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Schoqls are social organizations. What teachers and students do can never be

comprehended solely in ter= of teaching and learning academic sub)ect matter.

The formal curriculum of academic knowledge and skills has a counterpart "hidden

curriculum" of

systems of the

the assumption

values and behavior, which is taught implicitly by the social..

school and classroom. Educational research and practice base'd on

that schools are only or ven predodinantly settings for academic

learning are severely limited in value, as ere research methods and teachifig

techniques .that treat instruction as amprimarily technical task. This is the

message of ecological studies of schools and clafsroomm over the past 15 years

It is a mesiage that must be heard if schools are to be improved in the future.

Ecological resarcheru did not discover the social aspects of schools: earlier

thk9Aers and observers Such as Dewey (e.g., 1916, 1938), Waller (1932), Ana Par-

sons (1959) pointed out what many teachers already knew, that teaching end lsarning

xn classrooms'are socaal activities, conducted in groups, And that sush teacning

and learning differs profoundly from that mbodied in 5Uch powerflil images as

Socrates in dialogue with his students, Emile with his tutor, or the psychologist

'shaping rats and pigeons one-atla-time in the laboratory. Recent ecological

studies have revealed the operatiow. of school social systems in sufficient de Kil

to provide a clearer understanding of how they work and wha't their impli,ations ,

are both for the socialization"of studentstheir acquisition of values and behav-

iors appropriate to members of aocial'unitfr --and fur their adademic learning.

Rote that socialization i i technical term 'az a pinticular kind 01 nonacademic'

learning. It is not to be cf-,nrat...u.eith the pupdlat ',sage of "sn,cialiaIng".to

mean participation in fn:ormal socitl actIvIty. In tht. paper. the term Ls ased

' first in its broadest mea;71nq to recur to preparatldn tot memberaltp ,n ,m.tety.

and then applied to the procesd whereby children leatn t, ,tpr,Artauyy

classrooms

4
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Ecological research in schools is defined by its proximity to tile Enllow-

ing criteria. (1) It treats teaching and learning as A continuously.tntsractive

process rather than as a set of discrete inputs and outcoces: rcologists are

loath to label one event a "caul," and another an "effect.", Tharprefer to

trace the exchanges andtransformations occurring within a system until they cah

describe the system as a whole. Once the multiple, often recipTocal intercon-

nections have been established within the system,t it is unnecessary and mislead-

inq to Isolate a few factors within it and label them "cause" and "effect."

Ecological studies of schools attempt to comprehend the behavior of students and

teachers in all Its complexity rather tthil in segments, such as teachers' queStion-

ing styles or disciplinary techniques and students" responses to them. Whili the

effort can never be tojally successful because selection and interpretation are

essential to understanding, ecological researchers try to minimize their imposition

c
of previously determined interpretive frameworks oA school phenomena. I have argued

elsewhere (Hamilton. 1981) that ecological studies Can inude ssssss mints of-learmo

ing, but to date they have paid much more attention to what happens in schools and

classrooms than to how much is learned.

(2) Ecological studies treat the attitudes and perceptions of the actors--

teachers, students, administrators, parents, and othersas important data about

the school and claSsroom. This contrasts with the behaviorist princtplo that only.

visible behavior is worthy of study. Formal and informal interidews ahd occasion-.

ally questionnaires are employed in ecological research to learn how people under-

(

stand and feel about what happens in schools and its relation to their lives. This

criterion reflects'the anthropologists' wish to obtain an "emic" or insider's per-

spective and thernenomenologicalschool in psychology and sociology, perhaps best

represented is\( W.I Thomas's sjatement, "If men define situations as real, they are

real lin their consequences." (See Bronfenbrennee, 1979, pp 22-23.)

(l) Attention to persons and environments as they interact is the sine qua
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non of ecological research.
While research In the tradition of educational

psychology has been most concerned with persons, sometimas manipulating small

elements of the environment experimentally,
ecological research attempts to under*-

stand both human behavior and the
physical and social context in which it occurs,

and to trace the reciprocal influences of persons,and environments. This paper

will address studies atanding more to the social than the physical environment.

*

A recent review of research on the physical environment of the school (WeinsteZ,

1979) cites only one study meeting the criteria stated here for ecological:research.

(a) The ideal ecological study conaiders personTenvironment interacteons not

only within the immediate settinghere the school and classroombut the Influences

on those interactions of other contexts, particularly the family, community, cul-

ture, and socio-economic system. This is the view of ecological research presented /

by aronfonbrenner (1979) . It is also the apProach advocated by Ogbu (1981) in

opposition to the prevailing trend in ethnographic studies toward the microscopic

analysis of behavior in classrooms with attention to the larger context only to

the point of identifying the location, predominant sociil class, and ethnic compo-

sition cd.the setting. 8ronfenbrenner's treatment of this issue begins with pie

immediate setting ("microsystem-i and moves proyressively outward, while Ogbu's

begins with the phenomena of racial and economic. stratifi,ation and explores the

consequenGes and self-perpetuating quality of that stratiz.cation in(home, com-

munity, afrd'school settings, but their exhortations to connect what rappens Ui

schools empirically with whet happen, beyond their walls are complementary.

Studies satisfying all four criteria are rare, but most of those summarized

in the following pages come close. They are urawn from tne fields of anthropology,

sociology, and ecological psychology. Studios that examane only a few varlaules

by means dfra single method of data collecti:414 are absent, except for a few

citations when they directly relate to Landings from ecological research

The-reader should be wa:ned thatlecological studies represent more than a dis-

tinctly? approach to research on teachin7 and learning, they are based on an emery-

o
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Ing paradigm (Doyle, 1978) that challenges conventional Ways of thinking about

4 these phenomena and conventional ways of studying them. The aim of research

conducted in this new paradigm to date has been to illuminate the process of

teaching and learning rather than to establish general laws to guide Instruction.

The discovery of general laws has motivated A good deal of social scientific

research, but the returns have been meager (Cronbach, 1978: McCeachie, 1974.)

Urie Bronfenbrenar has proposed that the function of social science with respect

to,social policy "Is not to answer questions but to question answers." This

aphorism is an apt summation of the contributions of ecological research to educa-

tional practice to date. The following pages do not offer rules for teaching or

generalizations bated on large representative samples of schools; they summarize

some of the challenges ecological studies have made'to conventional research and

practice in education, and suggest by describing,in detail what is true in par-

ticular schools what might also prove to be true in Other sdhools if we only look

to see.

The "answers" that epological rssearch has questioned are really assumptions

about the centrality of purely acadlTic activities underlying both research and

practice in schools. For example, when the National Assessment of Educational

Progress administers tests of students' academic knowledge and skills, the implicit

assumption is that these tests comprehend all ot most of the importantsbuslness

of schools; their score? provide a valid measure of "educational progress." :Then

teachere are.trained to state precise behavioral objectives for their lessons a

'simalar assumption is' made, along with a closely related, aisumption'that teaching

is primarily a technical task, which can 64:adequately performed once objectives

have been stated, appropriate content selected, and the most ffective instructional

methods f4owed. Ecological research does not deny that academic learning is

criticallfy important or that certain technical devices such as behavioral objectives

can contribute to impPoypng instruction. It does, however, consistintly challenge

simple portrayals of what schools do and easy prescriptions for making them more

effective.

,S

7



-5-

Socialization in the School

Visit a fourth graA cla:sroom with Jules Henry. A spelling baseball game

is underway. Two captains appointedby the teacher choose up sides. The teacher

"pitches.' words to the members of each team in order. A word correctly spelled

on the blackboard is a "hit" and the speller advances to first base. Four words

Spelled correctly score the team's first "run." Three errors retire the side.

/11

Groans and cheers, triumph and agony accompany the lesson. What is being learned?

Her!ry proposes that along with spelling, children are learning how to write cor-

rectly, how tg write using chalk on a blackboard, how to screen out the background

noise and herr sssss nt accompanying their efforts, and how to "roma" the reactions

of the teacher and their Classmates as they proceed in order to correct themselves.

They are also learning to live with absurdity, both the absurdity of English

spelling*d the absurdity of rte analogy between spelling and a baseball.gace.

They art learnsng.to deal with
the-humiliation that accompanies being chosen last

and then letting the team downby "straking.out." They are :earning about compe-

tition and the exaggerated significance of success or
failure when one team's

winning requires another t*AM to lose (Henry, 1963, pp. 289-290, 237-302).

'Henry's generat PPIti( was that human oeings are "pol/phasic" learners' they

learn many things at the same time. This quality of human learnin; means that

classroome teasn more than subject matter. Intentionally or My accident. pupils

I

acquire attitudes and behaviors from their classroom errorfences. A clqssroom

where quiet pupils sit erect yith hands on desks and stond tc respond crisply to

their teacher', factual questions teaches attatudee and sohaviors as surely as

the onm Henry iescribed, but different ones. He wa. ,onos' .ed th)t the "signal"

of ths tpellIng iasscn was being drowned.out by tne "rwl )f the tantenti.il

learning, but the same danger i nresent to any t/pe of clao-.room

The socializati)n function ot chool, haS sonetimes been termed "the htdden

curriculum," but it is hidden only when there is general agreement on what it

should be and on the effectiveness with which it is being implemented. The

founders of public schooliqg in the United States certainly never hid their

intention to make children To good citizens and hard workers (Crenin, 1977).

Neither is it hidden from the pupils
and teachers, who are aware that a good

deal of teacher time and effort goes
into instruction in deportment. 'BUt there

are hidden elements to it, ways in which the structure of the school and class-

room slalize without the teachers'
knowledge'or intention and sometimes in

conflict with st:ated goals.

Jackson (1968) focussed in three struck

praise, and power. He called attention to the ft that pupils are in groups,

which means that they constantly encounter delay 1

features of classrooms: crowds,

such matters as getting the

teacher to answer a question. This results in the necIe.j. of denial of their

personal needs on behalf of classroom order
and fairness to others who also have

needs. Those are probably hard but necessary lessons; crowds and coordination

are facts_of modern life. It is more difficult to see value in the social distrac-

tion from learning that results from being one learner among many. Praise and .

disapproval are ever-present in classrooms. Pupils can expec o be evaluated,

often publicly, for most performances.
They must learn to handle the stress this

entails and in some cases they must learn to balance the teacher's evaluations

with those of their peers. Few children care enough about the teacher's praise

to risk constantly offending less-praised peers. Power is something children

know about from their experienchs in families,
but the power teachers exercise

over Chem is
fundamenZy'different from-that of parents because it is impersonal,

)ust like the power they will be subjected to as adult citizens, workers, and

consumers. (See also Dreeben, 1968; LeComte, 1978.)

One reason why the socialization function of schools has received considerable

attention in recent years is that there has been public dissension over its

goals and its effectiveness. On one side, critics see the
schools as contributing



to a breakdown in the social order because of lax discipline and too much student

choice. On the other side, equally dissatisfiedscritics see the schools as

stifling creativity and discriminating against'plior and minority students But

such broad-gauge critiques ignore contradictions inherent in the socialization

function. As Jackson and Henry Suggested, there are both positive and negative

aspects GO the process from any political or moral position.

One way to illustrate the Janus face of this issue is to turn to a community

that has not been subject to such sharp conflict as the nation has exp rienced

over desegregation, Vietnam, and changing social mores, a community tha

the idealized America of our rural past. Peshkin (1978) studied such a community

in rural Il/inois, .attending especially to its high school, which he found to

represent and transmit very accurately the values of the adult community, not so

much by conscious design as by the consistent selection of teachers and administra-
.

tors who shared those values. This 'congruence between school and community can

be seen as the achievement of an ideal sought in many other communities, as

Peshkin pointed out with reference to such instances as textbook controversies,

decentralization, resistance tu bussing for school integration, and parochial

schools. all cases in whicb people nave attempted to make their schools fit with

rhcall

their community. But this congruence was not without costs.

Peshkin identified four dilozmas created"by the close fit of school and com-

munity in "mansfield." ri,t, the practice of hiring school personnel un the

basis of their compatibiiiti with the community limited the academic quoiity of

the school. In hiring new schcol superintendent, for example. the hoard

rejected a candidate who'had fc. many new ideas and chose instead ono who was

"country," who was like the board members and mpst of the other citizens t Mans-

field. A second Jilemma resulted from the first limited emphasis on aca.d,Tiic

achievement, 4.1 exemplified in the selection of personnel, uontr.outed to high

intergenerational stability. Me children of Mansfield did not learn to question

1 0

their parents beliefs or to rhject their way of life. This situation was problem-

atic, in turn, because of a third dilemma the values taught in the school

included violations of important national values embodied in the U.S. Constitution.

most notably the ideal of racial equality. The majority of Mansfielder% considered

themselves fortunate not to have any nonwhite residents; statements of racial

prejudice in class.discussions reflected opinions held by miny adults and were

not effectively disputed. Finally. the Prospect 06 schoolSconsolidation, which

might have increased academic quality .5g reduced costs, was strongly opposed by

nearly everyone because of the contr.ibution of the school to community life.
°

In more cosmopolitan communities these dilemmas are invisible. Since schools

are presumed to exist to educate cha,ldrn, they are xpected to provaz the high-

est quality education possibl , even lf that MUM* importing teachers from th

city. exposing children to-ideas and ways of life 4ifferent from their parents',

confronting the conflicts between local values and national ideals, and closing a

school building that IS too Small to offer a sufficient range of courses and mini-

mize costs. The dilemma in Mansfield, as Peshkin graphically portrayed, was that

the school did serve very effectively to maintain a sense of community both among

the young and among the adults.-

Instead of "a na'tion of strihgers" and "alienated youth," Peshkin found in

Mansfield a community of friends and relations who cared about ach other and a

group of youth ;no knew they belonged. Elderly widows in Mansfield could count

on someone shoveling the snow from their walkt. On winter evenings, many people

stepped outside before going to bed to make sure their neighbors' furnaces were

operating. High school juniors and seniors typically went throu;h a period of

restlessness, feeling the lack of privacy and chafing at the limited options of

a small town, but the majority of those who went to college :milled in the'sane

seall stai.e colleges their teachers had attended and, upon graduation, lived and

worked in Mansfield or a nearby 5l town, just like their classmetes who went

1 1
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to work right after hig1t4chco1. E,ien thbse who lett permanently to practice

specialized professions returned, in large numbers tor homecoming festivities.
/.

retarned strong ties of kinsKip and frienship in Aansfield, and recalled their

high school.days fondly. When' so many personal and socie.tal/ills can be ascribed

to'inomi;--the absanc of interper;cl`nal connectiolp,-the community-but/ding

function of Mansfield High School cannot be lightly dfsmasseaftr readily exchanAed

for potential omprgvements:Th academuc qualit. amprovementa that wodll.c",e,marginal

/at best, if they resulted in performance at khe level of most high schools In thee
/-

United Stites..

Thi limited acaipmic power of typical high schools ks documented by Cusick

(1973). In the suburban high school where Ka was mi participant-observer, the kind

of high sdhcol with large,numbers of students, a staff chosen for their profes-

sional qualifications. and no sense of community. which would be created by con-

"...

solidating Mansfield High School. Cusick,fotind that

The students most active and alive moments.'and indeed the
great majority of their school time, was spearjnot with
teachers and subject-matter affairs, but in their own small-
group interactions which they carried oesimultaneously with
their class work (p. 58).

James Coleman (1961) demonstrated using survey data that high school students

4tisualiy cared mor: about their social interactions than academic performance

he laid the blame foz,this distortion of the academic joals a schools on adults

rather than youth. Cusick substantiated this attribution by specifying the
. .

structural features of the school that unintentionally created this disturtion.

"Horatio glites" high school,"lige most laro .,chools. W4, organized hier:

archically. with students clearly at the bottom. i,ummuni,..arton flowed downward

,

rrcm administratOrs through teachers to students the tea,hers were ,ubdivo.ded

4 by subject matteriand pie students were procesaed in qrour... A multitude ,t

rules and regulations pverned .tudent behavior .nl their rewards irrr ..vmplitnq

were almost all in the futre. j'hese organizati,,hd re.atare, haeCertain ihtp led

consequences they resulted In re!.tricting ,trdeur
' p_tt irJe,, and trtatinu them

/
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a an uhditterentiated mass. But they.also had unintended tonsequences.* little

stUdent-teacher interactmon. :little student involvement formal activities, a

fragmented school experience. and minimal compliance by the students with the

.chool's demands, inclwding the demand for academuc achievement (pp. 208-213).

The opportunities for peer interactions in and around school, as farsons

t1959) and o5.hers have pointed out, is critical to socialization. Chiltiren need'

to tear.; to get along with otber people who'axe not their parents., riblings. or

superiors. It is the .balance between the socialization and,4he acadessic instruc-

tional functions of the school
4
that is at issue. Cusick's 'most important contri-,

button is his insilht into the way in which the school unwittingly tips,the'balanc

away from academic achievement: It is not simply a.matter of adolescents' irresist-

.

Ible attraction to ach other, but the systematic derdal of other sources of satis-

faction. Classes.were dominated by the teachers; leaving students in the role of

spectator most of the timt. Attempts tg express person'al concerns in class were

usually ignorea or disapproved. Correct and perceptive comments by students were

often missed, in the bustle o& a large classroom. These flaws didi not result 'from

' teacher eptitude, Cusick maintained, but from the need to maintaln order and

deal simul neously with.many students (pp. 49-56). 4

The picture of extra-curricular activities Ida) equally bleak. "A few ran

what was to be run, but in truth there.was not much to ruh",(p. 74). The so-called

student leaders copstituted a small cli/ue and dominated activities, to the xclu-

sioh ol-tte majority of students, who resented their exclusion. The "ltaders"

represented oniy their cliques. The others were no more involved in student-run

actiyities than in any other aspects of the school. Furthermore, the special

status of the activity leaders--athletes, cheerleaders, student government officrs,

etc.simultaneously reinforced the peer structure and conflicted with the academic

goals of the school. They were, predlgtably. the students with the hiphest status
-

among their peers They did not, for the most part, value academic achievement

or work hard in schcol. They were allowed to violate may rules of conduct with

13
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impunity, especially the abtklets. In contrast, student; wi-Zquieely comylied

with the rules and did their assignments to the best of their abilities rveived

few rewards fro, the school.

Cusick p4inted out that the student friendship groups served an organization

maintenance function by prov,iding informatioh, advice, and guidance about the

school's rules and procedures. Isolates who lacked this kind of support often

got lost 1 the organization because it tad no formal procedures to deal with

them ffectivIaly (P. 173). Sieber (1979), alSo found that elementary school

children's interactions with sp other suppqrted the goals of a "good" New York
.0

\City school. Children reinforced the adult norms being taught by demanding fair-

nets and cooperation. They t:ught ach other by cisrifying the teacher's instruc-

tions, providing assistance with school wOrk, and comparing %ma so thk performance

standards were public.

If student behavior responds to ihe organizational features of schools,,as

Cusick claimod,"IstM also Schwartz, 1981) then we Might expect to see systematic

' v4ria4tion related to differences between schools. In'many respects schools are

vety much alike, especiallyitschoold. serving Similar kinds.of students. However,

substantial differences in "school climate" can be found even &tong schools

in similar cOdbunities with students+from the same class, racial. and ethnic

groups (Brookover. SchweitZer, Seaby. Flood, Snd Wisenbaker, 1978). The most

powerful presentation of this point of vim. is Metz's' (1978) compsrative study

of two Junior high schools in a city where equal distribution of students by

race and sdcio-economic status was required by the school board. Differences

in attitudes and performance of the Atudents in the tiio schools could. Metz

claimed. or attributed with zome .onlidence.to differences between the schools

since their student population ,. were nearly identicalln family background.

And the differences between th,, echools and their stud.ents were indeed guite

pronounced.

A

-H4mIlton- waS notail( k t,r disorder, litter, nuisance fires In bathrooms,

14.
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olass cutting, and conflicts among students. Its teachers were polarized

between young and old, with each group advoCating a distinctive teaching

scyle and acher tole. Dissension among the teachers undercut_ the iuthority
A

of all, e tinny outside the classroom. The dominant student group in

Hamilton could be chartemailzed.as black dissidents, followed in prominence

by white adherents to an emergibg wddunterctilture.° (This was a university

community,in 1967-60.)

"CESuncy" was a never school building with a disign much more condo,ive

to adult supervision and control than Hamilton. A,strong principal'consis-

tently suppressed disagree&ent or even substantive diecussion among faculty

.
and equally calsissently nforced an expectation that teachers would maintain

order in t fr clAssrooms and in dm halls. Conforming white stu!dents were

-the most prominent group in Chauncy even though they were no more numerous

. ,

than at Hamilton. Neatness, order, and discipline %Mrs as noticeable in

Chauncy as their opposites in Hamiltan.

This was not an Unalloyed bledsing. Chauncy's Order was ostensibly,
-

maintained as a means to enable Ivirning, but teac)ers quickly discovered

that if they kept their classes quiet it didn't matter what they taught and,

conversely, if the principal judgd their cl noisy, their instructional

skills and accomplishments mattered not at all. Teachers in Chauncy had very

little interaction with students (as, in tho school Cusick studied), the beatr

-,r

to maintain the social distance underLying their authority and to avoid

surfacing the racial and political conflicts that we're overt at Uamilton but

suppressed at Chauncy. .pauncy teachers were isolated from each -other too

in the;? efforts to deal with classroom problems. Tfiley,assumed tha't such

problems were unique and tried to solve them individually, while Hamilton

teachess knew that the problems in their claisrooms were symptoms of larger

problems in the school as a whole and cou:d, as a result, seek advice from

,*
each other and attempt school-wide responses,
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Another structural characteristic
affectingstudent behavior is school

size. Large sc4ols are able to offer k gre'ater variety of courses aqd

activities and greater opportunity for specialization. These are some of

the reasons behind Conant's (1959)
recommendation that school consolidation

proceed at least to the point that a high school class have more than 100

smembers, a recommendation that both signalled and contributed to a dramatic

increase in the size of schools over the past twenty years. Soon after

Conadt's wid:ly heeded report was issued. a book was published reporting

researh that challenged the assumption of large school superiCrity. Titled

Big School, Small School (Barker and Gump, 1964), the book includes a series

0
of studies of 13 high schools in eastern Kansas enrolling from 35 to 2,287

students..

The key insighd orthis,book, an insight thavapplies to other insti-

tutions as well as to chotsts, i that'the number of opportunities for parti-
,

cipatiori ("behavLor Settin93") ;toes not incFease is fast as the numller of

people. hOre.specifically, while the largest high scnool studied had Eg

times is many students as the smallest, it had only 8 times as many academic

behavior settings and 5 times as many athletic behavior sottsngs. Differences

between thslargest and smallest schools were- even smellei in the scope or

variety of activities available within the'athletic end academic behavior

settings. The reason for this finding is,easily explained. A tiny school

fieldseveral athletic teams and offer the basic motg,,, Englssh, social

studies, and science courses required for accredit.on. A large school will

have both varsit7:3 junior varsity teams in severe. &ports, and offer elec-

tive courses in physics and trigonometry. But.tne inc,24,e in the number of'

different academic and athletic opportunities availabl- 1.0 the larie school

does not keep pace with the Increase in enrollment. Th.retore, the number ot

opportunities per student declines steadil/.

The increasing ratio of students to settings in the large schoois results

in what the ecological psychologists call ",..)erManning- or high "Jensity" of

population. The reuerse situation`ln the small schools is described 43

'undermanning- and appears to be advantageous in several reispects. In an

overmanned behavior setting, such as the varsity basketbalkItean of a

large high schl, there are far more potential participantsyfian can be

accommodated. Hence, tryouts are held and those judged less'mompetent are

excluded from the activity. A large proportion of students find theeselves

on the outside of all school activities or liiited to the role of spectator.

In a small school, in contrast, the problem is not selecting participants,

but finding enough. Every basketball team needs five players on the court

and a few more on the bench. If there are onlyfifty boys ih,the school,

nearly every one who can run, 'lump, and hold a ball will be needed to iield

a team. 'Rather than tryouts to select from among would-be players,,there.'

will be pressure on all who might contribute to cool out for the team.

Furthermore, the basketball players who can carry-e tune will again be

pressed into serratkwhen it'is time to put on the annual musical because

the chorks4 needs more male voices. In large schools, even' those students

who do participate are much more likety to
specializi: in one typo of acti-

vity.

Barker and Gump and theirccolleagues found that botillt average' numbers

of xtracurricuAar activities and the number of different kindi of activi-
,

ties students engaged in were twice as high in the small high schools as

in the large ones (pp. 69-74). tioreover, the distribution of participation

among students was much mote even in the small'schoOls. Studnts in the

large ;Chools were more polarized, with a group of active participants at

'one end of the continuum'and a large group of students who did not parti-

ipate in any vtracurricular activities at the
other. W the small schools

there were very few students who did not participate in anything.

The kinds of satisfactions students reported from their participation

also differed.

17
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Juniors from the small schools reported more satisfac-
s tions relating to the development of competence. to

being challenged. to engaging In important actions. to
being involved in group activities. and to achieving
moral and cultural values. while large school Juniors
reported more satisfactions dealing with,vicarioum
enjoyment, with large entity affiliation, with learning
about their school's persons and affairs, and with
gaining "points* via participation (p. 197).

This difference can be attributed to the kinds of positions availabic to

students An extracurricular activities. Proportionately many more of the

students in small schools reported holding positions of imPortance and

.responsibility and they held such positions in a raider variety of behavior-

/
settings (p. 93). when students in large schools who held positions of

,-importance and responsibility were compared with,etudents holding similar

positions ,in small schools, the difference in satisfaction Was considerably
4

-reduced,-Indicating.that it is the greater availability or such positions

t f

4ma11 schools that accounts for the differences in satisfactions (p. 112)

When students'were distinguished accordin1 to family background and

academic performance into those most kikely to drop out of school -- the

"marginal"' students and "regular" students. the inv.estigators found th:t

in small schools marginal students reported both pressureS and attractions

to participate in school activities at about the same rate as regular Au-

dents. while in large schools marginal students reported fewer.pressures

and fewer attractions. As a resu1. the large.schools included.substantia4

groups of "outsiders." students with poor academic records and no extra-

curricular involvement. a group almost unknown in the small schools (p. 123).

'''This finding is consistent with Peshkin's (1978) observation that Mansfield

students had a.strong s cif belonging.

A small-scale anafxs, s matching Juniors in smalr schools with v.'s

above 110 with large scho ..JULors selected by the s/me criterion r'evealed

that the small school students were enrolled in a Liner number or classes
,4

but that a greater prOportion of those classes were nonacademic, suggestin4 t

la

4
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that, as in extracurricular activities, the larger number and variety

of course offerings in the larger schools loads to speciajizatiOn rather

than to every student taking.eglantage of the Rreator number of opportu-

nities (pp 169-170).

The basic finding of higher levels 9f participation and greater satis-

faction among srall school students has been replicated in subsequent stv,Iles.

willems (1967) confirmed that the effects of hool size are greatest for

the marginal students. Wicker (1968) stIppo ed both the Interpretation

that it is holding responsible positions that determAnes satisfaction and

the attribution of difference? in this experience to school size. Baird

(1969) found that small school...students had.superior achievement In art,

writing, leadership, and dramatics, but nos in science or muSic. In a

second study he found that college students from. large and small high

schools did not differ in their rates of participation in extracurricular

college activities but that the difference between large and small collLes

was identical to that found in high schools. This finding can be ill two

ways. while differences in rates of participation do not appear to carry

over.into college, an0, therefore, may he less Important developmentally

than,Barker and Gump assumed, Baird's study supports the theory.of under-

manning. that participation rate is determined by the situation rather than

by personal characteristics. Grabe (1981) raised questions about the demi"- 41'

ability of students experiencing pressure to participate in activities for

which they may not be well-suited. Ho found that self-concept scores were

more yariable and indicators of alienation higher among small school stu-

dents and speculated that these may result from su0.students experiencing

fairuse in activ:ties'they would:not have.attemptird in larger schools, whore

students can specializ.e in activikies they do well.

The folpwing propo'sitions summarize the studies reviewed above of the

socialfzation.function df schools:
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Children learn more than academics from their school experiences,

ea
especially how to behave in nonfamily groups,'

Congruence between a school and community can contribuftvignifi-

cantiy to a sense of community among both adults and youti,

but at 801448 sacrifice in academic quality:

The prominence of peer soCial interaction in schools can displace

,the academic function of schools; especially at the high

school level, but peer interaction can also serve to rein-

force organizational and academic norms;

The prominence of peer interactions among secondary school stu-

dents is not solely determined by the students' characteris-

tics; it is a reSponse to the structure and tlimate of the

schools;

Marked differences in ItL;dent behavior and school climate can be

attributed to the beliefs and practices of teachers and admin-

istrators and the ways in which they interact to Berm a social,

system;

Small high schools offer more opportunities per student Cor partici-

patron in atademic and extracurricular activities, especially

in responsible:positions: small s'ciool etudents,,Including

academically marginal students participate in a greater -

variety of settings and report morf; end ieepe; satisfaction

from their_pe'rticipation phan those in large 4chools.

SociklizatiOn and Academic Learning

The studils of socialization in school* c;ted above referred to:academic

achievement principally as a value sometimes compromisei by the structure of

peer relations:but they concentrated on the way in which schools inculcate

values and behaviors suitable to maturing members of society. most of those r

4 4
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samg values and behaviors, however, are functional inside the school;

they are prerequisitesto academic learning'in a classroom setting.
0

Another set of ecological studies has emphasized the critical importance

to children's academic learning cat-their learning how to behave in the

classroom. If we'think of socialization as being for immediate purPoses

within the school and classroom as Well as for.adulb rols, we can see

more clearly the link between social And academic learning. As Mohan has

written, "participation in classroom lessons involves the integration of

academic knowledge,and social or 'arnteractional skills" (1979, p. 341 see

also Florio, 19784 mitman, Mergendoller, Ward and Tikunoff, 1981).

Mehan's study proyides compelling vidence in support ofthis pro-

position. Using video tape to record teaCher and student behavior during

nine lessons in an elementary school claiiioom, Mehag and his colleague*

first identified the structure of teacher-student verbal exchanges and then

of progressively 1arger ifteractional units until they could describe an

entire lesson. They then used the vidib tapes to confirm ihat the students

and teachers, in fact, behaved according to the rules they had inferred and

predictably changed their behavior according to certain cues. This micro-

scopic analysis revealed just how complex the implicit rules for participa-
r-

tion in a, classroom are. Students must not only know.the content of the .

lesson an order to p4rtzcIpat4 ffectively; they must also understand how

tb.be recognized ind how.to state what,they know appropriatelyi The

"increasing competence of the students in the classroom Mohan studied was

indicated by the reduced Incidence of student-initiated talk being dis-

approved by the teacher and a correspondingly greater responsiveness by

both teacher.and other students to student-initiated topics. At the

.h.q1nnIng of the year, when a student made a statement that was not in

direct response to the teacher, the teacher and other students would most

often ignore it. By the end of the year, students had learned to make

initiating statements in the °seams" between lesson segments so that thev
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. .

did not disrupt the lesson. As a resilt, students exercised increasing &

influence over the course of a lesson by introducing new ideas and

topics for discussion.

wetter) stressed that the rules for classroom participation are esta-

blished )ointly. which means that students influence the teacher's

behavior as well as the other way around. In another report of his study

(1980) he illustrated a related poult: that competent stddents are able

to carry out their personal agendas while attending to the teacher's

instructional agenda. He described one girl who carr!.ed on an active

conversation and xchange of money and food with two other girls, while

raising her hand and participating in the lesson. Though she was the

"ringleader of her three-person cocial group, the teacher reprimanded

the other two for talking but not her. At one point she told her ClIss-.

mates she intended to take off her, Sweater, a violation of a class rule,

and then shrewdly volunteered to check on some sports equipment the

teacher was concerned about at the moment, vnich gave her the opportunity

to take off hill sweater, replenish her supply of sunflower seeds, and

then receive the eacher's thanks for performing the task that had hidden

her own purposes. This perform'ance is a particularly dramatic example

of the ability Schwartz (1981) attributed to higher track Alementary

school students to carry on their peer Steractions subtly, while lower
...-

class students did so overtly and suffered the consequences.

A second way in which socialization to the clasroom is related to
As

academic learning, in addition to being a prerequisite, is Vhat different

forms of instruction ncoLrage and all.aw different types of social Inter-

aCtIon, which, in turn, facilitate Aifferene kinds(ond levels ot learning

Comparing a group of students in two ditferent third-grade classroom& and

then following them on to fourth-qrode classrooms, Bossert f1979) identl-

fled two types of classrooms, "recitation" and "multitask," on the basis
Amoll
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of their "actibity structures." The "recitation activity structure" is

found in conventional classrooms where a teacher stands at the front of

the room and asks questions of all the Students at once,, with the students

responding individually. "Hultitask" 13 the label Bosse% applied to

open classrooms in which students work individually and in small groups

on a variety of different kinds of school work.simultaneously. Bossert

noted that the recitation structure entails public'performance by both

teacher and students and a high level of teacher control. Since everyone

is aware of what the otheri are doing, the teacher must be strictly impar-

tial in distributing sanctions. The multitask strycture,,in contrast,'

entails more private and noncomparable behavior, allowing the teacher to

use personal influence as a sanctioning technique. For xample, as other

students are engaged in their tasks, ,.the teacher can take one student aside

and explain whi, his or her behavior is not allowed and what will happen

if it continues, while in the recitation structure teachers are limited

to short "desists" in controlling behavior. When asked which group of

students they provided with the most assistance, all four.teachers studied

said the poorest, but in fact observations showed that only this multitask

teachers spent .the most time with the poorest students. The recitation

teachers gave the most assistance to the best.students because they depended

)on their best students to keep the recitation process going.

In addition to restricting the teachers' options for controlling student

behavior, the public and comparable nature of performance in the recitation

structure yielded a competitive status system among students, in which friend-

ships were based primarily upon levels of academic performance. The good a

students knew who the other good students were and they selected each other

as friends. These friendship groups remained stable over the school year,

and cooperative activities were conducted almost exclusively within them.

Friendships yere more fluid in thq multitask classrooms and,were based more

23
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on mutual intetrests than bn academic performanoe level. Groupipg during

cooperative activities was heterogeneous with respect to academic perfor-

mance. The fourth grade recitation teacher complained that her students

did not know how to work together even though some of her students had been

w
observed performing cooperative work quite competently in their third grade

multitask classroom.

aphossert's study suggests some hidden'disadvantages of"the conventional

practice ocepecitation and some advantages to open classrooms that are not

immediately obvious. However, it is most, useful in helping to identify

both the strengths and weaknesses"of the two types pf classroom Organira-

tiOn and in calling attention to the need tO m'atch activity struotures

with educational goals, which include both academic learning and sociali-

zation. As Grannis hypothesized on the basis of his observational study

in differently structured rollow-Through classrooms: "Different controls

of the conditions of teaching and learning are...appropriate.for different

aims" (1978. P. 32).

Gump (1980) has provided a useful synopsis of research on "the school

as-a social situation:" etpecially from his field. ecgloqical psychology

Among the substantive and methodological points he made was that "pupils

behave differently in different segments' (Gump 1969, 2(17) of 4 les; He

offered this as a finding-from his own work that has boen supported by

Grannis's (1978). It is nicely Illustrated by Schultz ind Florio's (1979)

ethnographic study of an open classroom showing that the teacher's

behavior, Including speech, voice level, location in tho clossroom. And

posture, signelled transitions from one "segment" or t,pe or activity to

another. The point is brought home e.pecially by one vi!eo taped inL-

dent in which Jie teacher's in.tructions to the h, h sne

tently delivered while bending 3t the wai.t. were interruute9. cau.ing her '

A
to change her posture. Some o't the students began t, move Away rrom the

2 4,
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area where instructions were delivered and the teacher reprimanded them, asking.

"whc told you it was time to move?" The authors note that she had, not in'

words but by a change in posture that had previously always signalled the end of

instrbctions and the beginning of work time.

The fine-grained analyses of classroom interaction done by ecological research-

ers reveal more than teachers,and students or casual observers.can xplain about

what happens and how learning occurs. The co:mplexity of the process.gives us

greater apPreciation for what students have to learn in order to begin to learn

their academic lessons and for what teachers have to do. Jackson (1968) empha-

sized the complexity of the teachees task, claiming that the failure of laboratory -

derived learning theories to affect classroom practice is a result of the "over-

simplified-image of what goes on in eamentary school classrooms" (p. 165) upon

which.they are based. H argued instead that "teaching is an opportunistic process"

(p. 166) in which complexity inheres not only because.hurian beings and learning

are complex but also because of the social aspect of the classroom. Teachers can- '

not simply attend to their learning objectiyes as if nothing else of consequence

happened in their classrooms: they must also

worry about whether they were just or unjust in the distribu-

tion of praise and reproof, sensitive or insensitive to the
nuances of the events that transpired, consistent or incon- .

sistent in the standards and regulations they enforced (p. 167).

Smith and Geoffrey (1968) snafyzed this complexity from an unusual point of

view, as a teacher-researcher team. Among the conceiltions they developed about

teaching that indicate how complex it is are the need for the teacher to depart

frOm the lesson plan, the ability to anticipate unwanted occurrences and then

restall them or prepare for them, the flexibility to try out procedures and

e their effectiveness. "ringmastership" or the ability to handle multiple

te s of intera,tion, the need to attend to continuity. sequential smoothness

an pacing among Lessons, the ability to play different roles ("gentle lamb,"

"ferocio s Ciger"), and the skill to organize the classroom to maximize opportun-

2 5
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ities for "individualized interaction" (chap. 4).

Just as schools socialize students as members of the larger society. they

socialize them to the miniature society, of the clAssroom Ecological studies

of socralization for learning havm yielded the folle.ing propositions.

Competence as a student requires the ability to anderstand and partielpate

in the complex system of classroom interaction as well as knowledge

of the subject matter;

Distinctive activity stiuctures encourage different types of inte'ractions

among, students and between students and teachers, consistent jith

'
different educational goals;

The flow of a classroola day is quite complex, it depends upon subtle forms

,

of communication and upon a host of teacher skill-s and sensitivities

beyond ivademic knowledge and Lnstfuctional techniques.

The Social Organization of Schools and Unequal Educational Opportunity

Ecological studies have portrayed schools and classrooms as complex socZel

ntities and they have begun to rendez- some of that complexity understandable,

hence open to change. Nowhere lith possibility of pange more important than '.

in the schools' treatment of poor and minority Chiidren. Ecological research has

demonstrated some of the ways in which the social patterns of schools and class-'.

rooms perpetuate rather than reduce inequality.

A study by leacock (1969) holds a prominent place in this literature; She

and her associates conducted observations and interviews in secOnd and fifth grade

city classrooms in four schools, each serving a predominantly lower or middle

class, black or white group of students. She found th.t all zuur schools pla,ed

heavy emphasis on proper_behavior--the socialization zunc:tion--but that propriety

was defined differently (pp. 155-157).' in the schools located In both black ind

white middle-income' neighlsorhood, proper toPhaVlOr WdS being "ni,e," demonstrating

self-control, and having correct posture In thy lower-income ichools, proper

2'
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behavior meant subaassion to authority. The lortr-income student's, especially

in the predominantly black schooL were being socialized to,deference,according

to Leacock. while the middle-income students, especially in the predominantly'

Alice school, were being prepared for leaderihip and responsibility. One indica-
',

tion of this difference we's that the euddle-iroome schools encouraged students

to take initiative and interact with each other through committees and cooperative

projects, which were absent in the lower-income echools, where teacher-student

interaction was much more prominent than student-student. Moreover proper

behavior in the lower-income schools appeared to be an end in itself rather than

the means to establish a clgmate for learning. WhiCh it vas in the taiddle-ihcOme

schooks. Teachers in the middle-income black school placed much more emphasis on

academic learning and were judged to teach more skillfully than teachers in the

tliower-income black school. Yet'another indic'ation of this different* was that

teachers in the Addle-income white school preferred studelits with the highest IQ

V ,

scores but those in the lower-income black school preferred students with lower

IQ scores who were more submissive (p. 136).
g

Challenging the notion that schools were less effective at teaching low-

income children because they operated on a discrepant set of nmiddle-claii values,"

Leacock maintained that the teacher% eipected less of lower-class tudents and

commanicated to them'their.feeling thaethey wbuld not amount to much. Middle-

plass teachers considered lower-class, especially black, students inadequate and

transmatted that assumption through:

(1) derogation or children through negative valuation of their
work, (2) negation of She children through failure to respect
contributions offered from their own experience; (3) relating

.

to the Children in ways that prepare them for,subordinate social
roles (p. 169). 1

Leacock further argued that the teacheks' beli.;fs about the inadequacies of their

low-income students, when tommunicated through their treatment Of them, "help

perpetUate the very blhavior they decry" (p. 181).

1

This notion of a "self-fulfilling prophecy7-'was further developed by Mist

2 7
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t1970, 1973; see also Rosenthal and
Jacobson, 1968; Seaver, 1973),. who observed

a group of kindergarten
children in an all-black city school and followed them

through secoad grade.
What he reported may be an extreme case and may not hold

in different kinds of schools or
communities (compare Hallevand Davis, 1980).

but must be taken seriously if it happens anywhere.
et

The kindergarten teacher (who was black) divided har students into three

groups. In tha absence of fire evidence of their academic ability, she assigned

tges to one of threetables:
Those stated at Table 1 were clean and well dre'ssed,

they were at ease in their interactions
with the teacher and in taking leadership

with,the other students; they spoke easily using less dialect, and, predictably.

they were from families with higher income--none were on werfare and twiCe as

many had a father at home and employed as at fther of the other two-tables. The

teacher described those seated at Table I as 'fast learners," despite having no'

tests or other vidence of learning
ability, and said the children at the other

two tables 'had no idea of what was gotng on in the classroom" (1976, p. 422).

She consistently reserved privileges such as leading the Pledge ofAllegiance.

taking messages to the office, coming to the front for "show and td11,' and stand-

ing first in line to students at"Table 1. What is more, she proceeded to teach

to those children and seriously slight those at Tables 2 and 3. Perhaps most

flagrantly, she did all of her blackboard work on a section
in fr-nt of Table 1

that those at Table 3 often could not see.
Rist quoted'from his field notes one

instance in which a girl at Table 3 was prohibited from following the lesson-2'

Lilly stands up out of her slat. `Mrs: Caplow asks Lilly what

she wants. Lilly makes no verbal response to the question.

Hrs. caplow then says rather firmly to Lilly, ";it ddun."

Lilly does. However, Lilly aits down sideways 1, the chaii

(so she iestill facing the teacher). ,Mrs. Cipl,w instruct.

Lilly to puE her feet under the table. This 1.14,y does. Now

she is facing directly away fromAte teacher and thelplack-

board where the teacher is demonstrating to the stuants how

to print the letter, "0" (1970, p. 425)%,

list descrA;ed with other vignettes the way in which the teacher's treaident

' of the children at Tables 2 And 3 was reflected in hostility toward them from

7
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chlk17 at Table 1 and in hostility among themselves. He pOinted out that

name calling and disparagement were
directed almost ekclusively toward those

children who had been consigned to low status by the teacher.

The next year, 18 of the 30 kinderg.arten children were assigned to a first

grade teacher in the same school.' The others either moved out of the district

or were assigned to'diftferent schools. The first grape teacher also di1rided

the °Cass into three groups. A2I those of the original 18 who went seated at

"Table A" in first grgdie had been at Table 1 the year before. 'Table fl" con-

tained all but one of the
children from Kindergarten Tables 2 and 3. First-

grade repeaters 'were placed at Tabje C along with one girl from Table 3 the

year before.

' An almost identical process occurred in second grade. Ten of the original

kin4ergarten group stayed in the school district and were promoted. Only.those

who had been at Table A in .the first grade were assigned to the top reading

group in second grade. Those who had been at Tablam8 and C, were placid in the

middle reading group. The lowest reading group was reserved for six repeaters

and three new students.,

Three points .are:especially nicteworthy
about this repeated pattern: First,

the initial assignment to the top kindergarten
group, which was based on non-

auademdc indicators of 'promise," since no testing had been done, became a'self-

fulfilling PrOphecy. Movement into the highest group ai a result of improved

performance was not observed. In fact, the only movement observed during the

three school years was in 'the second grlhe when two
members of the first reading

group were demoted and replaced by two from the second group. The teacher's

explanation for this exchange was based solely on
neatness, with no reference

to academac performance (pp..442-443).

second, the self-fulfilling prophecy also
oierated at the level of the

teachers' treatment of the children. Rise found that the teachers expected

29
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more from and gave more
rewards to the students in the highest group and that

they in turn
responded'with the kind of behavior the teachers valued, setting

up a self-perpetuating cycle. The opposite cycle operated for the remainder of

the students The teachers thought of them as "slow learners," treated them as

such, and they responded in kind. Just as Leacock (1969) ,found school-to-school

dafferences in teacher emphasis on behavior,
Rasttfound teachers directed more

,control language to their lower groups. (See also Laosa, 1977.) Third, the

basis foreassidning children to groups became prbgressively stronger and more

"ob)ective." When the kindergarten class moved into first grade, their new

teacher had, ineaddation to the indicators of social class used by the kinde'r-

garten teacher, reports on the'Childran's work in kindergarten and test scores,

which demonstrated that the chtldren in the top group had done more and better

than those in the lower groupl, though some of this dtfference clearly resulted

from the teacher's having expected more and done more with' these children.

Some parallels can be drawn between the process Past uncovered and the

A
results of tracking in high school. In an effort to disentangle the effects

race and class from the effects of tracking (i.e., assigning students to dif-

ferent classes on the basis of_ability., performance, or aspiration,l, RosenbaLm

(1976) chose a high school in a homogeneous white working class netghborhood

and xamined school records, admanisteted a questionnaire, interviewed administra-

tors and selected students,,and conducted some Informal observations. He ccncluded

tM;t tracking was a means of strattfying students -nose
family backgrounds were

similar into groups with high and low probabtlatie:. of upward social mobilaty.

The crItical dividing line was between the collele mnd noncollege tracks. As In

the elementary school Rast4todivd, ,(rodping by ability resulted in i tatus

hierarchytthat was painfully -,1,,v1,q,,co the studCbts In Adatiot Co being

scious oi thear s"ordinate sti(a., .todents
believed the/ had cf!o,en a trick ,,n

the basts of their ability jf,.1 thererore telt that (rey Aserved their .tatas.

As a resuit. low track students wpoke themsel,,, in the same ne,,ative .tereo-

30
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types that high track students and teachers applied to them (1. 162-168).

They also "chose their friends primarily from
their own track or an adjoining

one (p. ).58) and participated in extracurricular activities differentially

according to track the ma)ority of college track students participated, over

80% in two or more activities; the ma)ority
of noncollege Arack students did

not partictpate at all, less then 30% in two or more (p. 156). furthermore,'

college track students' IQ scores increased from 8th to 10th grade while non-

college Xrick students' scores declined.

Rosenbatia's main theme was that the tracking system worked more like a

tourmmment than a contest, the metaphor preferred by those viewing it as a

meritocratic procedure. Most students remained in the same track for all

courses and all through their secondary school years. Movement from ons track

to another was quite rare and seven times more likely to be downward than up-

ward when it did occur (Chap. '3). As Rosenbaum defined a tournament: "When you

win, you win only the right'to go on to the next round; when you lose, you lose

forever" (p. 40). This chl,racterizationtof tracking in an all-white working

class high school applies equally well to the within-class grouping fist described,

which stratified an all-black elementary school class.

HeIther Leacock, Rist, nor Rosenbaum proved that schools stratify students

totally without regard to academic capacity. That would require imste valid

tests of capacity than have yet been constructed and a more controlled study.

Some of the differences teachers and counselors
saw among students'on the basis

of family background and test scores were, no doubt, valid predictors of future

academic performance and life chances'. what these studies do ;2-'176-Suggest that

some oftthe strategies (supposedly
adopted to maximize the learning of all students

in,fact reduce the opportunities and motivation for
learning of those identified

as le:,s capable. Thas raises the question whether schools
can be optimally effec-

tive and efficient an teaching the most able
students without attaching invidious
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and self-perpetuating labels to the others.

However, there is an even larger question. All three of these researchers

explicitly related their findings to the raciaf and socio,economic stratification

pervading the United States (and nearly all othr societies).41What they did was

to show a part of the schools rol in estaklishing and maintain%ng that strati-

fication. The larger question is whether the amount and rigidity of that

.stratification can be reduced and whether the lot of'those at the bottom can be

improved. In order to eddress this question, one must move beyond the schools

to analyze the'sociil, conomic, and political structures in which scnools are

embedded.

This requires the insights of many disciplines and research methods, but a

classioistudy illustrates how an ecological perspective can be applied to the

Phenomena of education and stratification in a community. Hollingshead (1949)

more than any other sCholar is responsible for calling attention mpirically to

the influence of social class on schooling. He and his associates were able to

assign every teenager in a small midwestern town to one of five Social classes

and then to relate their social class position to their behavior-in school and

a variety of community settings. In every setting Hollingsheed found that their.

family's social class was a ma)or correlate of what they did, how they vere

treated, and how they interpreted the situation.

Higher class boys and girls gracluZd from high school In the collgv pre-

'peratory course. Lower class youth dr pped out of school In l)arge numbei,--.

-
almost 90% of those in the lowest class\-Aind enrolled in the general and commer-

cial courses. Participation in extra-curricular activities was directly related

to class position, in numbers of activities, prestige of activitie s. and leader-

ship positions, with the exception that boys of all classes pdrticited in

athletics (chap. 8). Cliques and dates were constituted of young people from

the same,or adjacent classes, to the extent that a girl who acepted a late with

32
fi

-30-

a lower class boy was ostracized by her highei class friends (chap. 9) . Even

the location of the hooks where students hung their coatslin school was deter-

mined by social class membership (p. 167).

These class-related distinctions in the school were continued in the larger

community, where churc'h denominational affiliation and church attendance reflected

social class, as did membership in youth organizations and types of leisure tile

activities engaged in. The higher class youth did not hold part-time jobs. Among

the middle and lower class youth who did, there wo a clear hioranct% of prestige

attached to the')obs, with the lowest class youth limited to the least desirable

)obs (chap. 11).

The picture Hollingshead painted of adolescent life in a small midwestern

%

town.in 1941-42 seriously challenged easy assumptions about equal opportunity and

individual liberty. The completeness and consistency of the connections he was

, .-
able to make between what children' learned in their families and neighborhoods,

how they were treatedrby various community institutions, and the pattern of atti-

tudes and behavior that they developed make his argument a powerful one. In

addition to.calling attention to the pervasiveness of social class in a society

committed to democracy, Hollingshead dmNestrated that the school's contribution

to the stratification process is of a piece with many other forces in the community.

While schools may be criticized for failing to reduce inequality as much as they

might, they cannot be blamed for the struCture of inequality created and main-

tained by a host of institutions.

Other community studies have documented the relation of schooling erai eocial

class (e.g., Havinghurst, Bowman, Liddle, Matthews, and Pierce, 1962). The

recent study that best extends this type of analysis is Ogbu's (1974) ethnography

of schooling in a peor'black and Mexican-American neighborhood in Stockton, Cali-

fornia. Rejecting prevailing explanations of the poor school performance of low-

income minority children as resulting from cultural deprivation, poor schools, or

genetic inferiority, Ogbu cjaimed instead that poor school performance was

33
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adaptive behavior on the part of young people whose life chances were severely

limited by discrimination.
His interviews with parents and children indicated

that both groups held high hopes for school achievement and upward mobility,

but the realization that discriminatory
practices made these hopes almost impas-

sible to fulfill led Parents to warn their children of the limited opportunities

they had and children to perform below
capacity'in classwork and on standard-

ized tes4. According to Ogbu, many children simply did not ikake such things

seriously because.they did not believe their results would have any significant

bearing on their personal futures.

The school, as Ogbu found itr reinforced this pattern. Teachers, admin-

istratOrs, end counselors held low expectations for the students and failed to

reward competent performance when it occurred. They treated parents as clients

rather than as partners and held inaccurate stereotypes
about the students' fami-

lies. Guidance counselors defined school problems as clinical problems and pre-

ferred to treat students therapeutically, even when what they needed was straight-

forward advice on course selection and career plans,

In a subsetplent cross-national comparison drawing on available data, Ogbu

(1978) has made a similar interpretation of the school
performance of other "caste-

.

like minorities, attributing theii poor performance to the presence of i "job

ceiling' that limits upward mobility and the rewards that are supposed to accompany

academic achievement.

On the basis of these studies, we can state the following propositions about

inequality in schools and classrooms:

Schools serving children of different socig-economic and racial back-

grounds emphasize different types of socialization depending upon

the children's presumed future--responsibility for the middle class

and subeission for the lower;

Teachers' expectations of children based on their parents' social class

establish a "self-fulfilling propheCy," first a.s.they mive more

34
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instructional time and effort to those they expect will succeed,

second as those expectations are communicated to the children

through grouping practices and the children COM4 to accept the

judgment that they have little ability and then to act accord-

ingly;

School practices such as counseling and tracking are sorting devices

thaecontinually remove students from the competition for upward

social Mobi4ty; movement from one track to another it rare and

much more likely to be downward than upward;

The schools' stratification of
students by race and class is consistent

with the stratification accomplished by other societal institu-

tions; schools are hot solely responsible for inequality, nor do

they substantially reduce it;

School failure is adaptive fo'r mindrity youth ar long as racial dis-

crimination, especially in employment,
severely restricts the

rewards for performing well in school.

Ecological Studies of School Change: A Brief Note

The kind of structural analysis of schools
and classrooms as social systems

found in the studies summarized aboVe has also
been conducted on various forms

of school innovation and on the change process itself. ,Such Studies hive

revealed the formidable barriers confronting
efforts to improve schools, bar-

riers less visible and less tractable than achieving agreement on goals and

developing new instructional skills, which are daunting enough themselves. Per-

haps the most insightful of these studies is
Sarason's The Culture of the School

and the Problem of Change (1971). Defining the term 'culture' to include what

has been called in this paper the social system of the schools, Sarason Made the

connection between the view of schools presented here and change:

Teaching anx subject matter, from this viewpoint, is in part

,determined by structural or system' characteristics
having no

intrinsic relationship to particular subject matter. If this
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assertion,is even partly correct, any' attempt to change a

curriculum independent of changing some characteristic

Institutional feature runs the risk of partial or complete

failure (pp. 35-36).

In the case he presented to illustrate
this point, "the.new math" Sarasor. found

-344

that the only change actually accomplished was
"substituting one set of b

1
ks

for another* (p. 48) because the changes in relations between teachers and

students required to achieve the goals of the proponents of the new math were

never stated explicitly and no Ateps were taken to encourage or implement those

changes. (See also Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein, 1971, Smith and Keith, 1971.)

Alternative schools.have provided opportunities for the kinds of studies

Sarason recommended that describe and analyze the ways in which schools actually

function, although, as he pointed out, starting a new school is different from

changing an existing one. One of the most thorough is Swidler's (1979) study of

two alternative'schools in Berkeley in the early 70's. She found that these y

schools, in which changes in the authority relations of teachers and students were

cent61, found substitutes for tormal, unilateral authority in teachers personal

charisma and in norms of group solidarity and-strict equality. However, these

substitutes apPeared to function more effectively in thd white upper-middle class

school with its counterculture communal values ana style than in the lower class

multi-ethnic school, where students still regarded school warily and expected

adults to tell them what to do. Furthermore, each substitute had distinct costs,

such as the exhaustion of teachers conStantly forced to make themselves personally

appealing to students. swidler found that these schools taught social norms that

were distinctly different,from those taught in conventional schools (pp. 142-148),

and speculated that these norms mayttere appropriate to societal conditions of

the near future. Other structural analyses of alternative schoOls written by

Argyris (1974),,Center for New Sdhools (1972), 0eal (1975), Greenblatt(1977),

Hamilton (1981), and Moore (1980) confirm that proLlems in/making such schools

both stable and innovativ:x are not the result of "Llack of structure," but of the

difficulty of Inventing and maintaining new organizati)nal structures that are

This brief section on ecological studies of the process of school

innovation will be summarized with a Set of questions ratherAhan pro-

positions. They are questions that anyone hoping to improve schools

'should consider carefully.

What changes in social relations will bi required if this

effort is to succeed (among students, teachers,

radministrators, parents, et al.)?

How can those changes be accomplished? (How will teachers

learn the pew behavior required? How will they teach

new behavior to the student)? Will parents and the

community accept these new social relations?)

What are the consequences of the new social relations

likely to be, both intended and unintended, for

academic learning and socialization?

Are those consequences consistent with the educational

goals motivating the-improvement effort?

ft
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