantaged'and nalented student,

b

" then, ability g;ouping has the‘advantage of selectfﬁg on his merit
rather than on his bifth. This is likely to help him excel in school
and'may even help him get a better'job. From the poigt of view of the
student with less talent acedemiéally, especially whgn‘be is disadvantaged
by birth ability grouping may be much less desirable. 1f teachers reduce

- their expectations for student'performance to match the low ability group,
if schools allocate poorer teachers and materials to poorer students,
and if students adoPt the image of their worths and futures signalled
by their placement in a low\ebility grough then achievement may well
drop below the 1eVe1 it eould have reachedsin an ungrouped setting.

, Moreover, low achievers groggedatogether do not profit by themexampie

. . or the assistarkce of hlgh achievers. Many teachers argue, to the comntrary,

that ability gronping helps all students because it allows the tailoring

-

™

g,
o
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‘of the materlals and the pedagogical method to the ability of the students.

Stndents at the extremes of ability are especially helped because in
A) . - ‘ ', * )

Py »

ungronped classrooms, teachers "teach to the niddle,"”

-

above the heads of

. . the slowest ‘students and below the capagities of the brighter students.
~ -
Passow (1966) and Boocock (1972) characterize empirical research about

s [

the effects of ability grouping on achievement as inconcéusive. A chief
* .- difficulty is that the effect of grouping is often confounded with the

conseQuences of class and face. Some of, the assignment of middle class

: . ' S B -
- -

,and white students to higher ability groups is probably not based on
» - ¥

merit. Inm a”svudy less‘trOubled by this methodological problem, Goldberg
et al. (1966) found that, except for the moé@rgifted studints gained the
most in classes that were not grouped by ability. The sample in this
stidy underrepreSEnted schools with substantial poor and non-white
o ‘ populations, so the possible inferences are limit:g. "Rosenbaum’'s (1§76)
case study.of a working class high school also isolatea the effects
- of placement in different ability-groups from those of class and race.
Students in college traeks tend to make IQ gains while those in noncollege
- e tS tracks,tenn to register IQ losses. ?his study, léke that of Goldberg,
. | snggests that grouping is of questionable benefit to low achievers.
Alexander.gg_gé.‘(l978) take great care to estimste gronping7effects
(net of the impact of family backgronnd or previous education!!’achievements
¢ and attitudes. Unique groupingbeffects favoring‘able stndentS'were'
significant for math achievement but not for verbal achievement. (They
"prﬁd nuch stronger effects on educational aspirations.) This study

seems not to have differentiated students who were not grouped from

students who were grouped in non;"academic" curricula.
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) A reiated grouping possib“ity {”ftie concentration of high or
ﬂw..
_low ability students in a single séhool The effects of the ability,

s
mix in the entire school hav& been’ in'ébtigated by Summers and Wolfe

; -

“with data from the PhiIhdelphia Pﬁbllc‘Schools (1975) Few of their

schools had more than ten percent high achievers, but about half had
more than fifty piEcent lew achiewers. Thus, their study is at the other
end of the socio—egonomic and ability.apectrum fram that of Goldberg and

her colleagues. "In the'fhiladelphia stddy, elementary schobl students

+ . v

achieving at, or- ‘below grade levpls were "digtinctly helped" by going

-

to a school with relatively many high-achieVers., Fbr students achieving
above gngde level, there wAS little effect.. Similariy, going to a:school
with many- iOW¢achievers did not hurt the perfdrmance of high achieving

elementary graders, but did.prejudice.the pérformance‘of low achievers.

r

In junior high school all students benefited from attendance ‘at .a school

with relatively many highuaohievers while attendance at a school with

many lower achievers hadflittle effect on either high or low achievers.
¢ ! s
D%?llof (1971) takes nate of the previous wisdom that ability

N . 4

grouping has inconsistenﬁ effects, but'he questions this conclusion

-
for met odological and theoreticalnreasons. He atgues that growping
S I
tudies rarely attempt to analyze the curricular and pedagogical processes

k - -

| through which the effect may be transmitted."‘ln his ogn study, Dahlldf

finds thatﬂhigh ability groups spend more time onradvanced topics and

less on elementary ones. eAssuming this to be widely the case, he’

A

$
explains the failure to find‘athievement differenceg in many-grouped
. .r' . B . -2 ..

-

. / . |
settings by achievement measures that do nos adequitely cover the-

advanced\hreas. . :
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ﬁ\\\ what the studies by both Goldberg et al. (1965) and Sugmers and
! " Wolfe (1975) lack, despite their mathodological sophistication, is a
- theoretical orientation to which their findlngs speak. Post hoc

!

explanations are suggestive, but the evaluation of theoretical propositions‘
is far preferrable.'.To this end, Boocock suggests accounting for the '
~!¥fects of ability grouping by the individual characteristics of the
students, reference group behavior, and teacher behavior (1972:161).
Sorensen ofganizes explanations of the differential effects of ability

. grouping on achieﬁemsnt in terms offtcaching,'other teacher behavior,. )
student attitﬁdes andvaspirationc; and'rhe allocctioncof ins:ructional
resources (1978:36). Dahllof, by analyzing curricuiarldifferences among

,,' | - ability groups, provides an example of thc insights available from such

greater theoretical rigor. ' :

¢

Incompéribility between the production of excellecce, academic
. acd otherwise, and the wide distribution of educatioﬂ‘is far from
certain. Programs which attempt to equalize achievement are 1ikal§ to
reduce the number of sthdéﬁts whc-excel, but other eff;rts to make |
education available to more students or to upgrade the acﬁievement of

those who have ﬁ%rrormcd poorly in the past need not have this effect.
Special note should be taken of the potential that the production of
excellence:has for reducing the nonmeritocratic aspects of inequality

13

in our soclety.

General Competence and Excellence
" Most of the questions on which the compatibillty of this final pair

of goals rests can be inferred from the previous discussion. First, will

\
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d stress on mexritocratic inequality, seemingly needed to produce.excel-

. lence, make it more difficult to undertake the stiffening of standards.

and the expenditure of résources necessary to dssure an adequate gemeral
1 ' .

level of achievement? Probably not. The case for assuring adequate

general achievement is that without it a diploma will earn nothing in

- the occupational world. A diploma promises minimal cqmpetence,.however,

only if those who grant it also deny it to those whose merit is insufficient.

BotH the goals of general competence and excellence are based on distin=

* guishing studeats according to merit.

will raising standards and emphasizing achievement in basgic ereas in
order to assure general competence discourage students eith special
talenes from excelling? This is harder to-predict;-.A stress on .achievement
should not hurt the production of excellence, unless the minimum standards
become more than floors for achievemept. If students come to think of
their task as mefely‘studying enough to pass the ' competency test, then the
supports for doing much better than the minigpum are diminished. This means
that schools ill have to avoid creating a qualitative difference betwaen

adequate and excellent achievement. if a student feels he must be a genius

. and give up everything but school in order to join the group that excels,

how many will try? Schools need, therefore, to avoid re-creating within

" their walls any division between the "elite'™ and the "hoi pollei.”" Being

rewarded by the system can bé something other than an all or nothing affair.
What, however, are the implications of ability grouping for a continuum
of meritocratic inequality? Does this effort to raise achievement create

the expectation among students who are not placed in the high achieving
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gfoup that their dreams of‘achieving weil in school and entering a. -

prestigious olcupation are low? Rosenbaum (1976) suggests that such low

-

track students mistakenly hold on to expectations of success.
v -
There is one other way in which a stress on minimum standards may

"hurt efforts to p:cdpce'éxcellence. Excellence comes in many forms,

]

inciuding academic, social, artistic, manual, and athietic'excellence.

Schools that produce the most excellence will be schools which facilitate

. the development of whatever gifts students bring to school with them.
. A
Assuring general competence, however, imposes a societal definition on
: ' @
students. It probably means adequate skills in reading, writing, and

B Hira- s - -

computatlop. Because of this difference, schoels which stress bri\fing -t

the student body up to minimum standards may contract the spectrnm of .

BEF Ve e

areas in which students will try to excel and receive support for so

Prytedin

doing. The definition of competence may reduce the facilitation;of‘

excellence.

&

. Research Agendas

School Effects at Two Levels of Analysis

These theoretical considerations suggest tho lines of empirical -
researéh: The first rests within the traditiom of school effects
research. Such studies typically examina the impact on studsnt achievement
of various school programs and characteristics net of student background
and sbility. We would conceptualize student achievement in terms of
the three goals. Thus, the analysis would attempt to learn what kinds
;é school programs and personnel increase ths geneial level of competencg;

help students of spacial talents to excel, and boost the performance of

| | 31 .
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previously disadvantaged ‘studehts by keeping them in scﬁool longer aﬁd

» a

, by “improving their cognitive skills. Moreover, we would examine the
impact on each outcome of'v;rying success in the other two, along with
';he effects of the previously explored school énd-background vifiablés.
These angfyses»abm to‘ﬁnswer the general questioms, how successful are
the schools £§‘pursuing the three goals and how compatible is the pﬁfsuiﬁ_
of each goal with thé-ﬁuysuii of the others.
The‘three outcomeswbpeface at both thevaggrégaté 1é§el of the school
7 and thé iniiyiduai‘Level of the student. The meanings of.ﬁhe three out-
comes'at-thése-twglievels, howevar, are distinct. At th;‘school level,
theseVOutcomes represenﬁ the production of a socdal inétiéution. At the
- - indi#i@ual level, they represent the achievements of sthdenﬁs.' Bidwell -
and Kasarda!(l977)-érgue that these distinct meanings demand different
conceptualizaé;ons and data aﬁalyses. Pfoduction aE.the school level
‘should be conceptualized as an input—-output matter. ‘RaW'm;terials,
including student bodies characterized by general level§ of initial
endowment, past achievement, and family backérqund are mixed in a
"black box" with school pgrs§nne1 and material resources tQ :produce
outcomes, im our case competence, gqualit;, and excellence. At the levéi of
individual achievement, in contrést,'we must pay attention to processes
’ inside the school. We must do this not only because thef are intereséing
but aiso because schools differénﬁially allocate resources to students
of different types and because students df.diffefent‘types make different
uses of these resources. Only by attending to the processé; can we properly
épecify é model with.ﬁhich to portray student achievement. For example,’

¥ - . . ’
to account for the achievement of Ms. Srith's student, "Johnny, we need

™~
& A

32
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to maasnre the impact of Ms. Smith's trainieg on Johnny's achievement,
rather than simply that of the average training of the teachers at
. Johony's scho%l. We could obtain udbiased estimates of the effect of
teachers' training on‘individnal student achievement with the average
Yy, teacher's training oﬁl& if schools allocated teachers to scucents.
randomly. Since many-schools allocate teachers and their other resources
to students in part with regard to thp characteristics of the students,
/ii) we' must measure the impact of teachers‘ training on students in terms
f,* ~of the teachers to whem.students are in@ividually exppsed, rather than:

Athe average across all teachers at .the school.

Bidwell and Kasarda argue that in contrast to much past practice,

‘ both independent and dependent variables must be enaLyzed'at the level
appropriate to the conceptualization; Aggregate data must be used to
model the school as a production unit, individual level data to model
individual achievement.. They show. with simulated analyses that failure-
to keep the levels distinct results in tremendous inaccuracy in estimates.
Specifically,’the effecte'of independent variables measured at the wrong
level are substantially underestimated. Hannan, Freeman, end Heyer (1976)
caution, however, that the omission of imputs correlated with School—level
predictors leads to overestimation of school effects especially when the
depeedent variable is grouped. Special care ﬁusc, therefore, be taken’
to specify school—level models as fully as possible.

Analyses at both 1evels are worth undertaking. When talking abeut"
the societal needs the schools serve, the school level is indicated.
ﬁhen talking about the implications‘of schooling for students, che
individual level is indicated. In th; pursuit of both sets cf issues,

it will be essential to follow Bidwell and Kasarda's adéice to keep the

levels conceptually and empirically distincy.

33




n

LN .-t..,".?.ex;ﬁ};nﬁtqkl!{

31
‘. .
Gosls as Outcomes of Organizational Procasses

Research on the compatibility of the three goals in the tradition of

school effects studies would take the goals themselves as given, not in

.-

themselves issues for anmalysis. It iould focus instead on the extent

of success in achieving the goals. In another train oflfesearch growigh

out of. concern for these goals, the goals themselves become the object of

1

.the research. Such research would consider as problematic both the setting

of the goals and their im%lementation. A . N

If the fifst research program focuses on the production of educational
outccmeg, this program fécuses on organizational processes. Consistent
with the gonceptualizaﬁion of organizaﬁioqal functions suggested by
Parsops (1956) and Thompson (1967), this research into the generaﬁion and
implementation of school goals could distinguish pr@cesses at three léﬁels:
thé institutional, managerial, and technical levels. These levels can be
pictured as concentric rings by which the core-activities of the school,

those at the technical level, are separated” from the school's environment

-

'by; successively, the managerial and institutional levels. The research

would address processes operating in two directions. Firsf, goals set

"in part by the school's environment impinge on the school‘agd influence
.practice at the‘teéhnical core. Second, practices at the téchnical core
are idealized by their presentatioq to the environment as goals. Tgis
legitimates schqQol practices' and, thereby; aidi/in the ongoing agquisition

of resources the environment dispenses, including money, students, jobs

for graduates, support, and "benign neglect."

£
Actors at the institutional level are those most in contact with the

school's environment of parents, employers, officials, unions and Courgs.
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These actors afe the schoql bqard and ﬁembefs, tPe'superintendent aﬁd
central office staff, and, iq some-instances, building pfincipals. At
this level, the research would explore environmental efforts to.influence
oé dictate gchool goals; as by legislating state-wide competency testing,
and .school system efforts favorably to represent pre;ent or.desired‘
practices, as by generaging and presentiné data.aﬁout school successes
(or ‘hiding data about ‘shortcomings) .

’ .

Actors at the managerial level include the superinteﬁdent and

building admiﬁistrators. They bring practice in line with goals by

directing teachers and studentg, collecting information about classroom

practice, coordinating activities selécting staff members and allocating

teachers, students,. rooms, and materials to one another (inc¢luding such
. - .
nbnrandom allocations as ability grouping). These actors also idealize

school practices, especially in problem areas, for example, bf.creating .

a special reading progrém to employ an jneffectual tenuyred teacher and

. defending it as needed remediation.

At the technical core, the actors are teachers. Teachers both

respond to goals set outside their domain and initiate goal setting ' 4

activity, themselves. " Key to both is their response to managerial control,

some mix of complianée, active.resistance, and obliviousnmess. This response
is éften indicated by the way the teacher organizes instructiom: how
extensive is the individualizatioh of instructién; in whé# ways ‘ate

students grouped withinlﬁhe classroom; what proportion of classroom

time is 4ivefted from instructional to disciplinary, administrative,

or leisure activities.
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Thes; two research agendas are related. Fiﬁdingé ahout‘goal
complementérity from the first program may be best explained by insights:
gbout goal generatiom and implementation from the second. . The data
requirements oflthe two research thrusts are rather differént, however.
Schoal effects research, at both levels of analysis, requires data from
enouéh schools to distinguish the impact of student, classroom, and schoal
var%aﬁles. The inéuiry into organizational processes, on the ether hand,
would seem to require intenéive case study data. Linking the two types
qf data is desirablé fof_the exploratory stqdy called for by immature
theory in the areas. _A carefully épecified research design is, therefore,
the next step. ! )

-
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