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I INTRODUCTION, | ..* * 7 :

- (AN ' “ ¢

[N

TheSe proceedings reflect contemporﬂry directlons and methodologles of

/
-..soclologlcal researoh regarding educatlonal phenomena in eleméntary and sec-

. - e I3 ~
¢ A

) ondary schools. Ihey repb<: on a conference wl'ch brought together 120 per—

’ -,“04

. sons for one weekend in the congenlal atmospher of the Asllomar Conference

. ’ Eﬁenteronear Monterey. The cbpﬁerence, whlcﬂ focussed upon the sociology of
' h Q] b v N 2 - \

the school and schoollng was structured aroun three objectives: to pro=-

’ -0
v1de soclologlsts of educatlon an opportunlty ‘to rev1ew past work in their

ot
.~

. *field; to explore current educatlonal problems and the ways ln whlch soclo-

¢ ‘ . ‘ .

loglcal research might lnform the declslqns of educatlonal pollcy-makers, L

: . andito ‘move. toward an agenda for future research
. o ‘

emerged both from.pa ers presented and from subsequent dlscusslons. In fact

, . \ P C

lnts and proposals,phat an bdequate.summary at t?e

’ , § ; ' J

readers may‘n W aktemp therr own synthesis., To prou;deflnltlal“brlentatloh
R : .‘-‘ .'n A Y

- -

« ‘ . N . - .

2 y "-'. ;‘ A i

a0

X A ’
1mméd1ate 0% followrng, and laid the groundwork upon whlch suhseqpent speakers

l

1
. . 1 J 1

\ '
\ logist as pollchadviser. As a member of the Panel onr Quth of the Presl— *,

i
H
! 44'1
’ - -
LA

T . T . . — .
"~ ference on the background to the Committee's recommendatlons regardl g the
Y . ; ‘.
3 Lo -
future of secondary educa

et, all three concerns of the conference were addresfed in

r@es B; well S openlng paper whlch set the tone for.the dlscusslon groupsﬁ

1

were able:to build. Burton Clark, the second speaker, exempllfles the soclo-,u
I
| v ‘g

d%nt's Science Advrsory C mmlttee, Professor Clark was able to brlef the con-

ion. %egardlng the relataonshlp between ocxoiogl—'

|




cal research and\educational policy, Clark,made the point that researchers
(Y . .~ - * B
- * .'— < ' 4

have yet to generate an adequate knowledge base. Whé&e,many changes are

.. taking place in schools, if only in terms of variations in organizational

s

Styucture, we have little %ested knowledge upon which to‘base policy recom-
; , \ P

mendations. Consequently, pollcy recommendatlons from the Parfel on Youth

y
& .

tensxvely studled.

| L

-

¢

Q

L

~

fep »

were framed in the fokm of propogals for pllot proJects which coul& be ln-

Given that‘there is %o much remalnlng o be‘%tudled the problem be~

)

"’if‘, &

~
.

comes one of decldlng what,;o study . .and by what meanst and here, as partic-

i
4 . 1
T, , .
ipants frequently noted, values enter the’plcthre. Soclal research

sl

.« S -~

. % Soglal pollcy Lnteract, and as Hugh, Mehan and Russell Ellls:both polnted out,
[ . 5*. ct

wnat one does, and how one does rt, sHould be referred.to the klnd of world

-

we.want for the futurel Values, ‘thefefore, enter rather dlrectly'unto the

. v, B Y . '.'"

. j policy and research'arenas\ shaplng gendas ln both. Exploratlon of the

.
.
. s v

y e
' 'values groblem was llmlted\by tlme constraints, but ;t was a central concern,

. . ’, . ’, .

» ¢ a )

'espeblally‘to persons involved in desegregation studies, and Jane Mercer pro- ,
t A . .

1o [

4 ! L [ .. . . ;
" pesed that a future conferehce might [focus upon the issue.

s . - . *

H .'\*.'
Medlat;ng Petween th level of values and‘gftual resejrch activity are

) R : *onceptual models whrch hel order the’ phenomena, gdentlfy relevant Varmables,
T . b .
i and propose relatlonshlps among them Whlch constltute the hy theses\to be \‘
! Y

i N B o Pid

\
Conceptual models assune\a theoretlcal framework an theorles of
. Lo

.tested.
~\ y » e N
schoollng are in short supply. Thls lS especlally true thh egard to the

o" V © ‘\ . ~ <
¢entral act1v1ty ln schools. classroom instructlon, as Dr eben poxnts out,ln

- . ] 4 - 1. v

. his book on teachlng. Responding to the defxcxency of theory, SPady pre- VT

W . I KA .‘, ' v

sented .to the cénference an extremely lnterestlng model oﬁ teach X, behaylor,
l.‘ \ ‘ .

JAruitoxt Provided

oy ERI




N o ~

d \ While Spady's model is deductive, working from theory.to data, Mehan )
¢ . , ' '

presented an alternative inductive approach, moving from observatiqp to con-

o ceptuilizatioglkﬁfrom Mehan's research particiéautsnéained insight into the ¥
° Ed N [
yays in which values, again, shapeé oue's vilew of the world. Specifically, '
Mehan showed.how a reacher {s likely to interact with,students in ways- which
help construct ‘and sustarn the teacher's definition of soc1al.rea11ty. Thfs .
\ w—

paper, aroused wide interest as an example of the potentral of ethnomethodol- F-

.
. . |

. LN » . N
'

‘ogy for unravelling the complexities of classroom, processes. :Certarnly nohe e

~ ) 3 ., - o
of the conferees will again accept results of prlmary grade tests as "hard"~ 'L -
qawr __— .'-;‘.-f

’ The problem of research.methodology uas also a main focus or Eliza- :1 | -
beth Cohen's| paper, the 1ast to be presented et the’ conference. Proressor k ‘
Cohen made strong plea for expeflmenpal rather than survey desrgns, usrngur l ‘ 'T

' the example f .her own uork wich inte¥vention strategres~to tuproye 1e9rn1ng \- N

outcomes for'

'n?rity students in integrated‘classrooms. In subsequenr dis=- _f

7 4 '

’ ~ i : A : , -

cussion, Mercér xiso rgued for experiments aimed at isolating in-school al )

‘ K - .
| » ) T ’ - {

factors which linhibit academic ach%eVement ainong minoxity youngsters.  In \‘v !
e ' . ~ “

1 \\' ) K 1 ,—L &‘

i . ’
d nine sepéra%e c¢haracteristics bf schools.which may serve . .
' A\ ' : . ! f

. fact, she outli

™~ —

. i L [ ’ LN - -
. to rjplicate the overall sooietalj%tatus structure, and could fulction there-

foreito ke[i orrﬁy children in é subordinate role, even with regard to * ' ..
a Lev

l \academc nt. \ ' B \ . " f
- 3

) The above,,geen, are a few of the points touehed ypon at the confer=

'

*!
v .:%.‘ . o “ v
‘ff“L*r eApe. As 6ne mlght aetrclpate from a meeting whlch bTought together many, of - _}_

':; :Ti the‘Tost able scholars Ln the soclology of educatron, t%e qualrtytof discus- N )
QL;;":.nsiou.was“uu;snallyhhigun.’Also unusual thouLh regrettably not recordable, ) .

" was the pos:.t::.ve sﬁlra:tf' of the conference. %o the content and the' ~sp:.r1.t ' E
S . i . : !. A :’.'. “: ‘ ) g |

' . . ;I . N * PEERY i |
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enabled partici TnES to leave with a sense of having q;own somewhat, both
as persons dnd s professionals, and with renewed commitment to the chal- .

. -

‘a

ch the conference revealed, . ) .
. .

’ ey ‘.

lengee %hea

chairman, and proceedings editor, it remains for me to
- . Y p ¢ .

{

'
v

o
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SOCIOLOGY OF SCHOOLING

ADDRESS BY CHARLES E. BIDWELL

UNIVERSITY F CHICAGO .

o

. ) { ‘
ASA bubllcatlons. James Coleman demonstrated that, large-scale policy-cen—
] l‘ !

.

tered, research cah be conducted by sociologists wiéh debatablg (and debated)

but by no means n§efensible trade-~offs between speed and care. His topic,

e t
. . s . i
of course, was dquality of access, to schooling. Two 3F the most successful

of the Office of Education R and D Centers incorporate major programs of

) sociologizal rdsearch. The C
. | ' . .
heavily on the| ideas d resea‘gh_of sociologists. 7This 11Ft coul

¥ 4
! \ = ’

*tended. °

[y

egie Commission on Higher E;':luéatioI has dzl:avn‘
be ex=

methihg, ltholigh, less than satisfying abqut all of this. | °

re were preciouy few serious [sgciological stud- '

ies of educatiofjal organization, and, I could h ve said the |same just as
- ~

pasily about ny educational top}p withid“tne'p\rview of sociologis

-

-

. + That's no longer true; at home,when each year we sit down to assemble a

‘ h . ) . A .
reading list fo our'doctoral stldents in the *sociology of education, we

» ¢ have a massive llterature to sxft through. é\s\we don't have much trouble’ \\\

“ o A

. excludlng most oﬁq;F as not particularly useful for our students.
s ‘Why° It. has little fo do with the technical quallty of work in oui

field. Many of the papers and monographs that we exclude have approprlate

designs and use careful meqsurement, and soph+st1ca£ed means of analys's,
-/
’ ’ /




. .
.
- . .

~ N ',F ’ Lo’ N .

The difficulty comes instead from failures of sociological imagination and
g t
¢ ', ..less than searchlng attentlon,to what schools are llke as social and moral /.

’ . A . .

‘orders and what the experience of schooling is like for the people who par-

4 . 4 '

. ticipate in it~--skudents, teachers, and administrators.

Y L] &
‘ . 4

. Panadoxlcally, the larger number of soticlogists who have included

. ® LAY . M - 1

gducational variables in theirx research have been more interested adults
” v 1 . .

N . J A . i I g
than;ch;ldren or youth. Theirs) of course,uarewthe studies of socidl mobil-

Oy ;N . + (*

1§X,and occupatlonal attainment, whlch have been domlnant ln the Unltai

L]

States and in Britain and on the contlnent as well For these soc1ologlsts

- L » .
. ..‘ . . . »

education enters mainly as a resource that people can use to maxlmlze thelr

. 3 [}

3
"life chances, and the pr1nc1pal quegtlon is whether hawlng mdre or less of

LY
+
. +

the resource is assoclated with hhsher or lower levels of occupatlonal at-

l ) . . ,~

+

talnment. ‘These studles»have been a proving ground for advanced techniques
r . * .

of multivariate analysis, and so the variables T$St be quantifiable--as in-
terval scales if at all possible, Years of schooling attained ig an obvious

A ”n .
- .

L . candldate. ‘ : o \_ _ R )
P + ’ ¢
I The ;esult is that We don t know very much about what k;nd of a re-
Do . CE

..source schoollng 1s--1ndeed whether it’ represents ‘oneg’ resgurce.or several
. dlfferent kinds of resources (certlflcates, varieties of 1ntellectugl train=
DS . be . ~. €

. 1ng, motLVatlon and "learnlng to learn," repertorles of modes of conduct,

’

*

'y .

moral orlentatlons Knd value. commltmenfs, to name a few of the many possl;>
bilities). We also know little. About how these resources are formed ‘or ac~ «

A . & .
qulred--through what processes, under hat, condltlons 4n what, kinds of set~

l\r-
Y i

e tlngs, among what klnds of students. Wor do we kriow as much as we, mlght‘

. N \ -

(though this. is not my emmed ate tOplC) about the ways in wh;ch persons with
! - ‘ N . ' ~
dlfferlng amounts--let alone klnds-of 5choollng resources, enter the labor

‘ oo -
-2 e, A , . Vo
. o ) . . VN

N * -~ ’ . . N PR P - .

B . . v . i R T . . ‘
L1 D . a e . . . , N 5 |
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~ 2 )

market, or about the processess governing the use of theseé reseurces,in sub-
- ‘, 4 »
sequent occupational participation. Moreover, many other kinds of social

paFticlpation fin éhe fdmily, in religigus life, in.civic'affairs; ?pr exr
/ ample) are neglected. B ' . L 3 R
Some‘of the underbrush surroundlng these¢ matters now at last is”
e ]
v Ibeing cut away, hy scch sociologists as Althausef, Coleman, and Rossi. &;d
Althauser's research (in press) on the oc¢cupational partlcléatioﬂ‘oflhféhly
educated blacks and whites (and by thel; w1ves) is especlally lnterestlng
as it suggests how occupatlonal llfe chances, affected differently by years
. *

of schooling and Kinds of schdoling for blacks and whites, may have differ-

I M

ent consequences for patterns of family life and thus for the ekperiences .

-in school of their children. ,

Y .
N -

Althausex found that among hfs‘black families, because the men real;'

"
: . [
{ ized incomes a good bit lower than the incomes of their white-educational

~

peers, w1ves were more llkely to work (and to work full-timé), espéblally

Al : '

when the chlldren were young ard expenses hlgh.‘ Now several economlsts in-

-

terested in, "human capltal formation" in the family have found that when\tﬂe-f

<

wife is employed full-time dﬁrlng hexr chlldren s early years, the ch;ldren

. show Jlower rates of galn in language learnlng than when the w1fe.works less )

& . .- 1 ©o. Q Y

and presumably spends more time with her children. ' And this’ finding i% mosy

~ ] . - +
. @ ,

éarkedxagi:g upper status families. If these flndlngs are true, then black

]

.

. children o hlgh SES are more likely to enter school with cognltlve deficits'.
l, . (.
(in relation to white ch;ldren of parents of similar social class), desplte

-
n' .

§-4 .
the high levels of educatioh of thelr pagggts.. ] -

.
¥

-

4

\
. %ﬁ a similar vein; we should notsiorget the work of Kohn (1969), °
- " M v

\ . A <

"Inkeles (1955), and others which $uggests that parents' experierftes at work

I~

-

3
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Tt b

]

these‘chlldren do and 1earn at school (amounts and klnds ofipunlshment,,

- - 4 o~ o
- . ,

amounts and tlmrng af lndependence tralnlng and so on). And the pnobablllty

s
« [y 4 4 [y

that pJ%Ents' work exper;ence w1ll be of one or another k;nd--say, the ln-'

-

tensity of supervision»that they experience--will he affected-by their occu-
’ ’.’ ’ . . : .

pational lafe %hances'and therefore hy ‘the schooling resoprces\that.they

- 3
caumand. | r «

Se here 15 th flrst of the evenlng q mofazs--that schoo 1ng must be

.«- .o“

_seen as extendlng through tlmg and as such y 1nvolve lmportant feed-back

v -

X

loops across generatlons, mediated by thg c nseqpences of certaln guallta-

tive and quantltatlve ¥ariations in the educa ional attainment of parents,
. ] Y « -

P ‘e

that is, consequences for their own llfe chan es. We SOClOlongtS ought to

be lntrrgued by thlS possxblllty--perhaps an terestlng magrlage of studles

- N s ' . % . ‘&" ..
of‘schoollng and of education and adult social participation,
S S ; ' S

. . ’ '. R
This brings me to a second moral--that studies of sehooling must be
> . s . - . ’." < 4
. 1] L]

’informea by a concern for what it is abouﬁ,schooling that counts for stu-

.

- LY

dents agd 1ater as adults. Value neutralrty 1n its current, vulgarvsense 1s

‘v*. - -~ .
not for us. No defense of solely theory-gulded research on educatlon Jf{a
)
rare %ompound in any evept) that I have ever heard is very convincing.

*

Kwothlng about schools or schOollng as type cases of, say, soc1allzlng’organ1- )

P .

, s, .t
zations or of one or another %astlnctlve varlety of soclalLZatLon to me jus-

.
? J n » ‘ » L)

tifies the scope or the cost of our enterprise. Certalnlynsuch ldeas as
these are hard],y uppermost in the nu.n'ds of our'.:g‘:atrons. ) .. ~‘§, .
: But concern for what counts‘for stué;nts is not enough An'eouafféon-
cern must be for what counts for schools, a conce:% f;r variables that are
. ) ; .

manlpulable ones in schools or schooling, Sociologlstsmhave a remarkable fa

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
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'

be ) ¢ ‘ . 1 . m

;‘ . .

qJ.lJ.ty for studylng thJ.ngs that nobody can do much about=-not in .a lifetime °

. . . * > . .
~ anyway yithout_a revolution. Partly this fac:.l:.ty comes from a commenda‘ble
T interest, in the core elements of- societies——their class strudtures, cultural
Ny, . r . [N . . . E .
- P A * ‘e '

. + ., and po‘iitical cleavages, "basic values" and the like. Partly, too', it comes
o, . ;o IR j.»' .‘.. ‘, -_‘, .
" from ingrained habit; of course we ha“le to include some SES dimensions.in
v . . RN R ‘
' 4
our design becaifse they almo;st‘always "account for“ a lot of the varJ.ans:e in

v <
! b - . o .

evevFYthJ.ng else. “. L. D e
. -‘ . . . . . (0 . * R

But whateverothe raason, when I read our lJ.terature and ask myself

1

. .

- . . 1 .

‘: i\ what' dJ.fference the flndlngs mlg%:: make for *broadet\educatlonal or. local T //'
- i school polJ.c:Les I. usually say, "N;t"‘ h"' Ta}fe Jencks' gﬁg’ ty (”1972)
' .ThlS book,_ though it, has many v:.rtues, is a ClZSSlC‘ faJ./lure to thJ.nk a’bbut T ¢
- what is man:.pul;ble. Beglnm.ng w;.t-h the que%ion, "How can mc;ome dlffer'- ¢ .
h en:es in the U. S. po;ulatlo\n be\ reduced"" (ce:talr;ly“a maJor queﬁtlon ‘aqd‘ “...:,_f.”:'
) one that reﬁlects a lJ:veI:y.. oonoe;n for what coi—mts:. for .s‘tUd,en'ts ’tmmed, .' i .:* :
' - ' adults) Jencks then proceede. todshow ﬁhat'-schooﬂ.:n; g:b;n‘t;a;al‘ﬂj' ma M;;],?w "“j”
- s:.mple years 'attax..ned_) does not have :ntch .;onseq;tené; fo.i' &J:f:ferences J.n “; ‘T ‘
. Y e . _ ol ;‘,._..:\ A e A
L personal 1nco‘x;xe'slti:e'anls v d Wno g“ver. thwgﬁtt t}\a‘t t éo@fé‘? . As;ects‘ of sthool- =,
; " Py e -~ =7t LI T L «‘ . .
. J.ng ce'ktalrtlzr are m,?nlpug,ablgf anda ,‘:.herﬁé' aq#e wa.ye °co. rehd:;'e‘i?éom‘e ai ffe'r— ‘,9 .
" ) E'ches \ gut s;hoobfu% is fnot‘;:‘(;‘he ef.f c;fnt .gOOIj’,fo,%.; thepur;po“”e' ,’ . ‘_‘ : :»,,/ ;’
‘ Q", ‘" “zj}' y {'I..'o _prowd‘e; a, less egctreih;e.l ekamgle o pergaps:‘yoa"ll l"é’: e:., agia few,‘_“ .»" '
o Tom oy, e oA .y PPN . sl DS
Vf'_::_,o ‘f. Smore ~;tr;pé; go.‘tff}e 1;5;14 of Ecix;a '{ iof muciméhal Omfo?tum.ty (.Co/ eman e::
‘,‘ \,;1.,” “l966),.,a A:gain (rféz fJ,n:? a:c-:o% éb%e/oon;ern for Xhat ooﬁnts for. stu&ents,,
YO WA AR Y el f‘V,’I' RANEE. i 2 ‘; v
c> :whetﬂér &aey‘ gey, sometblm Like equal sha,res. of ‘sghoqj,mg and what d,_fferénce
:::“ :_ ’u eq;ial sﬁa{;:es,ga.ke;ffor what zhey"‘j.;earn,"‘ buf. 'tl:ere hlS": ’fiés.ef than ].wely'con; :
:3. “cérr; ;}or x‘::x{at. cc;unffs er ’schqols, ax{d/" wh: d,;.ff/erences' tl:xese :thm;gs m:.ght iaaii “
it , : 7 ; . . S N

for iea::ni ,g ";qreover, 't'here .seen;s to fbave been less reflectzon' about what

F N * s Vs
,.v_," _‘:,_ R s v" 0«:.* . 'l .. ¢ - S e ® -‘9' ",,: -
‘4 . - ‘ﬁ ’ 5 " 4
- . ., . - .
;hfschoals are -lik;e'tham there mght haRre been. S S T IS URVC S S
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alysis in the EEp study is the school. s we all know

= well‘ .much. mére\ ,the var:.ahce in’ learnlng among students in the sampZLed
- b - “ .s“‘ . . .o

.. schools was wi schools than Be'tween schools.’ This shows up again in
5. >
. P . , “

v

i

\

out how diff:.cult it is to alter the pupil composxt:.on

o ‘ 2t

\certainly the means to do so are aot securely in the

o ,/ v
,\ . . 'event‘.aw_e hate £
Ty
. - ‘l

‘

of entire schoo S;

{
b hands of school}off:.c:.als or school boards. Perhaps schc)ols could do» some- :
\ v

l
. th_mg to hire b tter qualified teachers and gJ.ve more attentJ.on to their i
: Znowle.dge, .ver‘ al fac:LlJ.ty and so on. Even if they dJ.d, t.he EEO fmd:.ngs ]{
:"a ‘d\o‘r;.t go,recast _ery marked,;ga:.n.s‘ 'ia rates of sﬁudents‘ learm.ng, but as I ‘i

" ot - .u-ﬁ.,«',-‘- e '6-.--. O

.:{/ s}t}a‘lj.l::sug /E‘s'i:j i‘a. 511‘1'1.{ £ ﬂu\szmay not ;;e:ciu;ce_ a¢cu;:a':t?;: -; ‘f-'.".“._» ' ;".
& 5 'M Are ‘t:her‘eta;& {e ona.bl‘y"eff’mient:.,,tbols ox. red'resnng J}nbalar;c 5 * -
} o .,S;n .acc_ess £6 schooli’.;jé fchat aﬁewmpfb f,e?‘.hly a.tj,_h;agd?) .Tl)e E:E.:e' j:epoi‘:‘t 'asf ;\?.
(,’ “,,,.si:mes.t‘:k;as w;?;i?j}n-schoo; var;ax{ce’ is t.o be a,,tt:::bxrced ’{:o effﬁcts ,en le;mxnge
',) ‘o ’ tl';a.t hla—ve nq -d.niect /gonnectlo';x‘ W,J:,t:,h s}clioo:":-famly ’ommghb“;hood atti:‘f."
LI ;,,"» - _..» ’.:,_ . AP .ttt . s R :

butesr axhong others.» .

RS »ulﬁ s P
. . R *'f\ PR
- ,-r ~| & ““,’u" N e
= L
.- N But, not,peces a.rg.ly.
AN - -~z _ AN
- . ~ - ot -t . Ry _ R
'-:"‘ui\:o.} = y A,'f,v,, ! L v e ;."t"m -

e a0 »
N m.tm,n a scl'xodl\.from one’ classroom t;o another :r.n

- ‘;_.“ “1 PN f A -y ’" 2 1 .
’“: rgertinent to leafning--pupz\l coniﬁbsii;im, te&chers cqndﬁot, stuagnt porms '
‘,i\»‘. .. ~“A‘ . \“. - % \:-))o A\"f\, L2 ﬂ‘*f‘\ _,,” ; : ‘. 2, } -
. facz.l.nt.t\.es ’. to name 3 fe‘m RSuch Va,mat:.oh éhou].ﬁ pe mﬁt mar}géd ixx ‘the ;n;g
sohqol, uirexe, zrgckmg rears,.&t_g heash Aagé‘ s«a‘?:enson (1‘570) afq:eady has T
Y l’ <30 b ':,:‘)' ,, . . ;o ot “.‘5 * . \:; : ‘?;3’%‘.
> la:.d om: 'for ss.an, J‘.tnteres _‘a‘rtay of‘ progosxtmns abogt tracking, :.i;s o=,
’ " Ny T, .‘:% :. Wy -, ' #"vr~ é\.,t L 3 N, “i.‘ ’:ﬁ.g ‘\::::.
c,:.a.l, prope es, and cohse,quences ior {rarxetles of leamxng, i:ut‘f - o
- ~ - , 3. . S ‘ r ‘.‘:}y 'or IO
AT .,. B g 0 Ve -'gA . R i3 : T
g aware that many have? ,followed ha.s lea& gli:h Serxous re,sear‘ch on tracking.
e ‘:-'f“‘,:;. ‘,".,.;. ”,- 3 .r, ' ‘,. _ﬁ . 1_; ;i’ N !“};' ‘,;‘:,_ 2 :, \ u s '. ::"‘
), hi d

. Barbarafﬁeyﬂs t1974),**;eanalyz'ing 'ch:e E EEQ
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R l.eamin;g may ‘indeed \;ary by track, _independently of unit and compasitional

LAY v,
L , ’ 4 , .

o ttnbutes of schools, and that a schor:\l's fac1.11.t1e§‘and services to stu-’

. . . \ J
H A 1

dents are in fact unequally distributed to tracks. e a ' .

S K

‘ Schools can, alter much more eaki.lyl"th_eir inter/(xal' characteristics

€

. (e.g., the allocation of teachers and students to classroéms, the distribu-

» “_ . ‘li. b
! tion of suppl:.es and se¥vices) than they can, the attributes of theJ.r enViron-

ments. I think that we should'be attending much more and more systemati-
x A . . R A
Cally to. the internal variability of sc¢hoqls--to their several kinds bf in-

' . -~ e ':\\
ternal division of "labor, to.use this term broadly. -Not only are we likely .
: S - PR

) to be studying manipulable variables, we will get much closer to the reali-

' N . Y s s
W - ties and perhaps the understanding of p}.;ogesses of schooling tham we have  °*
. . . ’ o, P 4
so far. . ’ . e e T .
r" .

To return to EEO, it has sStruck me how few organizational variaBles
PR .

A

there are in that study. Resources yes, but not such things as varJ.at:Lon in
[ 4

. A .

supervxsory practJ.ces or in the d{fferentlatlon of admnn.strative tasks. I
e , f L% oo
h’a.-Ve just said that this report is less useful than it could bel because its

s ,,level of. a;ggregatlon was too h:.gh I think it algo was to0. loy:J’. Schools, : ,

. L i
S ‘.' __u, o -_ " Lo . o e S

e ;aﬁte:; aa,ll. _,“are pa;ts of schqol systems, with central adm:.nz.sg.rations and a

:‘_“ -"2‘-‘ L ‘-'--‘ .l.." & - " ’ .

. v Vaz;;%ty*of} supervv,lsory and managerl.al practz.ces. Politiel abou.t such mat}:- . s

"“Y’;

.Qﬂn
R - N 1 Yo .

A A _ e
v " . \.tens as, resource dg.str;butlon and types ‘of J.nstructn.onal f»rograr[p and sup- \ Lt
'-: ‘-' ¢ _;“:' (‘ “--". "o.-' .’ . . .
(‘.“ poftxvé ser.'w.ces 0. pupl;s are maae centrally in’ schoel sPrstems, even though "
:'i < » AL AT 0y ""Mf«'“" ;‘(s £ o R . " . a . -

B »\,.‘ - ‘~-_-\'.~~. T : .

~  we k&'bw thai; ther.e .J,Smgreat le.ppage as these p011c1es get trans’latee into .
s Sl
“ At A ’ \ 0 -r. ' ' o

‘\..th‘e work pi tea\che;s, céunsellors and others who deal d:. ectly with students. T .

PR TS

- IS, .

‘:-\.-\' @. -“o i.r“' - .‘f’ ! it ~ -

h n. ¥ ..‘.y . . 2 = .

LT m\a}sg & d:.fferepce ﬁor E‘i kn\ds of serv;.ces that "perle-processJ.ng" organi-

N A .
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l“\

ns give tQ.thez.r c’lients--anc‘i tha.t ’t‘:hese practJ.ces are cohstralned (but
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R
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not to the'point of absolute rggidity) by such "parameters" as siée and,
< o ) e , )
. fiscal support. What about schools? .
A oo :

A Chlcago colleague, John Kasarda, and I have Just f1n1shed a study .

v

A

' . l
. that pursues thls question, using data from .each school dlstrict in Colorado

{Bidwell ; Kasarda, in press). We have found that net of ¢ n1ty ethnic,

L3

social class and educational attributes, and net of the’ d1s+r1ct s own fis-

»

cal resource base and size of student population, we can acTount for abput

25 perceént of the varlance/ln aggregate levels of student afhlevement (verbal
’ . ]

and quantltatlve, measured for hlgh school studentsi Wlth trree variables~--

the percentage of teachers with Master s degrees, the ratio, of all non-

“ .
.

clerical administrative staff"to_grofessibnal "front-line" staff and the
< : . 1] ’ LI
ratio of students to teachersy-each of these variablgs computed for the en-
1) ¥ v
_tire system. Lol . . . o
- ' ~ ~ *
. « This study is & rough first gpproximation, but I find it suggestive.
. . 4 » N « ihe

[y

The strongest effects_are from the two variables that measure asgects 9of the

¢ ', A & ¢ .. . P
$2A system's division of labor. Teachers' qualifications (to the extent that .
A ~é

", these are indicated by degrees held) have effects about one—half the strength
L ’ . . =
of each of the others. As the ratlo of students to teacherF goes down and
\ | %
I

as the ratio of admanxstraa?rs to front-line’ professTonals goes down, rates i

b - ‘
! .

1 | « ‘

of student achievement rise..’

“a 'u

Equally interesting, the size and resources of the district and the

’

[ . .
characterlstlcs of its cd&munxty had o x indirect effects on student achxeve-

P 3 v

ment through teacher quallflcatlons and the professlonal-admlnlstratlvé div1-
. sxon of’labor. ) . . . ;
. R N . . lm‘
- ' 4-" 'i

. ) If one can believe our flndlngs, then 1f a school syrtem wants maxi-

. I
mize student ach1evement it will ‘not worxry about increments To facilities (as
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s

»
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‘ .
and schooling.
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ment lndlcatlng unmegsur
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in well—qualeled teache
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istra;ive overhead.
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gere

«

intervening varlab}es--but instead invest

AS .
-

» keeping the student-teacher ratio low.

-

\W

there*ia’a dilemma, since specialization als

Jeavxly p

‘d 3

fos-

SO Lo : s -
‘ters administrative inﬁengityf of course, affluent districts can have more

of everything, and~eué_f1
about proportional inVest
T . . K

*in which big systems fintl

They hire teachers faster
e

€

"rate to match their pupil

|

° , | . . .
is' a weak zero-order c0rre1at1Pn between size "and achleveﬁent.)- ‘.

I
-

I
: At an

. “ v

1d1ngé show, that they.do.
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populatxon, a bad thlng.

i
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rate, my

.
'
-

a school system's interng

"and to argue therefore th

|

at this relaflonsnlp and
There is

‘findings are spurious or
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For example, our
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agers--shpérintendents,

on. With better data we
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But here I!am talking

|

nents. .+ By the.way, our flndlngs suggest one way

\
\

(So, ;n our data
O e
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~

togethef 411 kinds

of 3chool distrid
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thers.havxng to do with school
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,Maybe_then we could‘speci
tﬁative ber%ons to front-line
1eavy 1nvestment in ce trallzec

try to Eiscorer varying contributi ns of di

-

e

£ e SOClOlongtS take a much hardex, eloser

-

'their-free@oﬁ to maneuyer sharply constralne .

than admlnlstrators, a good thlng, bﬁt npt at a

M

ere "
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iafin pu&pose here is to illustrate Just“ﬁdw important
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di&ision of labor may be for ékadents' learning ‘
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ways of admxnlsterxng the academLc work of a schooI system to student iearq-
N “ bl ' Al " . 1 > <t -\_:

ing. Does 1t make a dlfference, for example,irf a school system.makes heavy

" e
-~ - - - .« L E .Lv r‘n\ . “ - . .

A
~use of spec;allstssuperv1sors or re11 on generalists—-prlnclpals«and as- .

* ,’:..)\ . N ! ‘e .- t} t . ' c
. slstant superlntendents for’ 1nstruc n,*say° Does it make a dlfference if >
. 'et

. o e, > st H .

‘e l

- | school system'employs functlonally-d1fferentzated sugervlslon (e g., as-»
" . . . - e N
1‘\!

slstant superlntendents for elementary and hth schools) or anjarea lelSlQn
. J\“ . l . . .
~ l". I A
of adminlstratlve labor (e g,ﬁ/aSSLstant supezlntendents fﬂr sub-d1str1cts)°

I

.o \ [y . 1

Do these dlfferent admxnlstrat1Ve patterns vary 1n thelr'effect$ on students'
t. - [ Y
: “ 1y

learnxng as other condztaons of the school system varyﬁ If teacher§ ara not*

o . 2 '., .)
.

- uell—quallfled\xs 1ntens;vé speclallst-sugerV1sron unusuallyrgood and an -

t ' -~ o,

ec0nomically-eff1c1ent practxce’ IE the stdaent bedy is qulte heterogeneous

. .
e ,;. v @ '

.in ablllty or motlvatlgn do teachers perform better 1é left to themselves to
4 .

the chara&ter of thelr own students\or will they hen- ;

adapt thelr tgaching t

:l" 3 !
. . . .. : , ‘
' ef1t ffom regulif superV1sron’
- . <y . ‘ K)

iy o we have found that small systems have a Iow proportlon of admlnlstra-

~ N R . ,

tive staff (thouih size has an ins:gnlflcant effect on the proport;onqof non-

o
- e
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teachlng frontdllne professlonal$7 Does thls mean that all small syste

- — iy ¥ —e - g v

have the advantage in fostering student learnlng? (Small systems have 10wer

[} . . . -~

proportions of M%ster's degree-holdexs among their\teachers, but remember .

0
. -
N g ¢

that this measure of teacher qualificatiOn is a good bit weaker in its ef-.

*

A

» * A

,fects on studenﬁs' academlc achievement than-’he division’ of staff labog.)

W e , v

4“!§Eket and Gump (1964) have afgued that small hlgh schodls give students a

dlsproportlonate chance to partlclpate in a varlety of extra-currlcular ac=

K

tJﬁ/J.tJ.es (J.ndeed force them to partJ.cJ.pate) because the students are few T

whlle the extra-currlculum 1s very much allke in 1t§ fOrmat in hlgh schools '
"‘I‘:',?

/
af all sxzes; - Spady (1970) anﬁ Rehberg ana Schafer (1968) have shown that

. - . v
b - f ~ '." . ¥




tr -currlcﬁlar partacapa on has sztlve effects on students' asplratlons
pp

~

zt d achleve#ents. Aowésmafl hlgh schpols for the most part are in small .
‘\* " " ..~ .

o, ‘chool dxs 1ct$ Havé we{erred ;n plac1ng so much faith in school d;strlct

fconsoildatfbn--overempha zlng the sxgnlflcance of facilities in schoollng

5

[
3 Q,and underemphaSLzlng the s;gnlflcance of teachers and of direct partlclpa-
l .

K DR

, ¥ LN - l..' !:
fe; tro by st[dents in’ a vémiLgated school l;fe° ‘-g“ . .
to shch questlons as these{ I think we could pay

r

.Iattentaon than we' have so far ;o the formal organization of school
énd of schoals ﬁé well) as lncorporatlng rmportant elements of+
.:_\\" ,,,. ‘o . ‘

Such studmes are tb ‘be seen as nélther an irrelevant aspect of .

)

lrrelevant and m;nor par of "brganLZatlonal research " They may be right L
‘ at the center of the SOCLology of"’ schoollng. And they deal with variables

. “&.,

} that. ape, cdmpafhtavef? speaklng, manlpulable. - )

':;,“zcih Ehese remarks brlng me to the next of my morals--a very truistic and
AT 4 Y r,g\'

"; ohv1ous one, bnt not much honored by sociologigts of educatlon. We must )

1odk closely‘at.ghe work of teachers and others in what I,have cafied the

A
p

. L“‘ \

ront-llne professaonal staff of sshool.systems Anoth Chicago.colleague,

3 X
1

avid WLIey (1973), work;ng oéer the Detrolt area portio of the EEO data,

L wr

as foqnd that if a term for’ the average number of hours per school year

e+
?;t"
>
P e ®

spent by students in school is added _to the EEO equationsJ the variance in .

‘students' achrevement test performance attrlbutable to schoollng rises sub-

|‘D - L ¥
’

stantlally, from 14 to 27 percentage polnts accordlng to the dependent vari=-

it i \t . )
able used.' ThlS effeqt holds up across schools oﬁ varying facr}ities, teach-

v ' N

er qhalifications,-and student composition. It seéms perfectly reasonable,
then, to Suppose that amount of ox osure to scﬂbql lS ln 4arge part a measure
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v - T
‘ é,'; oo Y
Tf exposure to instxuctfon: .fo ldeas and info : tloh and the varlety of .
things we sometimes call "curricalar-cortent," bht also to teathers and ’
~f N . .
teaohing, to who teachers aie, to the ways fhey order classroom iife and N

s e /A .
) elate to students, and to the ways they ordet and present "content."

! 2at
*
] .

In my remarks.on the formal orgaﬁlgatzon of school systems I said

" . L. . . N ., [}
Lothing about the variables that must intervene between teachers' qualifica-

e 7

'other professionals, and students' learning.

tions, or the proportionat: rates at which these systems hire téacners and

Kasarda and I know nothing

! about such matters f£dor our Colorado systems, hor do any of us know nearly.,

i

- L]
as much about them generally as we might orishould. Yet here we come/right . "

\ , > N . & -

S

to the heart of the -sociology of schodling. . . -

.

' Dan Lortie R1975) in a subtle and reyealifé analysis of teachers'

5 %

)

e

nk . ‘ ) B . . - - 3 ,
mmhm&mmmﬂyamnwinmrnwmmm“mwsmmgﬁhrmm%hw

enclosed” teachers are within thELI classrooms, how weak are their- tles to
¢ Iﬁ
1 . 1 ]

/ colleagues, and how much they derive thelr rewards at work from classroom
!

life (from the personal response of their stﬁdents and the fraglle day-to-
. “‘o » . i % s “n

day. evidence of learnlng). Tles to colleagues ard colleague controls and
‘:' - o - - N - ‘(, . ‘:',,,,,,,,
survelllance are probably less in most profess10ns than we often suppose

(VLZ;,.Freldson s (l970) studies of pbysxclans),,but teachers are undoubtedl?*

" . - . .\é_

If thlS Ls\generally so-éand I thlnk it is), then it is obvxously Lmr

.f something of a lxmltlng case.: . o

portant for us to know a great.deal more’than at present about variation in

v

(and in other of their relations with students) and its -
< ‘ -

v

!
4}‘ ‘teachers' teaching
‘ +

J; v . *
,, *+ sources, Our Colorado findings -say only that more teachers and related pro-

- . . . ‘. > t
q fessjonals make a difference for students; in point of fact they may indicate o
! nothing more. Variation in amounts and kinds of instructional supervision, ,° i

> .
Y
) - .




of the klndS*I ve suggested may have 11ttle effect on- teachers smely be- N

s,

> v ’ Q:
. + cause teachers work 15 so enclosed within classrooms.

. ) e
AN ‘ w e " ‘.‘0-. .
+

t " But we must be Lareful. Ronald Corw1n (in pressL will soon remlnd

"us in prznt that the e\are varletmes of autonomy, that, for example,(there,

\ . ] +
\.

N s e

is ‘a considerable gulfe Betwaen autonomy born of expertness and autonomY'by

default or neglect., In many schools‘teachers" autonomy is of the second

.
= -r e

ind, and it remalns an important emp1r1ca1 questron how khe enclosure of V’

\

teachers affects the;r conduct in teachlng and thelr relatlons wlth col~'

7" o .
.
leagues, under varylng modes’ of supervxs;onaégTth is a question that bears s
’ - N % Y ot
~ N n x v - .,," (
. . ‘. < L4 . '"
; look;nﬁ into. e U w

* Nevertheless, teacher§$ work wild be 2. cood deal 1nfluenced by s
. t ¢ *

teachers thenselves and by tLelr puplls, whatever the supervrsory mode. - R

.;o_rt:.eS studies suggest that teachers ane sub tantrally dependent on thelf

students for reward, What does this mean for eachers* work--for the de-',
o 1

- P .
. s »

N

How does this relationship vary with the age
I

L of the,elassroom, the teacher s,level,of ski

L
AL

«

£ studehts, the specialization

'iﬁ;teaching and\subﬁect-matter

¢ -

competence, or the teacher's publlc reputatign? Bil} 'Spady- will have ‘more )

~
L -

stress their hlgh lmportance. . N

o o t

But I,should note that ‘we mlght 100K’

-~
-~

"~

.( . -~

N -

than reward‘(indlrectly by falllng to respo d to teaihlng, as well as_di-
*. v - \
\
fectly), e degree to which they coopt th

\

- I

. To put the point too %imply,

\ udents as "fighting groups" for~

is Weller's (1932) image of teachers and s
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ever engaged in‘the.“ha tle pf the requirements“ still.valid; hgw widely, and
. <7 \ ' . .
under what conditifns? What other varletles of student-teacher relations

' 3"

might we observe,

. - “ . " .
aék what condltlons? Most lmpq:tant, what consequences o

. . . V- vy
do these phenomen have for how teachers teach and what students learn° It

\ i :'\;‘: - * .
is "e3pecially 1m rtant to look at the socLometry of classro6ms, to 1dentrEy

student leaders, and to see how they and teachers cue bne anotheg and pego-
. L P . * .

tiate the classrpom order. - . A te v
s * - . . .
) LY ) . s
. . 1] .

I shall not say much more than:this about studies of.student _subcul- )

tures, nor much about those of student composition or relations among stu=

""(! . N \\ N

dents. I have taken as my task ‘to pOlnt up some une&slored terxltory, .and'*

]

l
a so far as peer effects on academlc achlevement and asplratmon are concerned,

the explorers now are out in numbers with good prellminary map§ This is

.  t o '

;\ . important. work, substantially advanced by Mchll s;excellent studles (e.q9.,
* ! " ‘ * - . . ¢ -
. ' " McDill & ngsby, 1973) and HauséY's (19707 cautlonary tales. 'We ‘wait,for

4 “s
DR IS

o< wpe

T the reports to come in. . = .
‘ L . [ . . CIPRE ' - T e RAN
i a [ JRdRY H

v f: . But what do we know about teachers' suboultures°and the differences -

R ad

- ] v

they may make for the ways teachers do their work? Ih eenffascinated .
,and.heaftened to find in my own research on colleges and universities'that °
o v . ¢ . ..

. there do seem to be differentiable faculty subcultures, Celitered on ﬁkofes-:?._

- -*

- \‘ * ' . . v . ‘b\' N
« Sors' conceptions of the functions of higher éducation, the aims of teaching
» ‘A’.' : ) . - ., {
[ .4 ‘ , -~ R
) ‘and scholarship and their conceptions of their own pfoper roles as, teachers 6 ¥
. ¢ . o . . ' S .

and scholars These subcultures show certain continuities with the differ':-'i

)
< - . 1

Lng varletles of rhetorlc and bellef that Lawrence Veysey (1965) found for

9

the early years of the’Amerigan univerSjFLes-—general training of the 1n—°{

tellect, the preparation of academic specialists, and a utilitaxian
s M i R v
al - 0 K

. o
v 4 » R

* . e

. . . ' P

gL Y

an
>
-




.
- € R ” .

* the.collede cu?ricdium. MoteoVer, there appear‘to be’ éertaln systematlc .
- ’ ‘ [4 " Mo O i~ f . »‘ . . ‘
b
latlonshrps between tﬁe socxai organrz?tlon of colleges and?unlversxtles
. ., ' N R ,‘ 4 = ;.' fad & _- 'g ..
Q and‘ ea.r A.o.catlonv in ﬂus' subCul}:ural space--the dn.vn.sn.on of facul'ty .
. ] L :

' labof, the time grven to undergraduate\students, th?.varlet;es of tmes be— ': 4’

A &,

R 1. . z - K] » K L "_-‘ .
) . tween students Ahd teachers and the demahds that QL chers mak? of their ot
’ ! M \ »

v .,
' » v A 0 LN

: , :
4 ’ M ~ N l« Y . . b
' students. 5\; . S : e R

.- - . . » * . . ‘e o \7' - * LR . . )

. . e 4 t .
- . ‘,f Woﬂld we flnd someth\hg srmllar Lnﬂelementary and(hzgh scho01$prt. R
’ v oyr2 “ " . ¢

Presumabky lower school teach\r are 1es§ collegial than professors, pefh .+

r
. \.‘.t ‘ . . .

. haps 1ess self—consclous about the work Bpt lf at eny school leqel Or .

» - R . . . \,’a ‘A 1" . .

- PR . «-“

in one or another sector of education we 'do flﬁd such téacher bubcaltufeﬁg‘ .o N

. cer e »
I R4 - & -~ rd
- * N ’\.' N t .’ X

and they do affect teachers work, what then might be the.cénsequenqes “For” _f £ .
’ Voy o x ) . A A . . " . . '. -, , o' .'.' , -«
students? N e : S . RN v "c_‘l ;'? :;J' Corp S
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We‘now are
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lngia good begrﬁnlng toward ;Eang how the soc;q%\or- N

v - \ "\ . ' )
" " 3 e

r . ’, * - * \ " -," h.d-l v L4

! content, of feedhack dbout thexr accomplrshments, of various fo of SOll- % .

" . " .
\ ' “' '.‘ [ o L9

darlty in the 1earn1ng grdhp (especxally varlatlon Ln the mxxﬁure of coop-, ’ Lo

. e EANE
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‘erative’ and competltlve relatlons amond studentsxpu,l'thlnk here espeqiallz
0

e
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.

A

of theccurrent research of McPartl d at Hogkxns and €ohen~at Stanﬁord Qgi . e

»4 . 4 &

have already seen that aspects of glassroom compositlon and schobl golxcxes °r,
" < l [ »

on Such matters as grad; or “o en classrooms" can rnfl ce the soc1a1 L \
~P Qﬁ“ ?,

e L

. organlzatlon of lnstructrgn SO can teachers‘as they dﬁflne and sat tasks,

,;}': :‘. SN R %\‘"d ) t \
.

grve thelr own rewards and pun;shments, glve shape to the soclél struoture
, FEAN

A . ‘u - .

of classroom activxty—-lndeed as they take a more passive or aétlve stance

- i .,‘ T - q .

toward such matters as these. In ‘some very llmlted observatlons at Chlcago \
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in so—called "open classrdoms" in’ elementary schgpols we have found quite
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wide variations in student competitiveness, in the salience and coﬁésﬁge-
B . . L '
ness of subgroups of students, in intergroup competition ard in dependence

. d
1 . ]

\ . on peers or teachers for rewafds*éna‘information about task performance. .

The‘teacHer's‘practices turn out to‘be strongly related to these variations.
' e ¥
o And we find similar but less marked co-variations in, classrooms of R more

» . v N ’ N

4 .
. "traditional" mold. ) -
% ‘ JE

in short, I am arguing that in our concern for student subcultures,

we not forget that the teacher is an active.principle in schooling, and

~

work. Basil Bernstein and Pierre Bourdieu would have us b?lieve that cur-

~ .

L
that what hé does'must be affected by what he values and believes about hisA’

ricula, teaching p}actiqes, and teachers' ‘beliefs and values all are in-

" - .

. eiuct;bly constrained by the structures of kngwledge that domihate a so-
ciet& and more pgrtigplarly characterize and defend its elites. In this

. sense Bourdieu (1&70) can call schooling "sgggazzfiviolence." _I remain to -
. v » 4

be convinced; but this again is an important empirical Qﬁestion. I would
. myself begin an inquiry on this topic;, indeed I have.for higher education,

with thé aésumption that teachers"condﬁht can vary within wide limits and -

’ ! A v ' ) ) . ) L] . ‘.
that the problem is to locate sources of this Yariation,‘ln the one hand

N
)

in given structures and probléfs of work (efy., variations in supervision or

'in the ability composition of pupil, groups) and on the other in what ‘teachers

. »

prefer and believe about Eeachingﬂ” I would guess that these values and be-

’

" liefs will vary a lot, and an inFeres;ing question‘is to sée.ﬁﬁethe% these
v&h@msuémhﬁd&t&&u@lmaﬁmin&é@ﬁémgiﬁ%mm

) (aifuell éé.boﬁ$héir b?ckg;ounds‘ahd.tréiﬁing). 1f we ;
subculturegrfﬁén we can“;éi th they ing;raét.wifh waﬁk s
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ctures and prob-
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You will have noted that I seem to have violated one of my own pre-

cepts. Teacher subcultures would appear not to be very manipulabfle, though
work structures’and work problems may be. ﬁerhaps.‘ Nevertheless|, we must

1 4 - "

know not only what levers we have for actien, but also;the limits on ac-

tion, what in schools will be constraining along with what will be facili-
»

tative. In any event, I am rather disposed to thlnk tﬁat in.most occupa-

d.
tions, no matter how professionalizedJ occupational subcultures are power=
. o= . N, ¢ -

- r - A
«fully formed by work situations. I see no reason to think that: teaching

T is different. If we can ‘in fact find subcultures--constellations of prefer-
7 =T

LN

ences and beliefs that have situational loci among schools and school dis-

-

tricts--then the question remains how much the situations themselves af-

;s -

fect the observed constelletions., And I have been arguing that many ele-
ments in teachers' work situations are indeed manipulable variables’.
[}

Now one last moral. Most of the studies that I have drawn on thisg

- e . . . b~

- ebening take academic performance as the dependent variable. I'm happy that

' this set of varlables is gainlng favor in oul field; I had gotten a little

— ¢

v

lmpatlent with theg appar ntly never endlng flow of studles of occupatlonal

"ol
’ .

".and educational asplratlon. - ?r

At various pOLnts, though, I have referred vaguely to "consequences

a

for students" or to "what students learn." I meant to be<vague, for I think
- . ).
it is about time to put the sociological imagination to work, defining the

'possible outcomes o schoollng that. are llkely to be’ consequential for so-

clety or for the c?aracter of llJeS that people lead. If I am to.be con=
f ] 1

slstent about the sltuatlonal dete

)

ination of the moral aspects of human

™ - . i

Vo
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. tual skill,’ But I am not sure of my ground, and I don't believe atly of us I . -
» - »
is. Moreover, somewhere people must 1earn those soc1a1 skills and forms ’ . ' "

o /:,. ' LY ¥

of tonduct that permlt them to enter sltuatlons effectively. 3 '- ‘o

[ P Y
. Let me just list a few of the possibilities. R \ ) ve o

{1) Dreeben (1968) has written a provocative, spectilative book
® ’ ' about norm-learning and its relation‘to theé social structure
of schools. But there is as yet no impért&nt:research-og this
/ topic . N . A . ) @ ?

y s - \'! v‘ » » ‘~
(2) what of that capability that the human resources economlsts g
. call "learning’ to learn"? . . . ) ¢

P v - ‘
-

. . s

. (3) what of capac1t1es for prlmary social relations on the one
. hand and for malntalnlng solidarity at a distance on the other°

'(4) What ahout propensities for social participation--in the polity.
or in voluntary associations, for example? ‘
. v, - -
- (5) what about that outlook toward soc1ety that Shils calls '

veivility"? . ~
. N s | ' .
‘ "This is a conventional enough ldist; the product of a not vesy active socio-

logical imagination. But perhaps it suggests some directions. It wouid‘be

- \ jo

fascinating and probably very important sometime to analyre in précise terms
Y ‘ : : ’ -

the moral and cogni?i&e demands nade on their members b§ a varietz of Qrgan— i .

izations and institutions in our s?c1ety--the famlly, work, pOllthS a d ‘so g'

JE— - - N v < - -

on, to try to sée how effective schools are in produc1ng persons fltt to

»
N

these demarids, and to follow the llfe courses of persons differently p e= |
M 4
pared for varlous kinds and levels of soc1a1 par c1patlon. We might well ~ .

.
-

' find 11tt1e flt and 11tt1e dlfferences in life hlstorles. Bob Dreeben in
[ .

- | L S ,

fact now is plannlng a first effort. of thlS kind. i s '.. . "

And I should stop before I outllne enough tasks for a century S work.

. .
" » : . »

- Fl




' N . e "t e . - ] - [] " LR B S o [
. .‘:.“'r' ‘ ,," ' 'l//":. - \‘l c .” N . ; f ro ' . ) . [ i :' s 'v‘/ L, V\: ‘s r‘x— .. ."-L:‘,.‘.’
s L , t e : ’ L e . . . ° M LA P Ao
L3t e Igs o . LA ? ¢ P
[V N, K AT . . iy . i . . N
A O I A . \‘.-‘ e ‘ . T ‘. LR
AT ST L S Refer&nrces . . . o
- ; . R . . . 7 . . . " -~ e " rd . - o
A . . ' L o™ . L) , e bl
. ,~.‘~ "’.’/, v, PR PR . , .‘ ,‘} . . .. . R
’ e ' 2 i 3 4 A IR Y S S
. .2 . ; . ,’.. LI . , R &+ N » - g. Vo ; . ’-7 v . 1
. N [ 'Y ¢ PN . l‘ . *
. M.thausér,.Robert P, - ‘e A A ARV IS NP .
T 2 ) , W ‘. hd ~ . . PRV .- , ‘: sy ] e
~, . ' ) * - S
in press. U&equal Elxtes. New York: Wn.ley—Intélgscmnce. S
“-.‘h L. ' * ""r\ “ \ " , y LN s -,‘ v )
R v . e,
Barker, Roger- and Paul v. Gump Y . . 4 . ‘_'1
-, 1964 . Blg School,’ Small *sc¢hool., Stahford, Cai.:ﬁf. :
. » . v R G‘ ) ‘ ' .
. ® . . S .
v Univexs Press. ’ .
- . . .

. ican’ Soélologlcal Rev:.ew. ; s
. - « “ N * - K‘
| Bourdieu, Pierre and Jean-Claude PasSeron ’ \ K

' | ) !/ .

‘ . . “ . . Y L . .\lx’” N N . ,
S 1970 . La Reproduction: .Paris: Les Edrﬁn.q‘» s'de la Mifuit, , vt

. v . - T
l_ C

. o . “ . . ;" I
oy Coleman, J. S., E. Q. Campbell, C& E‘. Hobson, J.\ McRartland, ‘A. Mood,

- . \ ) . - - ; - ‘.‘ .
" | P, D. Weinfeld, a;nd R. L. York |- . . Pa .
A ) v . [ o x C.

' T : d
1966 ." 'Equality "of Educational Opportunity. Wgshlngton, D. C.:

Government Printing Office. o
9 . . o
___ Dreeben, Robert . . . AN s o Lt

v

; . 1968 '  ©On What Ts Learned in Schéol. Readihg, Mass.: Addison-
. [ . T

. ' [] [ ) ¥
. . ‘ Wesley. . . ot
e R o AN
Freidson, Eliot . - !

.«
“ ' "

’ - 1970 ) . Professional Dominhance. New York: Atherton Press.,

y b [ ’ ‘ \
' Hauser, Robert M, N

- Lo ) . . -
. ' . o »
o , 1970 "Context and consed: A cautienary tale." Americasd ‘Journ!l e
Loy . R I . ] ‘ T, - v N P
. i ., e ! e . N -
; N of Sociology.| 7p {January): 645-664. . e
X : - 1 . . R g . v n
. /ﬁ~ \ t . .‘. . ' {‘o ). AN > . ' - ' N ' A
' Heyns, Bar'bara , s o . e . 12 o
1974 "Soc1al selectlon and stratiflcatlon within schools\ v r,- -
) o ‘ o v L ¥ . s . =
© > .
X % Amerlcan Journal ‘of Socklologf 79 (May) Lt R e
-~ P > , y N ‘s " |
v . * . ! * . ") O ’ . ) ’ * lA - 1 |
» L} 4 N - i
. . \ ] ' N . S . . ' N : . :
IRV AR C : S
¢ . -, ."l . : ! ‘ X 23 L N i M / . . . " ‘

) T . ‘ (LS .
v . ' ' . ~ . 'd
. 4 N ‘ . ha . b
ERIC. - . , N . ) o Y.
Lay % o8 il S - . )
- e, . e : -
\ . .

L]

W £ 2




N " 2:;\ s"\;: :
S-SR X
2o Gy i s
. ‘: i 0 3 '.y . ;‘:_. : Lo :‘:: BN ;. ;
> S r, .. -y w3 L
"‘Soc:.al ch’ange. ahd soc, .}al haract;er. ;;_&'he, rolg of parentil
N " < . N : _\‘_" -‘\" L, ( }1‘ ,:'u'; . “,. ._'
. meghatlon't" a’o ) l, of S J.al. »Issues-. lb12.~23 :;;; &

: R T T L S S 2 B o
SR Jencks, Chnsgopffer e Tk e oY E TS S BN E
AR oo L LS e D
9 B s <« v N 1 - LS ‘\\

_ oot 1972 .In_e_guahg New Yorks: 'Bas:Lc. Books. GE T, w
I..\-h . .n. ™ L) : . : ot - ;.: . _‘F'-l c[ ; ) \..' \‘ ) X ;e {-: : .. ‘: ) ‘-‘;\
e, r Kohn, Me;'VIn L'Q ". e . - . '." o '.: i' :":
! o s .’ L T . " .’ A 7 % v o .
;",‘ B 1969 % Class. and Conformty .. Héttewood, ¥ ::_' bBorgey Préss.. ',
J;:'._ .“ "o -‘ ;:;:'.. . :; . 7 ',“.. LA - .' s o ;. ?__v -“_. 5 .
o “ortie, Dan . R T R, ". ook

N A 4 ,'! o K "‘ o M T L. o S .

L : e "" - N e 4,{ P '“ . 9 ) v ‘4‘ Je A Y ." '\‘: ‘. )
, w1975 .7 .S‘choolteacher° AL Socmleglcal Analy51s. .Chicagd: Wnivér-, ,
:.‘" e . ':'_q' ’ s ae * ’ LR A ¥ lo'h.‘ st ‘4‘,.. & * R ¥ .Y .
. <, si t; of wlcago'Prgss. ced ; AR (‘. .
Y e " Yo, ) e “ . ‘. ——;_:.. ] R I . R
El DAY T .o
McDi}:l Edward. and Leo” ngsbg' ~ e TS A S
4'.. & [ . . '
- -.l. J ,,_e.m .«‘4 P
._' Structu{:e and Proce%s»rm Secdndary Schqols,- ﬁThe Aca?demmc |
' . ‘ Py . oﬁl PR ‘;;—‘ U’-‘ ., _:__ pr N '-. . ‘ s ':" \I . -,

3 meact ef"Educ’atlo.nal Cl:rmates, Baltlmore.. John§ Hopkms

;v - JS Uruvers:,ty Press. . B ORI -
¥y, - "4'; < g . ‘ RS . Le . ) -t e : -, , .

Rehberg, R:.chai'a and Walter E. 'Schafer v " L - ’
- _ 1968 - “Partlcz,pa.mon in .mterschblast;.c athletlcs and col]_.ege

S ) e '.I o el .. . ‘ v >~

T : . _-e_xpect’:atlons." Amencan Journal of Soclology. 73 (May)

. . o s . . ’ .
e -, | 732-740. R -
'+ Sorenson,.Rage ; o . ’ ‘ - .

. ' . \ -

: . 1970 '"Organa.zatlonal d‘lfferentlatlon of students and edu;;atn.onal

U - ‘.’ opportunity." Sociology of Eduoation. 43 (Fall)" 355-376.

¢+ .Spady, William G. SRR ’ L. o .
. > 0 N . N K ! R 4 . '

197(5" ‘\, "i.a;nent for the letterman." American Jeurnal, of Sociology.

) - o ¢ . w& JE / -

- L — 75 (January) : 680*-702. . - ; H S

ey ki . A v .\ C v . ' '

[ )

Veysey, Lawrence . \' '\ “ : o . ,

] . . . . “ ] y & N - ) o N ’ o,
) -1965 c The Ehu!rgeng of the Amencan Univer51£y Chicago: Univer-
p LN . % S . . T
c ". ' s:.ty of Clucago Press. B \ T e o %
- 0 ¢ ) v ST T s Ty 4
P, . ] ~, - .o . 3 . v .

. , ‘ . ¢« ! , . B .. ¢ : ., ¢, ) ) .

.:" ':,7' ' -t : . . . .‘.\'q » \“ . . . ] ‘

T B R S - | 3

< [4 Ky .. *. . H L Y- |

, g * e, ,\ e . o .o .4 . |

. 4 w 4 . l;u o, . [ \ - \ g |




. . * 1 . * 0
SN SNL . N e ' ) ’ Y a
‘:\\\“ .\‘\\ 3 N ' <N ‘ L R} ) o N ."," -
S NN R SN " P L
- . : N . AY v N | . pud v
_ . ' N .Wallexj, WJ.ll_ard . - T , L3N SN .
N _‘\o .. v N Y ‘\ ¢ RN . P} N N ‘
’ N . . ' B . ' .
oo, .y 1932, ©  {The Sociology of Tdaching. New York: Wiley.
-y " . \‘ 4 .' *
Ny . . . oy .- \ .. N . . \
e JWiley,; Pavid*». . , . . o : “ . a .
e, ® _— a0 A, e ¢ . O .
S e .~ Y, “ N . ' .
- 0 . Yo 0 N .
N ©t e 1973 “Anothex hdur, antother Hay." Studies of Educative' Proc-".
- " 4 LIERY * . -
A ’ LI e Y N & N ¢; ERETL I . ;
' . . 1 v P ¢ N ' bt .
Bg : . M N o 4
e : ) esses.+ Report No. 3I(July). Cooe .
. PO ) . A ‘ ’
S e s N .
’ » s e &
;.,1' £ . ey T N . v Y . : o !
N & c ] N ‘\5 . 4 [}
. 4 . . N L ~ LI - i
. N . e . . ’ . » ) . : *
) — s O LRI N N B N . ‘L . .
- B L4 4 ]
! N T * . < ’ .
“ 4 - . . . . - ¢ - ’ .
* W - ~F K . ' . ' B
MR} i N . - ~ b !
- ! ‘ N - D‘ »
- . e
. ra . N S » . 4 ?
18] « . . . - ., ~ A <
v ’ ‘ . .
) . : . M I ) . i
: 1 . N R - ' ‘e
. w . - . .
o N . ' . e
- oL . AN . ) !
. - N LA N » s
‘ . i‘ 0
B . 5 3 . . o
. . |
. . A b . « 4 PO
| . . ‘ . } ., .
K )
' : * . i’/ * Yy 'l : ‘ .
- h t ‘ \ ’
* A\
. \ A v N y 1 -
- -~ . N
S - - - - o - - . e ol
. . . e T
. ;
L) .~ . » *
4 \

. .
» M . [ X
.
' . . . N
' - h ~ 2 -
0 N . .
- . . . .
N L]
- - " 5 . )
- .
M
. A ’ . . . ' > . .
. . . [ - . -
: s ' ¢ ‘e ’ ? )
2 - . 0_ - Y . 3 *
- A4 A N z .
& ¢ - ’
- B
’ - o~
- Il - .
. v v N w .
. © v “ . . ), . . \/
. ¢ v . -
~ : \ \ . - "t ~ . s
N r < .
. ' . ,
v N 1 ' N N
N s EA ~ . R
s / . . : . g
- - [ o\ B
t . ' ¢« - . .
Lk . .
N ' .
- RS . 1
Iy ) 2 '
. ' o0 . * :
1Y ~ . - * :
v . i .
L.
. ! * a
- ' 1 (k /’ !
- &
\)4 “ . 1 25 s ' . » 0/
ERIC © . 5 1 /e ~ .. :
- ' C ; ' crt ' A -
rurrex roudos oy cic SR .- . B .‘\,- Lo 'Kf A \. ; F . x
. . . 3 « .
»




Y.

4

1
i
\
s
e
T e——

\ THE SOCIOLOGY OF SCHOOLING o

\REPQRT FROM DISCUSSION GROUP #1 BY ROBERT WEN 'RT
! o ¥ ! : | 4 *
. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY / J
- ’ p ' ’ ’)s
7 ' . f ” ” *
DR. WENKERT: Well, it's awkward to be the first discussant, because '
» |
if you're fourth then you can say, oh, yes, the other three héve ‘already said t
.‘ . I «' '

" alllthe thlngs that arg to be said. " : / | /

. group. Let me start with the simplest first, namely, qneStions of method--

" at the first moral of Bidwell's paper better than cross-sectional studies.

t

. gestion. One is that field research would provide information about the day-

'to-day happenings within the school, its daily activities, which.07! could

T -
I shall restrict myself mostly to the issues ralsed in my discussion .

I

! |
possibly the 'least interesting, but at least they open the door to the sub-~
. . . | / . |
ject. : A / o - o
e ’ / | | .

There was support in our discussion group for Zongltudlnal rather
N - :‘
than, or in addltlon'to, ‘cross-sectional Ltudles. ng/those large-scale
studies which use survey types of material, longitudinal studies would get

The second methodological ooint was a plea ?or field research on,howf

v
R

. day-to-da& decisions'are made in schools and on the interorganizational dy-

namics of school districts, that is, on relations between individual schools )

1

and relations between schools and thelr district office., My 1mpress10n--per-

i 1]
- *

haés this ks not a good lnference--ls that two mot;ve li¢ behind that sug-

! - \‘ ‘ ,

not get by survey methods, . The, other is that SOClOlOngtS dolng that kind Ofx
* I
research would come to understand the s1tuat¢ons whlch coqfront the people on
‘ \ 1L

the scene—-students teachers, administrators, and others.\ This is esseptlal -

\ 4' i ,
for purpoSes of recommendlng policy, and fo¥' estahllshlng credibility. - -
o% 1‘ . N N 8
.o . _ C
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| .o ceo

WiLh these remark% about the kinds of research priorities‘?hat were

’ i -
f ’

suggested in the group, &et me, lead into some of the difficultiestthat‘wére

-~

v

- - [

L% 3 ' et . . . s
‘raised ‘and discussed. These are 'difficulties_in dolng pollc? research, and
1

-

. d;fflcultle in relations between res%archers and the persons who work and. e
] -

“
i ' 2 L]

. “study in the schools. . . . . o,

|

! ¢ . <

/ . ‘ _ _ R ‘N
| Onefof the difficulties ‘is that t4e Bidwell paper, while.it  pointed ‘
: . bo )

out that’ teachers are isolated, may have understatednthelr vulnerablllty.

We’may cltg not only lortie's study” as. Bldwell did, but alsq the work by AN

o a ! .1 o !
! Sarason, who ha9come to call teach ng "the lonely profes/sxon. " , ’l‘he sit-

! * -

", uation oﬁ‘teachers may be even wors than Bidwell sugges ' and ‘it was pro-

k) ' » LI |

I . .
posed in our group that research people are among the pepple who make it

| A-\v N 5 % ,“ "r
worse. That is, when pollqaes are’recommended or reseaxch is done, it travels
l

- ) «

down the plpelrne and lands on the teacher. The frnger points at the teacher.
! [

‘c 1 " ‘1 R '
;So, no7only is the teacher isolaLed, but he or she 1§,/ so to speak; the vig- )
‘ L
if lt\ls well ddne,
.
the assertxon. \

tim of changes in polxby., I thxnk that'fxeld research,

| ) / s
) woq}d/show‘whether that, is true.[ In any case, that #

The second way.in which the relation between the researcher and'the !

practltxoner is tenuous at bes and allenatxng at wo st is that polxcles may

be recomm ndedk_but they may d sturb the vested lnt rests of the people on
the, scer . Now; I suppose that is nothlng new. Bu the point was made that .
’ , , ' .
noJ

only are vested.interesté/disturbed,\but the knowledge practitioners
” 1 , ! . t -~
/ . *
have of what happens in schoéls is not honored. ere is the presumption, or
¥ r .
: /
the implxcatxon,&that schoob practltloners are ignorant. Their susplcion is

toa
ey , .-

,aroused, and resentment is’, reated. It may be t?e case, in. faqt, that re-

.,
ve .

searchers are more ignorant about Schooling than the practitioners whom they

. ~ i

are suppoded to enlightenJ

I

-
v
Ve
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/

relation between research persons and

. The third diffioulty in this j

» - ’ ~ L3

practltloners arlses around the lssue of who is to decide pollcy-—ls it to’

4 ¥

emerge from within or is it to be‘imposed from thhout’ das.I llstened

o
] ’ .

to the discussion, I thought that the giving of grants lS in a way rather

?

v

lpecullar, that is, even lf we consxder research grants. I would personalfy

see no objection, for example, if research grants were given to teacher

‘ N ! [ v "'"‘ ' .
unions for. the purpose of improving the education of their district and their
Y ’ . . . * ~ \v’

schools. Research grants could be given to practitioners, or to interested

LY -

. . v A
students, qr to groups of parents. 'On the one hand there is the question of

who is to originate pollcy, who lS make pollcy, who is to reco*mend policy,
is it 'to emerge from within or from without; and the second question is, who

' : it
is to implement pollcy, and is there part1c1patlon in the creation of policy

e . !
. Ve . f
by those who are %o lmplement.lt or woul policy be imposed or be seen as

-

hav1ng been imposed from abbve or from the outSLde?

A

It has a ;reﬁy

; <
) \ The questlon of mahlpulatlon was also discussed.

v ! '

bearing on this questlon of who is to set policy. There was agreeA

the remark made in _the, Bidwell paper that varlables have to be

pe»pollcy-relevant. The questlon is, at whlch organ;zataonal l vél.ls the

pulatlon to take place--at the local level or higher or l eé And I

- “

thlnk the choice, of varlables depehds on the answer to that quesg;on as well

s / v .Ua; . “.-
as on their manlpulablllty. If a varlable is manlpulable and us found to
. 5 ;4/ =

)

have an'egffect on.a.SChoo;ing outcome, who or Yhat stratum.or what‘organiza-
. tional legel'is in a positron to‘hanipulate it, and what are the;other conse=-
_guences;of"having the.manipulation aone at that leve%?' - . é;W '
‘ iherg was aiso a discussion of indirect effects. Th Iques;xon lS.“

“ whether to restrict ourselyes to examlnlng only the direct effects ‘of eduoa-




v * - M i

H . Cl . -

sy - «
. ¢ : . M - - M

N . . I R .

H ¢ * I3 Q‘ ! - ' i ) 3 M ; 13 v -
tional practice, or whether to broaden the notion of policy-relevant re~
. M -~ M h .

search by including studies bf the possihliiconsequencei of efisting poli-,

-~
- . - -

cies in other areas, for example,'in fertility, housing, and so on. Such®

-
.

» *

pollkles'can haVe very profound 1nd1rect effects on scheoling. . v
g

. ?
Low v . it ' 7

. The question of value neutrallty also came up.: I th1nk people -gener-
j M 9 \
T

ally agreed that value neutrality was not proper in these kinds of studies:
) .

. * [
. On 'the other hand, there was fo agreement on precisely which values one
,ou%ht to ﬁpholdm And I suppose it resolves itself into a question of ﬁhose
. n * 4 v , M

~

agent the'researcher cogesato,be, either by choice or by'default. ¢

These are all dlffmcultles to be dlscussed, rather than recommenda-

. tlons to be lmplemented I 11 just make two more comments. -0 \

. I m\réther worrled about.abstracted emplrlclsm, that' i's, the search
. < . N RN o .“
for thé magic key whith can be shown to havé a benefigent edqcational effect'

P .. .

across'the board. Methodologically, in large=-scale statistical studies, this.

LS

1 . . [ ’
. A3 %, . . . . .
means the .,search for an effect which retalns its size regardless of variations

4. . .3 . e

1n types of students and staff or other varlatlons, in short, an effect sthab-
ord ' R »._} »
) ‘remains constant.over everything, regardless of local s1tuatlons. I'g.not

1, ~ 0 ) T4 »

s

Y

convinced myself that propositions whlch arve not s1tuatlonally bound, which

are not situationallz specific,°are going to'carry us very far., One ought to

be cautlous about these general1z1ng lmpulses. For‘one thing, i'f sucH gen al;

. ' T

effects are found, they would tend to carry dec;siqns up the ladder to the na-

] 1 ~
“ e

" tiohal level. That. 1s, if a partlcular manlpuléble varlable has ‘an effect

L3

regardless of varlat;ons in local sltuatlons, th n presumably it can be applled

A . H \ ¢ L

at the most general (that lS? tHe hlghest) level? and thereere would be acted
- ) L
¥ _j».

on by the stratum ‘that has jurlsdlctlon over this most general lQVeﬂ This

[N

[

may be all rlght 1f those variables are found. But I'm mot qery optimistic
\

.

‘ e o
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3]
at they w111 be found and t;hat they can '7be found regardless of the local

. .
' f . '
&L

A \ uantlcn. 'I‘hlé’ sugg;ests d concern with substant.z,ve father than formal

N ’ ’ "t
3 -

. eory, a concern with the theory anql (prai:t,].ce oﬁ ‘partlcular dlstrlcts or '

. schbols rather than with schosling; or anythmg else in.general.. R

y . s

‘ Onel f.lnal comment. I was very“pleased "with Bxdwellhs re:ﬁerehcie £o

.
v .

- . o . .
. the school as a sécial and mdral order. I t;hlnk the general t.reﬁd 1,5 ‘to , .

|

~ 0 'regard‘ schools as technildal rnstruments, and I thlnk tha_t's a m:.stake. To.

% ‘

\ -

* regard écm as a soc131 anc} moral order\, as a place where tmaxe 1s bargan.n-
i . e ‘

ing, as a place where there are establ‘ished propnetles and J,mproprletles
émd dlfferent v'ersmns of thos’e axpng the dlfferent part1c1pants, that k:.nd‘
e’ \ < -

of virew refurns,us to an earJ.ier version of the socibJ;ogy of education, such -

4

R 3

., . ) a

oy as that held~.by‘,$~'lilfa;d Waller, and I would be pl'eased,tb- see that person- .

.
.
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~
N
Lo d
.
®
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1. In Seymour B' Sarason, ’n{g Cultq,re the Schopl and t;he Problem of

" -+ Change (Boston A Allyn ana Bacon,

w : «;-"
. . P ? . e . . ,
‘ " 2. The dlsunemon betweexf substaptive and formal theo is based’ on the ’

* ot .

. .
¢ [N - 8

. dJ.scussmn 1n Barney G \Flaser and Anselm L. Strauss, The Dz.scovery ‘of

) )
‘ . I *

Grounded Theory (Chlcagb- " Aldine, 1967). - el
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' REPORT FROM DISCUSSION GROUP #2 BY \RONALD CORWIN s

o ,  OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

20 DR.,CORWIN: I ‘think it was generally agreed\that, within the frame-. <

‘~work of the assumptlons underlying Professor Bidwellls pap , it was a tour
(32

12

de force, a véry llvely and stimulating paper.' Howew '

. v 2
1n;our group;challenged the basnc assumptions. ’ The questdons that were /r’/i

i

r, most of the comments

/
7

/

In s izing the discussion, what I say does not necessarily reflect my

own,bTinion.
L] Il

S
'

One of the major, concerns was what kinds of outcome var

T .

ables should .

.
N NS

one lopk at in relaﬁlon to pollcy. In the paper attention wa

\ v -
particular, tofstudies of academic performance. waever, som n

.

group telt that our’ research places too much emphasls on what
Ty A H ’\

the market«orlented object1Ves of Schools--that 1s{ testlng and measurlng the

*

P

klnds of thlngs that the child <an market, as opposed to therhnmanlstlc—
U e .
- orrentedﬂéutcomes that we tend to forget or lgnore. . /

v " .
£
y oo L

Another 1ssue, in addltlon to what we should 1ook at, dealt with the

s

3

krnds Qf‘conciu51ons that can be reached from the kind of research we do.

N / -~ " 3 )hf N \.. A
mMeasurlng the amount of varlance epralned.does not necessarlly warrant causal \
1nferences, it does not warrant, us Lo manmpuIate varlables and presumably,. L \<.f.
L then, thé des “nres of children, espec1ally glven our rather flinsy methods-~ .
fllmsy at l asy from the standp01nt of pollcy,,not neeessarlly from the stand— ‘ )
- \ » , . .‘.. P n"‘
\ et oo
€y D - y
e ! a [ L '
, ‘ ; . . f/"'
\\ N s . 4 : "
. 31 J . o ¢
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group, thenq

pOLnt ‘of theory There was heSLtancy on the part of some members

!E the

¢ S

-

to go too far by‘Way of pollcy recommendatrpns on the basls of “

the kind of knowledge that we can generate.

Again, this was raised as a

geperal moral issue that confronts'us as,sociqlogists, and not one confined
, P ' ] . ) . .
to Mr., Bidwell's paper. (Also, from ﬁnother perspective, I wonder if policy

would be oetter served by using less advanced methods.) e "

’

At the sane time, paradoxically,'another theme in the discussions la-
rd ~ ‘

mented the ;acﬁ of attention to policy implications. On the.one'hand, the

. paper didn't deal expllcltlf with pollcy lmpllcatlons or Wlth speciflc polch

For example, it~didn't take into conslderatlon the current
. /

issues of decentralization or community control, although the data perhaps

N had some implications for these issues (motwithstanding the reservations

e

noted above )

recommendations.

On the other hand, the paper did not appear to be’ addressed to

‘someone who can do something about what has been learned.

Some of us felt

that perhaps it's futile to talk about pollcy w1thout know1ng beforehand how

that policy is golng to he lmplemented, or w1thout havihg some connect10n b

N © r..

w1th the people who ¢an do somethlng. ’ ‘ Cey

. . .. » .

There was also some concern expressed about a.methodoioglcal blas in

,- - e - NI

much of our research today. It was referred to in the gronp as’ "ratlonalism“

v \

o T s e~

“

or “sc1ent1sm," i.e., the assumptlons that there “are ends, and that the proc-
u .. c . * /’ ’ =,

ess can. be captured 1n abstract, often remote concepts andgrlgorous statlstl-
'cal procedures. And conversely,Athere ras concern that we don't directly ex-

L

. ¥

T amine proCess, that our concepts add methods are too remote from our data "and

Ku,- . . .
N}

"that we should get closer to ‘our data that we, should do. more than measure. ,‘

o ,-/'.- ‘..' o .
reap,

s | for the\purpose of statrstlcal analys1s, and that perhaps there are other k‘.

-

LI . " . A)

procedures or methods that we can use to sense, feel, ‘or sq.nhow understand'

" N ;o 3
' ot

%2 to. .

our ‘data better. . o oo ¥

]




K . |

.fBut, i also believe that ‘thid more "direct" approach can be carried’
’ J © : ‘ ; -', * '

too far. There e'mahy levels and forms of "uhderstanding." The critical

.- . Q.

challenge is to fihd ways of blending different approaches--the more direct
- .

Wwif® the more abstract=--so that they supplement, and complement one another.,

~

. After decades of tdeological conflict about truth strategies, Rt hardly seems

. N . 4
o« '

productive to re~hash the issues again or to perpetuate the schisms, and the
¢ e - )
myths on which they are based. ) ) . '
N o L

- . 5

and finally, questfons were raised about the notion that only certain
, . . 3 . . - . N ) . . 5'.
varfab;es‘gan be manipulated. As thevprebious speaker noted, it depends in
\ ! e * . oh

large part on which ‘part of the system will enact policy. Before making
recommendations, we need to clarify to whom we are speaking’ghd whb we feeifl .

will listen. It is quite pOSSlble, for, example, that teacher cultures can\\ﬁk

. L
e e

A

P 5 L

v Al

e - -

. alysxs of the paper.

- wxde range of issues generlc to the field,
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Tt , be manlpulated directly, . as»well as lndlrectly, through the work structure. ‘;
. ., v ?.. h ﬂ"'l_-
For example, the NEA has' the‘potentlal of alterlng work stfucturegang teacher ~
..\\.
- ubcultures, and in fact, has expressed some interest ln this problem. S I

thlnk we need to be somewhat cautxous about 1abe111ng variables pré&aturely.

- In concluslon, the dlSCUSSlOﬂ dﬂ&-not 1endmltse1f to a systematlc\an- -
Ragher, the paper served to stlmulate d;scusslons about
I have tILEd to ¢apturze a sense

. of our conversatlons, Sut I must add, there was also dlsagreement withmn the

group about many of the 'statements I have conveyedjhere*
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i REPORT FROM DISCUSSION GROUP #3 .BY DOROTHY, MEIER o ~
' - . * .
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AT NORTHRIDGE R T
2 e . . - - N : oL e
R . . o ° e - . ~ e ’ . -l e . ~ . . ‘/-' o » .

DR. MEIER: I will try- to summarize‘ the, major isgues raised in our . T
. ' ' \ -

] Dlscussmn Group er.efly and copfine’ my own comments to a mn:.mum since I

— u ' - e .

* was an actJ.ve part:.c:.pant in the gkoup. . : ' e, WL ’
B " l, ‘ . ] K ._, ° ya .

FJ.rst, let me.say that BJ.dwell' presentatf"on was most useful and .- -

o
N . - -

provocative J.n raJ.sJ.ng numerous J.gaues for thought%nd dlscussmn. In’ fa'ct,

. »

-
~

- in response, our Discussion Croup managed to ‘raise a number of questJ.ons, RS *

but came up, with very few answers in, the time avallable. Several in the " 1 ‘
.o *

- e - - \,,A t

) % group were m:.t:.dlly dlscourage,d'vat\the lack of clear answers to 1ssues :

. TSR ! \
. raJ.sed and the se\ammg “state ‘of the art“’" But, I th'lnk we fmally re\\checﬁ
. - . 2 \\ B nt
the conclusmn that the uu.ssJ.ng answers were largely a funct:Lon of the exX~

‘.
-
. . v . \ v, \\\ "
. i [ - N . .
~< . e
i
N
N

_ tremely basJ.c types of quest:Lons beJ.ng raJ.sed--questJ.o that many of you .

Yo - . . Y |- - \
have pr! ably s&u. led with before Ehd most lJ.kely have a Sgome tJ.me‘ T o

v

em and to explore possible answers as welllas N
possible pit-falls which might be uncover‘ed’\in these explorat'i,ohs. . *‘

, The major parLt of our discussion centered on_the following kinds of =

: 4 Iy
estJ.ons Just exactly what do we mean when we.ta out gol:.cy research” T .
What is J.t‘? How is it done effectlvely? What‘ ar the ay-offs and/or the
‘\p -

dangers’»‘ Who controls, J.nterprets, asrd impviement’s? Ho does pol:.cy e~ ‘

Search differ £from any other kJ.nd of research? .Is evaluation research the B
I\ P . T " o“ <

same as policy research? Is all research really' policy ‘research, at least,

oAt . . ~ . . . i . v

AR . . - ‘
P Lo . to somé degree? . o R

D . ° .
B . * .
. , . b . N " . .
. A . - o o . .
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As“we began.talking about these questions we soon began to wonder Co b
% . - P 3 S

~ if maybe wewwere just re-hashlng the old "basic ,versus applled research"

A

~

\ ’
argument with dlfferent termlnology. _But, a general consensus appeared to .

7/ I &

IO P PR - hh: LN

evolve that.polxcy reSeatch (st111 undeflned) seemed to répresent some-

thlng different from elther of the older notlons of basic or applled re- «
. - N o M o ’

. -

search In fact, some felt that pollcy research night Well reptesent a f .. .

s . o
. . 5 " 29

.. klnd of brldglng betweeh the extremes for the old basmc and applled types

“,‘

.‘} ’of' esearch., From th;s dlscusslon, tentatlve'deflnltlon of pollcy researip

. was, proposed. \ . ML ’ .‘ L “!, e
- ' E e ' 4. oyl u-[: . ..-;.}
Per aps policy research is srmply tha///esearch whlch has felatlvbly S .

yz meedlate.pollcy impllcatlons and//hoprully, is or has been exeouted fol- : :;:' 1:ﬂ'

1 ‘s s
» 4 VU Y e
* 4 h » N LN
h

\
lowing the canons of a~rigorou$ scientific methodology. And, most seemed

R

to agree ith Brdwell thalt- pollcy esearch must be concerned w{th varlables

at researchals.to‘be effective 1n 1nfluenc1ng . . .§

i v N ;

. thht are nlpulable,;f

. Y,
pollcy d clslons. ?ur DlSCUSSlon Group, in general, éxpresSed A desire to

see more O <thi tyhe of reseai¥it done in the area of the sbczology of

educatlon and seyeﬁal hoped that th1s type ‘of pollcy research mlght avold

w . et
’ some of ‘the pit—falls encountered in earller research, both "baslc" and ‘\\

\ © g . o R T T e

?appl}ed.“ However, some were less hopgful, "and expressed‘concern over

"\\\\\\the possibility of being asked to evaluate a given program on a Set of

- 4
cr1ter1a which are not, to the researcher, the most fruitful or most valid T
crlterra. WOthers 9xpressed conc\\ over a possible g?xdden agenda" on the !
.\ N ..
part.of pollcy-mahers whlch could lead to a misinterpretation oz distor-
. . \

. -~

. tion of the flndlngs in any g1ven pollcy research undertaklng, at least, Lo
. . ” . . ’
from the perspectivekof.the researcher and the research agenda.folloWed.

~ [ -, M v - ¢ -t

. e as . v oA . . .
- » , F W1lllhave some more comments on these largely ﬁhanswered questigns in ‘.
AN N N l , [ \ ., <
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‘closilng, but first, I would like to review a couple of other themes I ob- > 7

N et L -

sexved,not only J.n our DJ.scussz.on Gyoup, but also in the reports from Ly »
. v

some of the other groz.xps. . . RN \ ;o ,; .
. - L A we T
o R ! ;

A seconc} ma;or theme centeregi around fee :u;ags, that Professor Bxd—- o
\ . ! ‘. . "' . .": \“

well's paper ré:.sed some most J.mporﬁan't and xntr:.gumg que'strqns. There .. ® -

. - . Ut
,‘ . ~l ') PR ‘ . ‘l ' R S il

e was also a\klnd of elat:.on w:.th the J.ncreased amotmt ahd Varlety of xer » "y ot ' (- ’
p‘v'.‘.'.l‘ iy * v T eed “ \ IS ,l\‘e . .""." . B

S search' and researchers rn thq f:’.feld as reported J.‘h hJ.s paper.. The mora

o -r:|\ ‘t “ -

e > N

\\\ i

uﬁportant questz.ons zra:,sed. seem~to reflect B;.dwell‘s concern wg:.th what. \
Yo [4N & » . -~
'.;‘ s, RN ‘.. ! 3 N B4 / o

nn.ght; be calle“d the "levels quest;.o‘m “' That J.S i J.S. m:e more fru:.tful to ' o -

N e .
- . .
- ' K o R .‘.' bl “ (X n K “

,, "f,‘.exgma.ne sc oola.ng !;‘rom. the student 1eveI the classroom ’hevel, the school, » ' }

v ‘e

.
".u \ .\- . s - W, . >

A the alstrict, the community, the socJ.al m?udtui‘e, the nat:.onal system or ' o
e W0 > |' ORS - LY .
ST . Kot . ¢ s R

.“", ' even at u c’ross-culﬁural compprat;.ve lev:l Mogﬁase ed to agree that . . ' *

. 2

thJ.s question should remaJ.n an open c]me; that, J.deall ', research woul& con~-
tinue at all 1evels of J.nqun% and that, given current policy J.ssues, a . ‘

i
\ ., research focus cente'red on the classroon/ school, and distr:.ct orgam.za-'

tion mght bg.most fru:.tful in light of Bidwell's ar |

ent for researching .
L ] . 4

«

. varJ.ables that are more eas:.l mma.pu]rated.

~ Curiously, "as discussign continued argund this theme, a kind of de-

pression evolved as several people reflected on how much had been done in

.

. ) ! . . L )
" the field ,gand yet seemed compelled to raise the gpestion; but what or how o -

- much do we really’ know? Do wes know what a good teacher 1s? How do cﬁild-
. . \ | . .

X ren learn? There was dJ.scussz.on and dlsagreement over these ques:.bns, out
.

" of which developed a strong critique of the cont:.nued use of academic per-
. : { -

. formance (grades and standard test scores) as the pr:.mary dependent varJ.-

able in much educ¢ational research, 'bincluding policy research. St,rong agree-

¢ - ¥ o bt ‘o -
ment was expressed'WJ;.th.Biawell"s request that attention be given to numer-
3 . R . ' ' . . *

~
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. ' ' 9 . \ .
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- \\1s a pollcy researchér or a scholar offvdolng hrs oWn ng--and pollcy-

3}

‘ \ . on many\other possible des red outcores of schoollng, such as attltddes,

‘ B '
o

ous posslble outcomes-of school;ng as additional dependent varlables to, be,

‘ ~

’ 1nvest1gated but less sQ thh hlS support of academlc achlevement galn;ng

. t L] v 1]

ground over att;tudlnai varlablqs of asplratlon. A side dlSCUSSlon de-

. £ AN v e “\‘"

veloped over why the preoccupatgon wmth academlc achrevement as th de-
% s -' [ &"’
pendent varlahle in_ our recent research. Is 1t easaer to quantlfy? Is it - °

ll % \\

T -

. a functlon of a Tower mlddle class value structpre andﬂppllcy predomlnatlng

1

~s -'o\ -..\

1n ‘the educatlonal system (as somg have alleged) whlch lS supposedly ob-

. = \ N
sesséd with achlevement and advancément’ or; L would addh rs it due to

'/~ o . ' )
« & 4 -
N , " \ s, -

» 3\ -

some i%:ellectual skllls, i, e., academ;c achlevemeht /but could not ag

<

B
t 1 ' A4

~
¢

ClVIlltyi etc.? " \

.
x - AES ! ]

thlrd theme I have plcked up in 4the sesSLon is a general concern

., morals,

o} ! »
ﬂ%;me~11nkage (ox lack of linkage) between the resear hér--whether he

[ oo

¢ \
i
makers in the process of policy formation ‘and implementation. The llnkage

prcblem appears to be most 1mportant both in terms of planning lelcy as
LY »
well a% in evaluation ef existing poliqies. Both those involved in or-

close to.policy formation and researchers were and are concerned_with this

i . . [ - by

"

4 problem. ' No régl solutions to this issue were, reached but most felt it

' - .’

was rmportant and should be’ explored further. I concur. For'example, how

2

" did the Ryan Act--for those of you who live in Callfornla--get passed

0
' " without our extensive\research and comment: What has‘happened as a con-
\r‘ ’ 1

. a & -
sequence of .the Coleman‘EEO study? Hopefully, we w1ll have some more sys=-

~ A
.

tematic and coherent 1deas evolvlng\out of these meetings thh respect td

’ . 4

th;s llnkage problem bétween researcher and’ pollcy-maker.

-~ . >
3

. .
. ai o 7 )
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. \\\cedlng comments. - ! K |

Al - [

-

XY

|

|

\;

4
.

“pollcy formatlon and evaluation:

.:,l . »

) o ' . . . T3 v
. 4/ +

As prom;sed earller, r wzll keep\my addltlonal comments to a mlnl-

-, -

“‘mum since time is short and many, of my oughts are contalned in the pre-

av ',
L]
¢ R
. 4 »
o Lt : - oen 14

. do havé some further observations on the questlons ralsed tonight

Lo«

. \ - '\v v
con:e}n{ng pollcy research ‘and more spec flcally, the pollcy researcher.

Serds Nent e o i s
A

We have felatlvély clear deflnitlons of

o l
scientlflc and_academ;c realms, 'And, we h ve the same for thé role of the
- ) i . . N - - ' "

- S . . | . ,
‘citiZen within a democratic society. But the policy researcher, from tra-

° ~e .

Y ae

: \
_g , .

definition.

df%lonal deflnltlons, may find his "role“ onkalns conflicts in deflnitlons
Lg tradltlonal deflnltlons are lgnored
»

In either case, the polloy res%archer is worklng from-a weak

po 1tlonﬁ:crpss—pressured from the tradltlonél point of vxew or outsxde the
1 °" ’ *
system d lacking in legitimacy in the new "rolad. ‘This sltuatlon may .

——-

well discourage many researchers from engaging }n pollcy reséarch becausg

R : ! .~
of pressures from celleagues and persoAal desire to achieve in the scien-
- . - " . 0y . -
3 . ®

tific realm.

N

4 [ . . ; 13

But, in the case where pdlicy research is undertaken, the

. - - . - - .k
R . .

researcher afid his findings are'much more likely to be subject to the prob-:

lems of llnkage, control of lﬁterpretatlon, etc., as ralsed in drscusslons

R '~
| .

Rere. I would suggest that a major effort is needed to deflne .a legitimate.

». - N

role for the polzcy researcher, perhaps as anﬁrofesslonal ‘or expert.,

Ea

o~

v

I do not mean by these omments to de-emphasize any concerns regard—

\a
v’ ‘a s ,..,
- . -

lng the questions of wHo dete
!

*

\may find that his "rble" lacks,

TN TR T

nes the area of lnvestlgatlon in pollcy ‘re-

\
search; who controls the dlstrzbutlon, release, and interpretatlon of pollcy

v D‘.

" ‘research flndlngs, or how research flndings get transl ted, if at all, into

%
.'i

But I do thlnk it lS

and?legltlmate the role of pollcy researcher lf these concerns are to be

resolved. ﬁ . B

N
F
1
I

-~
essary to clarrfy s

7

. 3 N A
’e role.of researcher w1th1n;the




-

- , % ' A

. 7.
B , ’ .
- > ] 2

’
.t

- research is the‘ability and facility to work within An interdisciplinary
. N , - . s '
+ framework. Policy issues of problems seldom divide up neatly along the '

One’ other factor lmportant to the future development of good policy

- 3 . . .
: lines of'our academic disciplines. On this count, I find this conference

: P , v ¥ >
a most engouraging happening and hope,ﬁor¢ will occur in the future.

'
.

In conclusion, I have a few pointg more directly related fo Profes-
sor Bidwell’s presentation which I would like to share with you. ,First,

. I join in the consenshs that his presentation was not only a. comprehensive \

Te s ’ / ' \
review of ‘the fleld--whlch was his task-—but also ra1sed some of the most

. , o p |
2 - Ve
F4 . J- -

Baslc issuas and provocatlve questlons whlch face us "now and/;n the immed- '
[

| ' ) »0'

- iate“future. He has set the_stage'well for an excellents@nd productIVe

n o2 . y

e ) Though I was pleased w;th Professor Bl, ell's clear delineation off

¢

L .
. _ the.1evels problem in oyr f1el I was also d'sturbed,by his "exclus1ve“ o
P e s R R !

, [\ o ! .
AL . separatlon of the levels. I, along w1th others, have proposed that one
,‘ y o . e , . " L

) lmportant area.of 1nvéstigation exists in an examlna;;on of the lntetac—

14
[

. tlons betWeen the lfferent levels of analysls. Perhaps we shouid pot be

N L34 .0 v —_

wktl“,w,deCLdlngrwhethexvtQ.look_lnslde the,schoollor stayloutSLde,the,school <but

s , . P

LN,

' . . . o .

. -
. rather %e need to look at 1nteractlons both w1thin and across these dlffer-

s ‘ . 3
e e > . »e 2

¢ ent levels of data foc1 and analysls— I suggest that this point maf,rep—

k

\
' . N .

“ao resent, in part, an exerclse\of the" sOclologlcal lmagl atlon whlch Bldwell

- v v T », 5

- .ot > .r,/ .‘_ . é
N calls for And with Whlch I stronély .agree. - o ’

«’ ‘

A _ o Professor Bldwell has clarlfled a germane isswy/in the effectlveness . ¢

NI

- clarlfled the lssue to the poxnt that researchers following his gulde,llnes . :
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to oﬁ pollcy reSearch 1n h1s dlscuSslon of the lmportan ] of deaang w1th )
3 . . w . Ve
;j 2 varlables whxch can be manlpulatqd. My concern is that he-may have over~ -
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) away from the soclal background type varlables, even though they keep ap-

)

3

v

' creasing rates of soclal change. From this they predlct major.problems

*

‘They may be in given situations where a researcher is in control--bu't ma-

nipulating these variables at the nationaL level? I .am reminded of the

‘cial change. They are saylng that we aré'in a situatién of rapidly in- |

for;sﬁciety and indlv:duals lf the eduéatlonal system fails ta respond to

. .
\' + ~
v "

may stifle their resegrch imagination in refusing to look at anything

xhich is not manipuiab e. For example, he suggests that we should moye ) }
) ‘{_

4 " ‘ ,

pearlng as dominant 1ndependen§ varlables, because unless we have a revolu-

b

tmon we are Aot g01ng to be able to manlpulate or change tHose varlables.w

»

I agree that lt m;ght tak ‘a—revoLutlon to change the SpelelC yariables f N
RS . \

he thes. But I also thlnk that the conslstency\of the findings point to

t 1" M ’ 4
ey,

an lmportant area of 1nvest1gatlonw Rather than abandon thls approach, I,
. . . . . \ |
would propose that new research is A eded to searth out the lnte enlng ‘
vl Ly ‘w
lnd[or medxatlng varlables possably /eratlng be éen soclal'bacgground

and scthl ach}evembnt It is posélb e that such ntervenlng vénlables

. N P

ght be moré amenable to manapulatlo than the sofial background varlabies.
] ]

{

2

In other words,‘we cannot afford to aﬂandon factor wg;ch can be manxpu\ated

“ ?
" but may make no dlfference in the”’ Outcomes with whlch we are concerned

1 } /

Further, I am not sure that Professor Bidwell¥is belng that reallstlc i

i

L)

suggesting that school and classroom yariables‘are efsily manipulated.

A

psychiatric'apprbachﬂto the problems.of mental health in our society. ;

- » In 'final conclusion, I think weumust listen to the scholars of SO~ .

*

. . . ’

this new s1tuatlon. They ralse, more urgently than before, the‘heed for :

v -

basic knowledge ln learnlng theory and "learnlng hoWw" to learn.". Angd they . ‘,/;’J
d v . 4 - "

- -

’i?&nt up dramatlcally the need for effectlve policy research in dlrectlng “o i l

the approprlate and necessary changes in the educatlonal system.‘ ‘

»4 . ’ T
, 4 ,,{ . - ’ . ) . . v . - 7
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Professor Bldwell's paper generated a fair amqunt of

|

oy

disgussioen, whlch I'll try to summarlze poxnt by poxnt

. First, I thlnk one of our ggreements was that 1f we are to seriously

.~ 2

N .
two modes of doing this, one by way of direct ipstruqtion--and we s

know a 11ttle bit about what schools do with respect to thé cogniti

{
3

. but of students, at 1east as measured by staJdardlzed test s¢ores--

y

think also by way of what I would refer to as indirect instryction, and I

would refer to Dreeben's work on norm learning here as partigularly impor-

. o .- , ..
tant. .
I - ‘ -

But also, I think, policy research and policy implications bring us

from an emplrlcal area into a normatlve area.' And what We as sociologists

L)

ought to, do-<without blushlng, I.belx7@e~~ms=1n a, normatlve sense to ask

ek ey, ek

)
N ¢

‘thé question: what ought schools do,-and what might schools do?

Secondl&, we certainly do need &n expansion of our criterion vari-.

0y

ables nggnd the most frequently measured set of cognitive varlables. Qur .

‘_a

dxscusslon in part took the form of recommendlng that efforts be made to

measure certaJ.n psychologJ.cal outputs--for example, life satisfaction and

r

happlness. These are realIy not trite. I mean, happlness is the baslc,

e /

prlmary coneern of our llfe.' We re the only c1v1llzatlon in the world  to

have leafned that affluence doesn't buy happiness.

That' s.profound, and I

[ o S A e

—

~/

/
b . L] . - -
;hihk it merits our attentlon as educatlonal SOCLOloglstS. i -
’ . LI \
L 4 H
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We also suggested a broader deflnltion of the outpnt,of schoollmg

.

and posslbly the work that ig now being done on the soclaékzation for com- |
T lpetEnce is an, approprlate heuristic construct. ? ; ' f.‘
. Thlrdly, we' agreed Wlth Profeser Bidwell that we certalnly need
‘ map; of what goes on in the school as a territory, as an organizatr;n, that

l ¢

.
.

bell and Stanley s term, the systemat&c varlance tha is due,to schoollng,

. ',
. ; .
¢ . . R P .

v

schools as organlzatlons. The Coleman flndlng that lfferences between '
. { ‘ -

L
school% ber se, don't make too much of a differenée}ln terms of’output,

.

largely bgcause schools are the same, I think recommends that as sociolo-

. * - .
~ . N N ’
D

|
gists we ought to propose large-scale experimental studies. L
o .. ! -‘ * - i‘ -
‘One participant mentioned that to a degree this is already being

done with the study of alternative.schoo;s. I suggest possibly wﬁcneed:

o~

. o PR ‘ © A .
something begond that. There are, of course, examp%gg of major social ex~-
, ‘ -'\ \ ‘e
L. perimentation. One partldlpant,mentioned,that ln,Ireland at _the present
v !
time some experlmental work is belng done on the conéequences of the intro~

A -
Ve * Tt - ae et . t e v o R4 . o2 »

.. “duction "of standardized testlng on a natlonwide basis. Here in the.United

States, as an lllustratlon of masslve soclal experlmentatlon, we have the
| wor; that s being done on income ;alntenance. -‘i .’
‘ . )
Flfthly, we raised a number of methodological lssues, and I' ll try
to cite just a few. Flrst‘of all, what really is our apprg;rlateﬁunit 62

s . i A _
analysis? - Is the unit of analysis,'is it is for many of us as researchers,

[N
. ]

the indivxdual?o And 1s that 1nd1v1dual the approprlate unit of analysrs
for policymakexs? Or is a more approprlate unit of analysls categories of7

_individuals; i.e., "aggregates"? .

Vi . B . 4 9 . AN . ) . -

, are\more-theoretically iscmorphic with that territory. We don't yet h ve
' . ) thoje,maps, but certainly dé belleve at s ;lthln ou ablllty]as 7Lciol lStS .
to construct such ma;:‘gnd then to proceed to test . % "goodnéss of rlt "
. ' P '.x,
“ - Fourthly, we agreed that there is a dire ne %o 1ncrease, in Camp-
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e,
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For examble, as Col mentions in his--no, I'm sorry, as Thurow

mentions in his paper in the Harvard Educational Review, it may well be
N L M A

4.

N . N \ )

that a reduction in differences between the mean income levels of blacke
bl . - -t . . .
" and Ihi%es as social categories is more tractable to' the manipulation ?f

[y
.

schoolling” than is the'chaﬁge in individual incomes of blacks or whites'
péf el \ T mention here too the fact tﬁat colema notes, again on the ag-
. . . . N

ate 1evel, that there has been a reduction in both the coeffiCient of
3

gre ,

veriation for ipcome in the United States, 1920 through about 1960, as

well as a reduction in.the coefficientiof'variation for schooling attai%edl ‘

. * , ! ' L
which suggests that gé_ég_aggrﬁcate level there is some reiationship between
o ) ;' : . [

schooling and income pe;~sé. . T ’ . . ¢
In éerms of measurement models, again we asked the qnestion, is it

P o : ' ‘

.
v,

such, one of our criteria is the amount of v iance we exblain. And cer-

tainly, most. of us in this room have had the great disaPPOintment of going

thrdu;k\yery expen ive funded studies, only tp explain 30 pr 40 percent of
N . I N '
the variance. e - o . . v e

R i e e Rt

: - - - SO RN
A I really qqescion whethen this i;\ag\appropriateﬁo@el in terms of

policy analysie, and I'll cite mo examples, The study that was used by .
\Was an experiment v

the FDA as a rationale for the banning of cyclamates

performed on 13 rats. I think it was seven in tpe expérimeptai group and

———

I say "rationale“ because,ve knew about 20 years ago

-

six in the control.

»

that cyclamate was a carcinogenic agent’,

L4

a policy implitation was based on a sighiéicant difference, not a percent

of variance accounted fot. : L ’ R o
- . , \ . * ) ' )
’ - e . .
Qo » . .
. Ve R re 4
v
’, ’ '
(' A 1
‘ <
/1 - 43 s
7 A

the individual level or is it the macfo“ievei that is more appropriate? .

Many of us, I'think, are really wedded to a cqrrelational model, and, as .

But there we have a case whe;e .




[ again in relatlonshlp to cancer, in ?erms of smoklng--I o ‘ -

have read a rev:.ew of Jancks' work/\where a psycholog;ét said, for example,
5 / &> ~

if we trynto estimate the amount % varlance in 1ung cancer that smoking

per se accounts for the result &o 1d be prdbably tw or three percenkage

points, But on the other hand, ¥e know that thez:e is: 51 relatmnshl and ' /

-
B / 4 .

-tﬁe major pollcy recommendations have been made”on what we would term "ac-

. %
, .
. A

tuarial" research data. V° ‘ . ! ° ‘

.
- . « .
¥ ° . . -

Szlthe question is, in rvs of policy research, whether perhaps we
A f ¢ =] i :
should s

shift ‘towaxd, or at leask be sensit.i."ye to, an actudrial model of~

quantifying and }nterpreting our data, rather than a variance explained |

/

]
. . T, * . 1.4
correlational model, WNow really, that is'a question\hore than it is an

* -
h ~ . -~ P

. . C e /

assertion.
N ' AY

There are three other issues which, although minor, I would like :to

enumerate before I close. I noted in Professor Bldwell's paper--we had

-

" some dissension in the group about this, so in part I'th speakirg for my- \
. - \
. ) . \

self--a reference to the proposition that whén the wife is employed full-

||
time during her children's eariyfyears the children show lower rates of ‘
- gain in language lehfning than wﬁen the wife works less and presumably

\u

spends more time with her chlldren. ,Perhaps what we need here are some ‘ '

{

very carefully deslgned, well executed, Longltudlnal studies of the, oppor- oo

’ e v ._& A =N -~

. I8
. tunlty costs—w;n deference to both sexesﬂ-the ppportunlty costs of working

4 v

v

parents, that is, the husband as well as the wife, One of the partlclpants ¢

noted that there is a comprehenslve reV1ew of the literature now ‘about to

come ocut of Harvard whlch suggests, after looklng very carefully at a 1ot

of this llterature, thgt the findings are not deflnltlve one way,or anotper.
"ﬁ K N

\ .
I ra1se the-questlon becausg perhaps it's tlme once agaln, grven the tre-

\ —— R N . .

. ‘l\ i
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‘males, for a sfudy of this sort. "’

.

“
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. I'm also reminded when Professor Bidwell talks about the’ effect

‘.w

P 3

"+ that students have on teachers, for plé, . by kithholﬁing appreciation, -

] ’ \ - . . N ]

v

'@odel for\ S.

s

that there's a somewhat parallel paper in David Goslin's Handbbok of Sb~

\

~

cialization which disguésed not how the parent socializes the child, but

how the child socializes the parents.

revises his book we’ can insert that as well.

€

socio;ogists and economists, Herbert Gintis particularly.

-

The  final question I ask comes from the.WOrk of some of the ¥adical

N

3

. .

\

v

1
i

-

Lét's see how students socialize teachers.

I suggest that's dn appropriate

N

.

Maybe when Goslin

~

N

14

If,‘as we be-

/ ' lieve, our schools are so enmeshed and intertwined and articulated with our
‘a' ° - * 4

-,

H

social system, with our society, I persgnally‘would raisé the question

dhether any meanlngful change is 90551b1e w1thout mean1ngfu1 and substan-

)

 }

.

re

‘ r

Dy

tial change i our ioc1al structure: aAnd thlS brings us back, I thi to

’ = A
the commentary of 1

. }

-l 3 !

e dlscussant from g:[up three, whether revolutldn is
i . !
R B
I just leave.that as a questiion. [ ' ‘

L ‘ o - B - . .

. necessary..
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Coleman convinced his fellow comFittee members;that a study should He made (
. . . ¢ .

- = 2o - e e ey

. r -

L T a i .
" one field trip to Minneapolis to look at a numbér of alternative schools (\f’/VN

*and experimental schools that that school system has underway.‘ After de~

. .
\ o . -

III. ADOLESCENTS AND SCHOOL REFORM _ -

« - L)

-~
TR

1 ADDRESS.:BY BURTON R. CLARK, YAf‘l..I UNIVERSITY o

: . ! Yoo e ‘
: ~ \ \ ) . ' '
- ' ’ v .
1 ) ! . ‘\:f L F ’ “ . > ce oy "' N c-
My .purpose kere is to speak about the report entitled Youth: Tran-
<, Cw

sition to Adulthood.that was prepared by the P nel on Youth of the Presr-
_— PN s G

dent's Science Advisory Commi. tie, and‘especig ly that part of it that
A " ! : - [
bears on school reform. PSAC yestmade fap of ut 15 natural scientists

" « . . [
1

. . ‘. ! . KX P - v ', . .
and 2 socraz scientists, one of wiom was James S. Coleman, the sociqlogist. . 1

.

}
| ' .

Qf the current problems of American youth and set out to organize a study .

group. He selected two historians, Joseph Kett, from Virginia .and Robert
) N ' y ¥ . -

Bremner, from Ohlo State; an ecénomist of education, Zvi Griliches, from 0
! -

Harvard; a demogrther, Norman Ryder from Princeton; and, after we were

™ )

underway, a social psychologist, Dorothy Eichorg, from Berketley, when we

4 . i ..
- < . » - . 3(
discovered how.little we knew concerning personal development. There was *
b : 3 1
"a school man on the panel, John Davis, the fine Superintendent of Schools i ’
& ’ 2 ) ’

from Mlnneapolls. Danlel Patrlck Moynlhan was an orlglnal member but had

:
.

to drop off Then, as soclologlsts, there was Colenen end myself(rand

U —

Zahava Blum on the research staff. John Mays, then on the staff of PSacC,

-and now thh NIE, was with us at every meetlng. ’ : .

- .

0 . 4~ N A ‘
The panel met,monthly on Frlday nlghts and Saturdays for%aver a . .
- . »
year. We' lﬂVlted ln groups of erperts on various toplcs.. One day we wolild
e "' P
be talklng about‘labor market prqblems of the young;’ another tlme wetwould e
AR J

be raviewifg comparatLVe materlals on schooling in other societies. ' We had t

’ - ‘ ~ ‘ . ’ ¢ .

‘ % ~ ¢

g
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. by the G. 8. Government Printing offlce, and whlchiulll also be available

from the Urliversity of Chicago Press.“:« ' 4

" After much/rev1sxng and wxnnowxng, we devised some seven or eight that

. 4
. actions. To the extent that we were trying to be dlfferent We were pushr'

. ]
) i [ . Y,
. R { % . _—

° -

Y

ciddng near khe end on the rough organization of th%Jreport,‘we prepared i
andvexchange draft chapters and then had two four-day writing sessidn; to |
pull everythlng together and to argue the conclusions. The‘result is thei
document, pa;ta of whlch you have béfore you, that was,recently publlshed

I A .

] '
- , .
.

gy ’
The ishort first part of the repbrt attempte to Specify objectives--
* . o 18 1

objeotives for the environments withid|which the transxt.l.on from youth to

’~«

¢ ¢ . . Sy Q

adﬁlthood takes place. Frankly, We did not come o the objectives until
N?\ A}

about flve mlnutes to mldnlght 1n the reparlng of the report. It's the
£ 1 t td do: | of th ‘
k;nd o thxng we! wqre reluctan do:; one of the things ‘at makeS\the

mlnd go soft around educatlon is tryln to specxfy objectives. “But near ~
-, qq . .1‘ )

the end we realJ.zed that We needed to have them dnd have them up front.g

’
- L]

seemed tp cause us mlnlmal paln. The obJectlves were of two types.\ selfL
. . ’ ¢
verltered obJectlves, whlch, besldes cognléive skllls, lncluded sdch things .

L]
L]

as capablllty in effectlve management of one's own dffairs; and more soc1a1

ob;ectlves,_such as the experience of hav;ng others dependent on one's own

B ¢ [y o

ing in this datterkdlrect;on. The most lmportant feature of the obJecthes

¥ -
L]

is an effoft to. go beyond cognltlon."We wanted to relterate the lmportapce

of non-cognitive skills and capacxtles in coming to adulthood.

g N re

The heart of the report is geven backgréund chapters in a‘fart 2

that were 1nd1vidually authored There were fqur chapters,on the “History

.

of Age Grouping in America," “Rights of_chlldren and Youth,“.ﬂthe Demogra;f
: N, ' . T " B

) ’ . ) - N MY N ., , , »
phy of Youth," and "Economic Problems of Youth, "about which I will gsay”

v - N ‘ (I




’

-~ . 1itt1e since I must in a brief-time concentrate on ,school reform.

¢

“will féturn to,seVeral’of them, ° '

connected to that argument.- -

st T A A -
o ! N - . . -

L .

The *

#'.. . LI v
three most relevant chapters for our purpose here were on "Current [Educa-
14

S

tlonal Inst;tutlons," "Blologlcal, Psychologlcal and Soc10-cultural Aspects

T Adolescense and Youth, --obVLously, that one was prepared by a s001al

N [ ‘e

psychologist!—-and "Youth Culture."” I Wlll retur ln a moment to lmportant
) ﬁ

N -

ltems drawn from these three background chapters.

4

'— »

Then, the Part 3 of the Report, whlch you haVe, tried to spec1fy

. )’
seven major issues that env1ronments ﬁor youth have to resolye in one’ dl-

reclion or/another; such as, ‘should young peoplg and the immediate settings

.

in which ‘they are found be segregated from adults or J.nteg ted w:.th adults?

And how amch age segregatxgn should there be .among the young’ Should we

encourage age mlxlng among young people, or ls.it preferable on balance to

keep them in one-year age levels, within,the grades, and in narrow blocks

..
|

of the grade, as 1n th@ two~year and three-year 3Unlor high schdol’

Then, in Part 4} we presented some. seven ox e1ght‘aiternat1ve di=-

M i

q - ’
These were otﬁ\najor gollcy'recommendatlons, and I

«

rections for change.

. o 3
. ’

X . ~ s o, .
\sﬁhat, then, does this report have to do with' school reform, my topic «
"\

"

'7here;today? I want o pick up a baslc argupent from three of the background

y

.chaptexs and then move to the pollcyurecpmmendatlons that were most closely

. . .
V. A .

i -

Flrst, the chapter ‘on the social psycholdgy of youth argues effec-

g Ny . 3

tlvely, w1th much supporting data, that there lS a great range of diffe%-

R -

~

. ences in ablllty and lnterest among young people these days.

y =,

These personal

b

dlfferences do. not run on neat parallel tracks, so that, at the age of 14,

. I3
’ 4

a person who has developed rapldly on one characterlstlc will haVe developed ,

-

ot




'y

i

rapldly on another. The chapter algo, speaks about the contradlctory needs o

. . X
of young people,.fot example, for both \“ nner-dlrected and other-dlrected

»t

activity. Following these realizationsq one i3 entitled'to,qonclude that

1t would be ext&emely unlmkely that any one 1nst1tutlonallzed form, any

slngle type of organlzatlon, cou1d relate effectlvely to such broad dlffer-

B .. ll~
ences on so many basic characterlst;cs. We have to have more varlety and

flexibility in institutional’ arrangement for bringing young people to
,adulthood, simply on the grounds of their great range of individual charac-

. ] , . ?
" teristics and the uneven rates at'which these-develop within ‘individuals ~

" and across large aggredations of individuals.
Then, on top of that, we have.an argument out of the Chapter by

.
1)

Jim Colem?ﬂ on "Youth Culture" that goes,about as follows- there is more

of a youth culture now than’there used to be; that culture is 1ncreasrngly

~ . -

dtrong, it embraces more of the §young, and it covers more years—-it picks

you up somewhere around the ages of, 12, to 14 and w111 contlnue your mem-
. .
bershlp as long as you want to stay in it, whlch ‘might be until twenty-

. five or,.in some cases, to even forty,_ The youth culture attaches’ young

~

. , . ' _ . . ¢
people more to'each other than used to be the case, and it considérabﬂzx
. ' : &N

- I

so' many subcultures are; and it is hard to leave, since it promises more

~

pleasure‘and 1dss pain than adult culture. . ¢ . ’

.. Then, a maJor argument of the "education" chap er that I wrote goes
asffollows. n this soc1ety we have had, and now other soc1etaes are

3
" having. 1t, a shift from ellte to mass lnvolvement, in percentages of the

(- '
age group lnvolved'at the highexr levels of schoollng. Wlth that, We have

Ver,

L

' had a shlft from‘syall scale to large scale organlzatlon, one touched upon
. P ~ _
. - o

3 .

00

w1thdraws youth from edult Lnfluence. "It is an inward looking ¢ulture, as =

S«

0

A
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by Charles Bidwell in his comments on small and large schools. We have
had a vast school-district congolidation movementuin this country that has

-been running strong right up to the present time. It is interesting in

tgls regard that the major reform document of the late 1950's on American

13

secondary schools, the report on high schools by James Bryant Conant, took

\

as lRf major recommendatlon the elimination of small schools. Conant said

at that time--the time of the Sputnik=-spurred search for excellence in the

schools~--that small schools were technically lncompetent, that they had to

.

be made larger in'order to have more effective specialization in such sub-

3 cts\as mathematics and foreign languages, That report boosted along the

school consodidation movement: and backed the wish to‘have small schools be<
e
come large schools. Now, fifteen years later, the greater problem seems
. N ] M
L]

to bé that the large schools have become too large. =

IR B

And why? BPBecause it has served to increase bureaucratlc control angg

A ]

professional prerogatives (even though these are somewhat antithetical to '
one another) as ouer‘against the previous situation of the informality and
easy mfxing of the one-room schoolhouse and the very‘small'district--to

dramatlze the poxnt by using the other end of the continuum. * The needs of

large scale organlzatlon Wlll brlng in bureaucratlc procedure and the needs
» ' »n

of specialized personnel will bring in professionalized norms. g

bl

Further, we have one type of organization at the secofidary level ' ‘—;

that has increasingly monopolized the scene: the public, comprehensive %

form of secondary school organization. At the elementary and secondary '
r C - -

level, we have had the public sector ascend over the private much more than’

in higher ekucation. Wwithin that sector, the comprehensive school won the
’ i o A 1} . .' .

battle of organization against its enemy, the specialized school--the spe~
o C SN .

, . _ .. HY /‘

’ L} Y

o o———




cialized vocatmnaf school, academic elite schbol,. art school, music School,
e . RN : " f‘,. -

% . '
. ete. 'I'he publi¢ compre_hensz.ve school won the day, as a democratic, .incl‘u- &

.o sive form. Unfortunately, we now know, this purportedly incluSive form has

a. . ;»
become J.mplicated in varibus forms of segregation, of which the most, obvi-

.

ous have been along lines of race‘ and soc:Lal class, dépending upon neighbor-

b ’ 5

hood mix and the connection o’i the scb,ool to néigliborhood catchment areas,
& . 3 ), * . ]
BaS,J.c to modern s.chooling :.s the extent ,to which the school has be—'
. / N B - .
come more J,nclusiv/e of the time of the young, in teleﬂs of days spent in N
. B

1 . s) 'f

\ the school per yea.r, and hours :Ln the day. That trend has helped to s‘ggre“- .-

gate young people from adults .pf course, Xhere are the: ﬁpecial adult L .

3 ’ >

H ' . ' « A
agents in the school that’ we call teachers and p‘gincipals and counselors. < ~ .
A g Jv‘ ! Y
v
But othe“”r adu'lts are out otj sight and ,touch for most of the day, and those
:M N R ; ,'

"'who are w:Lthin reach are in increasingly speéialized roles. The young are in .
* ) &
a student role thaﬁ:has come ‘:o absorb nore time,"{and this is a role w:Lth spe- . %
z} J T Lo
J c:Lal qual:.tiesu It is sﬁeeped in ‘dependency a depende}ncy on specialized e

-

J

dependent on parents, since that is a more diffuse kind of dependency..' The ' . \
5 .

= _dwgpendency is shared by a very“'q_large numberﬁo,gzyoung, people. ,,l\f_ you ,have,ca‘,;.,,, N

A

)‘
professionals and on specialized bureaucrats which is different from being o

N J. . A ) P ! ) T
large number of people going through a cmunoh experience, sharing common prob-
lems, and especially if they shage experiences of‘ﬁe\pendency and feelihgs pr

© S -y

i weak pewer, the situation will?wenlourage development of a distinctive §et,of
* .- - . ' X ' v ’ ' * ; = .,
shared resPonses on the paﬁ of that class of people. Hen* we have argued )

that the way the young are separated in school and put into a particular kind
>, -

of dependency has helped to create the youth subculture, a kind of’ countgr

* LR

response on the part of the young people to the situation that they are :Ln.

B

. It is the trade-unionism of the young in respect to the school setting.

x . NN
" . - ! LI N ’




We also argued there 1s a Separation of age groups withinuthe ranks
N
, of the young that is largerﬁ'enforced by school grades and by school organ-

-+ ization. We have come a long way. from the kifnd of agefmixing that found its

’ -y .),

extreme in the one~room.schoolhouse. .The continuum stretches from that‘tlny

S,
’

schoolhousé of old-—and a feu are Ttill to be found--to high s¢hools. of oVer

\ .
¢ ¢ .,

5,000 students and'the New: York Ci v School ‘District of over a million stu-

Lo N A .

, dents and 50,000 teacherss FA oo o
t4 . t . ® . ' ,
The education’ chapter of.th Youth?Rebort also argued that the com~
- . f‘l v

prehensive high school is bgcggin overloaded, both with public expe

and w1th different tasks to be pe. formed- further, that bureaucratic

- - - M

professional procedures, in trying to cope With this overload, are more and
. L0 -

, N “ . "

more running on a track that div ges from the needs of youth f9r flexibilw’

ity and diversityf This problem first became clear in relation to the poor,, *©
“e , LY N 1] ," " e
. particularly blacks and\minority groups among the  poor. School, personnel

Sl & . i
*

and lower-class students have rather had a love affair, but the strain seems
I . L - S . ] .
to have systematiFally worsened., _Then, in the 1960's, the npper;mfddle
. o v - C . . : )
class found itself becoming nore and more discontented with the increasingly
e
LY .

. .
systematic ways of an increasingly bureaucratized and partiallydprofession- *

R eI —— . ———

. alized stafftﬂ(: Yesult of all this is a ddnsiderable loss of confidence

»
g

these days that is bound,lif it continues, to affect the reSilience of school

-

organization to do a decent job., The whole legitimacy of public schooling

.

is in question.' - ) . . .
N . e v T - v '

'\ ' These are the arguments of the fhree background chapters that bear \ ,
_most on what we need to talk about here. I will now turn briefIy to several

< R I . ' . .
. ) >
—'of_the reform recommendations. - - :

- i

In discussing directiohs for”change in Part 4 of the report we

" . . ° N ' .
4‘: . struck off in different directions. We were relatively pluralistic; the
. L , E .
' L PR .
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-

recommendatipns sometimes even contradict one another. But there are some .

L - ¢

common thrusts, One thrust ev1dent in the flrst severa recommendations

3

‘ ’ c . '
P by Varlous ﬁeVLces, 1nclud1ng thé breaklng-up of the sequence of f1rst golng
.. through schooI and\then getting to work ) T

[y

L8 "‘—"“"“‘—"-""" -

2 Thus, we first’ turned to’"change in schoal structure,“ changes at - ')
macro-organlzatgonal levels. The thinking here. seeks to encourage greater

"
. 2

v .planned and emergent leEISLtY ahong secondary schools., We reasoned in
' part from the dlverslty that exlsts in Amerlcan hlghef educatlon, where we

.

R have great dlverslty of 1nst1tutlonal types, e.d., two-year community col~

L~ ©

leges,,four-year state éolleges, publlc%universities, private golleges, .{
prlvate un{versities, etc;k‘In that.situation, beyond the compulsory school-
. ing age, ther% i% cqnsideﬁable cpnsumEr choicea %reater divefgity among' ¢
secondary schools now\seems appropriate and for that we. need to mencourage
'schools,to experiment wit% dlfferent,mixes of purpose and program, -
- Now this.isﬁno light matder:

it means for one thing a willingness
. tq thinklanew about deliberate specialization,

Why not more art schools?

4Why not more vocational schools, if they can be upgraded and kept away from

~_,

WhY

the dumplng-ground problem’

N
more reasoned admlnlstratlve encourage-

-

not

ment for the alternative schools dhey have had a very hlgh mortallty rate,

7 A . .
-but some are surviving. They havie Leen learnang some oré%nlzatlonal facts /(
of life: that you have-to have sadme) d1v1slon of labor between teachers

and students, and ev some divisibnl|of authorlty, that you have to have

some minimal order to contaln unpr d ctablllty, and you even have to pay the

1 ?

<blllS. Some of the alternatlve sch s, hav1ng learned the survival lessons,

are interesting experiments these 4

ﬁ,they could be ,much better ‘monitored.

v

/
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OQur aim, then, was to encourage a variety of secondary schools in

.
-

the publlc sector, as well as in the prlvate sector,, similar to what obtains

in hlgher educatlon. We thohgé; this would have advantages for 1nd1v1dual

students, by way of allowing concentrated effort around one's strong lnter-

ests. We thought thls would dlso have a great advantage for organlzatlons
and for people that work ln them.. For one thlng, I have become ¢oncerned

thh the problem of\Lnstltutlonal blandness, when organizations try to be

L]
A v I

- all thlngs to all people. I see this as an ever larger problem of the com-

.

" prehensive school. Comprehensiveness is great for flexibility over-time:
+ I can' sée why administrators prefer it over specialized schools. But it.

presentg\problems of blandness, such as a lack of a sense of unity and pur-
pose, that wili affect younq people adversely even more than teachers and

. [0)

N admin{strators. .Our genEral recommendation encourages attention to pur-~

A}

pose: it asks those in chdrge of individual comprehensive schools to try

b v

to do something different from one another. 1In this way, attention to pur-

» . ~

pose encourag%s*leadershlpg_ghat old-fashioned thlng-—leadershlp at the

grassroots ley ela,\Everythxng is not to be planned from on hlgh from school
v

district head uarters or from the state capltal or from Washlngton; rather
Y ™ . ey - . _ N

we could actu lly allow enough leeway for lnstltutlonal varlety at the

.
L]

grassroots level so that sets of prlnclpals and teachers could actually try

- . “ .
;,,/»‘to’do’sonething different, as some are now trying in alternative schools.

This recommendation is enormoﬁsly controversial, slnce lt so directly
questlons the'value of the comprehensiye secondary schqol, which has become
: . . TN
a hallowed American social instltution and hence not something to be easlly
'tﬁrned around. Reallstlcally, gLven the embeddedness’ of this institution
as well as its.remaining v1rtues, any move to reinstate speclallzed schools

\ C

o ' ’ . ' > 2 N

4
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_%:,‘c . LA t ’ ) . X
’ agaln at the Amerlcan secondary level would probably r ult in a compromlse
R
form an?ékhe specxalized form. There is no reason why one cannot have

young\é%dple be in a comprehensive school in the morning and in a SpeClal—
chggl the aftegnoon. This is being done 'in various places, espe-

o c1ally aroudd‘%he arts. In fact, we do not need so much to think up such

comblnatlﬁPs as to go out on the terrain in Amerlcén educatlon and ‘observe

'carefully what is being‘éone. For some tlme, people have experimented with.

l

comblnlmgzqmnprehen51ve organization with specialized lines of effort, with

assigning staff and s%ugentsﬂto activities other than those in the compre-

. hensive School. \ . -, =

[

SN VoL )
$o,‘t§%nv one of Qur major dlrectlons of thought was around greater
'S .

' " school diversitji /\Q’i . . ’

¢ -

ks

Secondly, an§ close to the first, is the whple}problem of school,
A . . Oy . ) . '
size that Bidwell mgntfbned in hf%&paper. To make organizationa®scale '

“ 4 ~

Y problematlc at the se?ondary level and suggest that maybe sqhools can be
too blg as weil as too small let us propose that when secondary schools

- M

have over 1, 000 tudents you may be gettlng into certain kinds of problems

i -

of lmpersonalltyvyetc., %hat you don't have in unlts of 500 or 200, etc.
7 / .
It's posslble at smaller unlts are better than large, on certaln lntan-

gibles. You ¢ ld learn to measure better those lntangibles, such as group

y

. splrlt, that lnduq% motlvatlon in the young. Or conSLder the cross—age kind .

of modeling of h favior that is avallable in the one-room schoolhouse but .

]

that is not'ayailable,in age-segregated sEhool systems, It is possible that
S

-

’ i

small units are better on a range of social oggectlves, and a range on . in-

d1v1dual objectlves other than cognltron."", o ' ‘

, 55.

" . . A \ . §
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\

[/ \
And we can be practical on the matter of scﬁool size; One possibil-

&

ity lS to have small units within large schools- the’ so-called cluster col=-
lege notion, the idea of havmng houses or subcolleges w1thin a secondary
school. This is already being tried here and there. So if the high school
has 2,060 students, there is noéreason'why it cannot be four unﬂts of 500,

a Ll / ; ' .
The student might then have the bést of two worlds; in reaping e p%ycho- o

logical and soc1al returns of membership in the small unit while taking

from the'large unit its professional competence and the thrills of its foqt™~

"ball tean,

o

N
' N
& .

- ¥ ‘ :
Besides having small units within. large schools, we could also have

membership in two schools, as in the case of going to the coﬁprehensive'
/ /

|

-

school in Lhe morning and the specralized school in 'the afternoon. That-c\n :

v

}
sometimes mean going to a large plao:\ln the morning and a Small place in

’ v

the afternoon. So one could have the large comprehensive and the Qmall .

G .
specialized as one way of combiningaseveral of these recommendations.
. ]

,We alsd® argue in our recommendations for greater role diversity for

young people, somethingnother than the student role, especrally around the
>0 [ &

notion of the young teaching the young This idea has made.some comeback

in the last five to. ten years- of the young getting into tutbring of younger
\

. ones. . To argue for something more than the student role lS also to pay sys—

- v I

" tematic attention to extracurricular activities and what ‘their values might
i - [ . .

I

4

|

I

. . v

N .
" “/happen .to be. ) : . . *

c ! . L
, Then, fourthly, under thool changes, -we argued that schools could

’

take up the role of being agents for the young} seeing that the young learn
to use the larger environment of the city‘dr the oonmunitf for its learning °

6

pOS$lbllltleS- This wotild go along wrth cutting the daily or weekly time

+

.9 .
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, . . . .
-

'that the young spend 1n school, with school personnel supervising the ) * -

4

ass1gnment out to other act1v1t}es, partlcularly public serV1ce activities.

Al this, led on. in our thinking to a second~class of recommendations
2 2 l
.E" . LI I

around the alternative of scheol amd work. This matter was at the heart of"’ »

S e

. what the panel flnally was thinklng about; namely, how to get easier move- b
ment between the educatlonal system and thé 1nst1tutlons of work Here we ,

pald.attentlon to two possible patterns. " One is the full-time Stop out,
o ' . ', '

which we already have at‘the college 1eve1, where a young person simply

leaves the school system for half a year, or a year, or two years. He or °

. »

out, and then comes back. This alterna-

.

ity of recurring educat}on, could start earlier than the ages of 17 and 18. \
. - . ’ . N v

. . ! .
Xoung people are doing it earlier in many high schools, despite laws to the

. ~ ’ . }
contrary and over.their parents' dead bodles. -

: A}

a -

N The other pattern.ls a one half/one half, or sharlng-tlme kind of

4

L

thlng. being in school part of the time and out at work part of the tlme,
AS

’

or essent;ally the old cooperat;ve educatien, work/study pattern. There is

- ho reason why this kind of’pattern has to he\left to just certaln schools,
which usually hdve bee the qp tlonal ones, or to certain odd colleges in
", s ’: N o \“ N . . . ) ‘4
“higher educatiOn. We could have‘this\alternation of experience between

iy

A
\ schfollng and work an the younger ygars, and -not prlmarlly to learn a Sklll,

even' ough that uld be parh of the p1cture. It could agaln be an excep~

‘. A .~ . Y
" tion of youth have', some responsa.blllty J.n some form of mean:.ngful worka o
’ ’ ] L .
. \ » A { -.
} . to have contact with adults other than teachers and to galn experience 1n ‘

) . . L

1nterdependent act1v1tyf ‘alongside the almost anomlc and hlghly 1nd1v1dua1-

7 istic k;nd of‘PCt1VltY that we encourage young people to take up in T

1 T

achieving for grades in’' schools. ot . "
N N - \

. .
i ¢ -




.wtirely ;nto work institutions. We have a section th q

N I
Then, flnally, we did play a 11ttle bit*w1th an ldea that came out

I e

of Jlm Coleman s vision, vhlch was the p0551b111ty of uttlng education en-
' t . »

{scusses the possi-

. -

» .
.

bility of work organizations making a place fqr ybu.

A2

\d Qlending edhcation'

to lnstltutlonal spec1a11zatlon. As you may have noticed in the materials
. . 'Y B )
L

o

~

wanted a stroﬁgei argument aboﬁt the possibilityﬂ¢f actuallyiputting educa-~

¥ 5 D)

tion back lnto work settlngs. He .é lntereééed&even ln a comblete age mix-

.
7 ’

'lng, across all the ears, so that a."work organlzatloﬁ" would Have all

~ -

'young people and all old pedple in :t as, well as. those in the moét!produc-“
. ‘, ) e, . .;' . M L.
tive years. \ ] ' . A 2

There are other recommepdations that I will not go into here,'con-

tefnigé youth communities, vouther plans; puplic service, and so on,
The 1ast”£ecommendation thet,@e made hae to éo with research. Early
in the report we tried to state seriou§l§ that we‘aid not wént to.make spe=-
’ . * Y
cific recommendations to be put into bract@ce: . that everything was to be'
. ) ' \

a recommen&etion_for ilot study, and that pilot efforts should Be seriously

monitored, measured, and evaluated--even intensively studied!" We came

back to this posture the end; it is the kind of recommendation that

-

should be of greatest interest to this klnd of audierce.

First, on pllot projects it is obVLous we should have before and

e /
after measurements, that any delibegate experiments should haveAevéluation

/ :

"built in. The ?rge,to measure and evaluate such deliberate fhteﬁbentioﬁe

f ’
> i

is coming on géirly strongly these days, and Wwe can have somé faith it will

occur. But {; addition, there is a great deal that we could do by Way of




resear hing what is already going on. To my mind, the American educa=’
) f 7 Y
tional systenm is.a gold mine of natural experiments. There is so ‘much to

be seen in Philadelphia, and in Pasadena, and in Minneapolis, and in Palo

-Alto, and in New Haven, by way ‘of alternative ways of organiZing the schools,
@ | ., .
and alternative ways ot figuring out relationships between school and work, -

the school and the community. We are tremendously under-regearched in

“re

just simply finding out what is going on out there on the educational plains:

socitlogists, of all people, ought to be out there. We know the economists
) won't go and neither will the experimental-minded psychoio;ist. Unfortu-
'F_nately, ;ltore and more socialogists; trained well in me'thods, won't go out
there either. But someoneoshonld be going, not‘alone to interview, but also
. ;imply to look and the: to return with useful ethdoqraphies of the strange

4

) ways of‘the many educational tribes. In ;ociology, we~have very much im- .
pro\.red ‘the «,quality of data processing and analysis. But if we \do not im-
. prove at the same time the quality'of data gathering, in terms of what’is '
really going‘on.out thefe, then we get great analyses of bad data. This
'
‘is ciose'to being a research crime, it seems to me, especially when such.
( . analyses are quickly ;sed for golicyﬂrecomméndatiOns."For erample, current

. °
’

measures of school organization do not get us anywhere near the reaiities
of school life. We work with such crude featu;es as ‘the propoxrtion of

s
blacks in a school QX the number of teachers with a master s degrees-,

\ : /
Stop;ing ‘there--because all else at the moment is without a handy measure

hd 1

and hence is intangible--we do nat get inside the complexities of the black
box to weigh even quaiitatively the effects of'sdch featurés'as teacher

subcilture that we know make a difference. R ‘ . '

.‘ N h ) . . [ \




. . A ¢ . —.
Thus in the ;:3, I say: let us increase-our research by way of

r
what we do around the i rojects, the delibefately insz:}uted things;

the field, back to the organization of the natural

and, let us get back

settings in which young._pedgle sggnd so much of their time for so mdny of

. N ! \
-theéir years, the settings in which some of us spend a lifetime of work. . /

These are complicated sub-sets of societ'y. We need to explore them thoroughly
for thgif instrumental role in bringing the young to adulthood. In the
process, we should learn something useful about improving the quality of

degn life, not the least for ourselves. , =

S
.

. *
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\ . ADOLESCENTS AND SCHOOL REFORM '

’ -

'rpzsgussroix BY EDWARD L. McDILL, JOHNS HOPW UNIVERSITY
- \ . + .

-

DR. McDILgﬁkaduca?ional practitioners and researchers should £ind

Proées;or ark's-Section of the PSA report” informative in its descriptian
T T Yy 3 :
interrelated issues, First, iE docgments

and assessment/o
the massive ghowth and/significant changes in the structure ofl American ed-
ucativnal instit S in the last ceptury. Second, it adumbrates the

~ .

: N '
technological and social foxces which have shaped these developments.
Thiré, it notes (and in some inétancés, details) some of the adverse social

. ;- .
and psy;hol?gical consequences for adolescents and ?ollege youth flowing

[

from these features pf the cdntemporary educational‘system. I certainly '

S

have no juarrel overall with the accuracy of Clark's observaéiogs reg&%ding

Y ? . N . » V.
~ these matters, nor with the validity of his copclusions. Therefore, rathér
x : t K
than spend my limited time in attemptiné a.comprsyensive and, hence, super- ..
. . N . ~

v *

2 ficial critiqﬁé of several of hgé points, I will instead elaborate upon
A 1 . , * \\- . . N :
one crucial problem for both educators and reseaychers which he mentions

but does not devélop. This is the probleﬁ of "matchV or pdngruence be-
. ‘ K ‘ . . [ . .
tween institutiopal characteristics and those of the students who are re-_

. 4 L . - i Y
cruited to or $elec€~th9mselve§ into them. 1It.is a special case of the

.. N 1‘ [ . “i} [ - ‘ oo .
genera), substantive concern with "contextual" influences, or the impact of i
~ / .)1 . & *

"educa {ondl institutions on sﬁudent ontcomes. 'The term "institutional--

studenf, ma ch" employed by Clark is often referred to by psychologists as

"person-

~ iy " B . ] ~.‘

ironment inte;actigh“~or "individual-environment fit" itchell,
. '} ' ' . N ‘

]_:969' po 697) . . . LY . e v -

ClagE!faises this issue in notinév%ome of the features that diétih-
* . R . B [ -

\ K : . Y ? B

guish American higher'education from the tybical'Euiopean systems. He
> . ‘o \ . . . *
R I - ~b3 Lo
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notes, quite correctly I beliewe, that one of\:;e\ﬁajor problems currently i

facing European higher education is its homogeneity. of structure. Their

- . - -

_ currentfproblem is a conseguence of the demand for greater'access to college,

by middle and working class segments of “the population-~an increasing pres-

. L. , . ) . ) . . ) ] i‘ ) .
sure for educational egalitarianism,or open admis$Sions similar to that which
. . \ . i ' !

i

t

has been approximated in this country for several years. As Clark suggests, -

b .

«it would be surprising if the sharp contrast between European and‘AmeriFan
"models" of higher education did not also entail certain problems of educa-.
. t . .
Lo . *
tional organization unique to each, .In particular, American educators must
. . . .

A1
b -

face the difficult task of trying to bring about an appropriate match be-

tween the personal characteristics and abilities of the enormous, hetero-

.
A IS - . e . 3

geneous population of youth seeking admission to college and the diversity
. . s . ‘ ‘ «"
of structure and quality of our tertiary instit?tions.' Feldman and Newcomb

for examble, in the1r monumental work The Impact of College (1969» document

- the great da.vens:Lty among and wifthin Amer:Lcan colleges and among the types

) Nevertheless; they hasten to add that our f

N ‘1
v ! ! .
.

of students they, attract, “and conclude, after rev1ew1ng 1,400 references

" and more than 600 studles, that more knowledge 1s avallable on the lmpact

£
of college on students than many skeptlcs are wllllng taVacknowledge.

of knowledge is lelted\ref-

- .

atlge to the amount of tlme and effort de ted to the problem. In partlc-

I}

ular,’ they note that our knowledge is

>

lem of student-tns?&tutlon "match" r as they state it, "Under what condi-

Y
4

tions have what kinds -of students anged ln-what speclflc ways?" This'

-~ ~

paucity of reLiaBle empir{cal evidence regardlng the dlfferential effects
. v \' q
of instltutlons is partlcularly dlsturblng, I. thlnk all could agree, n

L3

- o~

light o'f its importance for polxt:y-declsions and for economJ.c welfare
5" :

and perhaps even polltical stabllity of ‘our society. , !
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, ’ If our knowledge of this problem is limited at the college level, h ' -
?7 ! ) X . : T e )
" it is almost non-existent at the secondary and elementary levels. In fact, ,

° ' > .
McDPill and Rigsby (1973) have gqﬁ¢luded,_after a ggrefpl review of relevant .

~
Pl

literature, that xesearch on eveh the global (or gross) influenceoof educa-

/
- o9 . -
tional environments {(as contrasted with the more intensive study of student-

< - —— e A—

environment intéractions) on student outcomes is either lacking or woefully

ihﬁaequate. Moreover, that which is available generally relies upon in-

1

Hirect, proxy méasures of school environment such as the SES composition of

Dy

the student body rather than direct measures whichWfap important structural

and processual components of the environment. The latter might include
. . LY -

A ‘. . : r ' .
the content, lnteﬂblty and pervasiveness of norms exerted by teachers and

peers, the systems of informal and forﬁa@ sanctions associated with the

. - v . ~ ‘
norms,. and the degree of social cohesion among students and between students

~
. :

A\

" and teachers (Feldman, 1970; McDill and_Rigsby,.1973).“ In the last decade

several reséarché#s have'chalienged the utility of indirect meakures of '

. o . . ) .
high school environment such as SES context, and a limited number have de~

N

-

veloped and ées;ed direct méasures of the guality of elementary -and second-

1l . * v
ary school environments usihg structural and processual variables based on

both macro= and social psychological theories. In general, though, this o

. issue of crucial importance to the qQrganization of our educational system

has neither réceived the attention it merits nor the careful study it re-

. ¢ ." .
quires. 4

. ¢ {

I wish to spend my remaining tim% in a discussion of sele¢ted meth~

odélogical nd substantive issues in the study of student-environment iﬁ;

+

teractions at the secondary ‘and elementary levels which may, in parﬁﬂ ac-

i’ A o~ “ ) ‘ . .
count for this lack of attention. The methodolbgical_problems involved in
’ f B ’ a ) e » v ¢
. “ . . +

] - ' o ' ) .
‘ ; S ‘




this line of research are severe and are encountered regardless bf the

~

Ievel of education being studied. However, several of the theoretical

and substanﬁive issues do differ across 1eve1s, dwing to differences in

I
.l

the organlzatronal characterlstlcs of elementary and secondary schools and

LN

of the maturational levels of students. For example, McPartland and Ep-

stein,(1973, p. 1) have properly emphasized that one‘of the major problems
L w -
fjced by researchers interested in organizational characteristics of pub-
c

lic schodls is their homogeneity on certain key features,‘ Potentially ifi-

portant variables such as authority systems, structure of competition.and

-

tasks, and sharing of responsibility for settlng goals and selectlng courses

and assignments are relatlvel) constant across junior and senlor hlgh

¢

chYol A Thls lack oﬁ d1ver51ty in organlzatlonal features severely re-
cts research at these levels. With respect to the role of maturation

str

in persoh-environment fit, Mitdhell (1969, p. 703) suggests that-a given

1nt a ion may be more ephemeral or time~bound than researchers realize.

special attention must be paid to the developmantal level of the stu-

]
S

dent being studied. R

e o L R B PO - B -

The critical methodological issue in ‘this research domain is how, in
A . y ' ’

the absence of an opportunit§ to employ a true experimental design, the ef-

> N . - N \

‘fects of'school environpent are to be separated from the influences of per-

]

sonal, soc1a1 background, and cognitive attrlbutes w1th whlch the student

’ 5 4

enters school? In statistlcal terms, this is the problem of multiecollin-

earity amongmenviroghgntal.and student input variables. In the absence of

_any entirely adequate solution, for none exists, e researche% must choose

the statisticalltechnique which pro%ides the most gccutate separate esti-

mates of school effects, those of student input ch racteristics, and the

* . . .
‘ ‘. - N . . L~
‘ ' ‘) . »

TR
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t ' . .
Jornt effects of both sets of varxables. . Werts and Watley (1969), Feldman -
and Newcomb (1969), Mitchell (19 9\\?and Feldman (1970) have all summarlzed
. the more widely used methods in an.attempt to provide reliable estimates of

1 - L ‘.-
school vs. individual effects, the gssumptions underlying these statistical

v

tools, and the controversIQs or dispites surrounding each. - Some of these

. t

teéhniques/yay be briefly ﬁshtioned: (1) test-retest differences,“or change

scores attributed to environheut, a technique vulnerable to regression arti-

facts because of the failure'to adjust for students' initial scores on the

< 'y

dependent varlable,'(Z) Astin's lnput-output model in whlch the part cor-

relation of the school envxronmental variable and the dependent variable

rd
’ . . v

with input ‘variance remaved only frqm output is interpreted as a measure of

caerol

. ,.
env1ronmental lmpact, a technxque\which Werts and Watley (1969) havg shown »

El

’

underestlmates the size of the school effect; (3) conventlonal regressxon
[} . )

: analysxs‘thh partlal regresslon coefficients used as the measure of school
N, . : . ,

. 4 . . ) 3 . 3 3
influence;, (4) path analysis, a special case of regression analysis involving

a sequence of regression analyses within a predetermined, specified causal .
- . v -
framework and (5) analysls of covarlance which adJusts for dlfferences in \

‘.

., input varlablesxbut which can produce inaccurate estlmates of env;ronmental

effects if subJects are not randomly asslgned to treatments (Campbell and
3

.. Erlebacher, 1970). .- ., B

-

T y ’ : ~ . ' . . . ’ .
AR . As notéd above’, none of' these technlques is entirely adequate in . . .
S . e : o .o R R -
e deallng.wlth the statlstlcal problems lnvq%ved in explalnlng differences
:ﬁ_ ! amahg naturally occurrxng groups. ance the limits of statlstlcal manlpula-
ray v
E Y0

- o

tion ;!n dlsentangllng the !:omplex relationships {:unong vanables are part:.c-

ularly seVere in this reSearch domaln, ;t is especlally lmportant that the

at D '«,“ K
. -

reseagcher develppd,prlor to collection of data, a causal framework or model

.

[
. g 4

+

- - . « M . v




\ ' . -.“ o ' .
whicH clearly specifies the relationships*among various components of school'

environment, student outcomes, and the relevant input characteristics of
students. As Werts and Watley (1969) have noted, too much prior. research
, on school effects has involved a "shotgun corielational approach," which -

. . i i '
ignores the complexity of the problem and increases the likelihood of in-

- valid interpretations of data., - . Y

~ . bl

One must then choose the appropriate statistical technique to test

N

the“model. Some of the general linear model _techniques (Fennessey, ;968)

' .

such’ as multlple regressxon or analysis of varlance,are robust statistical’
toqis which provide stable estimates of the effects in a given model, but

the model itself must be formulated by the researcher. Multiple regression

strategies can be partiéularlg informative:by partitionino the explainhed
percentaée.of q?riance in the dependent variable (R!l.into three components:
L) the independent effects of various dimensions of school'environment; |
(2) the independent effects of schoo;/and input%chatacteristics due tofthe‘

correlation between (l)Land (). Regqession analysis can then be used to

determine whether thete are person-environment "fits" or "matches" by per=

forming separate reéression analyses on different types of stud and com-

paring the magnitude of the regression coefficients for, the meagure . f«

»

. " school. environment and student outcome,

‘Given the above brief overv1ew of the methodological and substantlve

complexltléé involved Ln env1ronment-person lnteractlons, what practlcal
. 1
"and sclentlflcally useful suggestlons can be offered to advance our_ knowl-

. P

edge in this 1mportant area? I will address thlS questlon by first briefly

3 N ) N

revxewxng some of the substantlve research deallng with these issues at the
N - A :
high schicol aﬁd elementary school levels., , I will then, conclude with a some~
4 Al . <
¢ o LT Lo N -,
A ‘ * ¥ y /'.'3 - '
. . ) - . 3 RNanee . . . .
] ) s ‘
. »
3 Lo
~
o . . t
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. |
what more detailed description ff a researc pro;ect w1th whlch I am famll-
iar (and 1nformally involved) at suggests f éerhégs nore profltable

strategy for the further pursult of these m%tters \Q

3

clates (1966) ﬁound that school enV1roKTent (measured by c

~

, - ) \ - )
of fellow students and by teacher quality) accounted for a\larger propor-

that is, a

. R .?
tion of the verbal aBility—sggres\:f blhcks than of whites ]
stﬁtistical interaqtion was shown between school climate and personal and

{ . .
_ fapily background characteristics. The EEO .research team hevelo ed 3 post

j ot
hoc explanatidn of‘these results in terms of a model of soLial ink ragtion

T 3
hetWeen home characterlstlcs and those of the school whlch they labelled

7 :

dlfferentlal sen51tLV1ty." Their reasorning was that students from dis-
advantaged backgrounds and those possessing fewer of the personal attributes

-
»

1 )

/’Enéwn to be important determinants of Scholastic per%ormance are more sensi-
tive to the quality of the school than more soglall& andfecdhomically ad-

»
@
‘ .
’ - . > )
. N
: : .

vantaged students. $lmllarly, Irw1n Katz (1967) presgents evidence from a

&

numbef’g?—;;all group studies which suggest that the achlevement of lower

R f.T; .ﬁfwﬂ
class students and,thOSetfrom, nority groyp backgrounds is. more.résponsrve,,,, .
P '

to external rewards from peer groups and less dependent on 1nternallzed
standards .than is .that of their higher SES and majority group ¢ounterparts.

. Y . . . .
Richer (1968) also presents evidence from a“xepresentative sample of

Canadian high school students indicating that the educational plans of low
e - .
I. Q students are more susceptlble to the quallty of the school envaron.men"c
a * s

{measured by the soc1oeconom1c qompos1tlon of,atddent bd&les) than those of
high I.Q. students. This finding led him to propose ghat the fewer attri- .

butes the 1nd1v1dua1'student~possesses whlch pronde lnherent motlvatlon,

f :

*\\the more sens1t1ve he is tﬂvthe env1ronmental quallty of the school. '

3 ~ N .

- - o “ ' 2 ) ’
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_any educatlonal level wamch have dlrectly confronted the crltlcal problem

+

. v’
. . ,
L . ot

’

' As is unfortunateiy customary with our research.efforts, a more . ?

thorough review of the llterature reveals contradlctory flndlng‘gz> McPart—

\

land (1968, pp. 231-238), for’ example, utlllzlng data from the EEO survey
on all ninth grade black students from the Metropolitan Northeast,found

that the effects of raclal desegregation af ‘the classroom level on the

verbal aptitude scores of black students dld not differ systematically
/& |

according to their‘socioecOnomic backgrounds. ‘Furthgrmore, McDill and
Rigsb&'(1973), evaluating data from a national sample of 20 institutions,
failed to support tfe differengéal sensitiﬁIf?d;;;othesfs in their study

of the effects of.high schy environment on the achievement and college
plans of'students. Specificdlly, no'meaningful interactions were found

.

between global school cllmate and student performance for students vary-

s
3

ing in terms of scholastic aptitud;)\qsademlc motLVatlon, or family SESg
Thus the findings regardlng statlstlcal in eractlon between school environ-

ment and personal attributes of junior ‘and senior high school studerits are

v N 1 o

‘contradictorf. wWhile several factors might account for these conflicting _

*

Qresults, ihclhding differences in the populations studied or iA the meas-

ures of school environment and student characteristids employed, we ﬁould

identify the generally superficial measurement of student experiences with

their environments'in this research as being particularly important., In

the various studles_mentioned, the measures of school environment may have
been too gﬂobal or distal and the personal measures too crude to detect

the sensltlve nature of the realtlonshlp between the lndivxdual and selected
)

aspeqts of the school envxronment Whlch lmplnge 1ntensxvely and/or persxst—

.« ; . N

,ently on hlm As Mitchell 11969, p. 715) notes, there are few studies at

\ i

v

. b4 ~ s
s . A
'

vy . N 7 A .

+
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of differ tiab environmental effects on students of different personality .

N

types, prinFipally because of the serious methodological problems involved

mentioned earlier, © . _ . :

A reseifchgprbject currently underway at the Johns Hopkins University

»

Center for the $oci;i Organization of Schools by McPartland and Epstein’ (1973)

) i’\ ": ) '

“is directly a'dressing some of these problems (and may become a~prototype

. k“~-.~ ,

arch into the problem of student-environment match). They
DQ % v

gitudinlly the‘ ffetts of open VSe traditional schoolsnon

.

for future rT

'

dre studying

the cognitive

d personal development of elementary, middle, and secondary. '

students usindi| field surveys, int rviews, and classroom observations. They
! . 4 4 . " »

not only+in the global effects oﬁ specific organizational.
N . .
‘schools (i.e., task structure and authority system) on. N

are intereste

ment but also which types of students are npore or less af-

fected by theg

| K4 A:\ -
Thus, their rﬁ earch is unusual in three respqus; (1) they developed a
) ' - gl {"" ’
causal model %pecifying the relationships betwengspecific organizational

¢ . .
features of open schools and particular students outcomes (i.e., they pre-
"

[

dicted that spaeiﬁic organizational sources of effe%ts will be different

.

for each of tHe dependent variables); (2) they p:edioted which types of .
. ) -

students (in terms of earlier home and school experiences) will be more or

ﬂless rEsponsive to these organizational features for each dependent variable;

and (3) they are applying a powerful method of nmltivariate analysis--muld

v

tiple regression--to separate the main eﬁfects of| various school environ- \\
' L4 - . : '

‘ment and individual variables and for testing thelr predictions about -
- . . . - 3 . - L 2 ) a‘
‘student-environment interactions. I submit that their undertaking, in-
. " . ’ L4 . : ° ) )
volving a causal model, a rigorous research design} and a mode of analysis
) . ' ‘ K . ‘. \l. :f\

N\ . '
organizational features (i.e., institutional-student match). .

e




. . 4
suitable for testing their detaiied_hypotheses, will aid in a leviating

.-

. . v’
one of the fundamental weaknesses noted by Harp and Richer (i969, p.

’ |
in their camprehensive review, of research in the sociology of educatibn:
. N i A

|

"The poxnt to be made then is that researchers in éducation have tended to

deempha51ze lntéractlon efﬁects while coh7fntrat1ng on over-all summary

LR

effect measures. More detailed,_careful/ihvestigations of what's going on

in various suligroups are hee@ed.to answer the question: hﬁhom d%es thek

school affect?" I might add that the answer to'this~question is essential ,
to the'tormﬁlation of 2 comprehensive thko%y of gchool influehoe . v
} ' Y edhcatiohaI

‘although we have no déflnltlve AAndings a

ractlons, educatlonal rese noy .
1 l = l"

ruc1a1 sxgnlflcapce of the prob&em a%ea

«t’,

) l
seem sufficiently .attuned ti

" that we can expect e%bstantial attention devoted to it ln the immediate . f
‘-

.

. future. Hopefully, a sxgnlflcant sportion of thlS research w111 focus ou a
personallty differences among students and notibe restrlcted merely f
is

racial, ethnlc and soc1a1 class drfferences, for it is eVident there
. r
. e ° -
substantial variation on psychosooialwvariables within each of these crude

rolal catego and good reason to believe that psvchological varlabljs ,

L4
‘ are lmportant sources of key student outcomes such as sgtisfaction W1th

¢ j |

school and acadettu.c.mot:x.vat:x.on.~ . -

‘
. . . A

) Whiie it would certainly be premature to propose speoific policy
i
recommendatlons on the‘basls of exzstlng ev1dence, the questlon of polzcy

-

lmpllcatlons does provxde a. convenlent route back to Professor Clark's re-

N R -

i .
1t1v1ty to the lssues I have dddressed,‘I N must
K .

admit some surprlse at his qoncludlng suggestlon {p. 91) that the construc-,

Ld

port. In view of his se
.0

A}

L R BT

Faon of specxallzed LnstltutLOQT to satlsfy the needs of partloular seg-




. .{” .o - l . '1’ . . ' LY

- ’

ments of the young may be' the futuxe course of Educatlonal reform. While

' 'ﬁ this may he QeSLrable for certain selecttqyoups of students who mlght re-

qu;re hlg y specxal;zed.educatlonal needs (the physxcally handlcapped, oxr °

"y . ‘1‘ . )
those w1th severe leaxnlng handxcaps, fo£ example), an elternate strategy, . .
of course, would emphasxze greater heterogenelty and dlverSLty w1th1n in- ‘ .
» ‘; §t1tut1ons.' Glyen t@e pract{cal ecological pfoblems’en sorting spatlally ’
éispersed youth aﬁo;g spEClallzed lnstltdtlopg a;E the desirability of ]
. . .

maximizing the opportunity to explore a vartety of educational experiencgs’ a
"withiniéchool"ﬁiversifichtion hay be a desirable alternative to between- .
Ll T '.,: '

ychool specialization. |
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'ADOLESCENTS AND -SCHOOL REFGRM

Al * * .,

) * . DISCUSSION BY'RAY C. RIST

» ¢

"PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY

"» »

DR. RIST: It is not uncommon ip £find yet another presidential'level

£

commission making a report(on one of the social ills in the United States;

in fact, during Richard Nixdn's first two years in office, there were .50

Ex

such panels or commissions appointed by him, studying such diverse condi-

tions as pofﬂagraphy, campus unrest, the use of Federal statistics, and
[} . ; N

the like. But what we hg@® \in the present report, that is, Youth: Transi-

tion’ To Adulthood, is e*tinal s ation, and perhaps the "last hurrah"
ZSCCommltﬁee (PSAd? In the recent shake-~

d so Youth: Transitign To Adulthood comes as a posthumous

R [}
s .

Shbsténtial;y, the report posits that changes in the schools are

. necessary because of fundamental and ongoing changes in American society;

' N ) 1 -
and the two most basic changes which dre structuring our responses for
L

!
institutional life in this latter quarxter of the 20th century are the frac-

ture of the nuclear family and the growth of anbauEQmeoﬁs youth culture.

The report posits that as a result of the above, there has emerged what are

.tefme% "youth institutions," which in the context of this report, comes to

be translated to mean the schools. The ascendency of these youth institu-
o - . . .
tisks has meant a shifgxin the optigps available to young people. While

they have had increasingly more options in cénsdhption and leisure, due to

- N -

a . - ’
their affluence (and the affluence of their parénts), 6pportunities.haye

M. ) . ",

[ e e et e

of the President's Science Ad iso ;
,up of th Lite House hlgrarchy, Eils particular advisory committee has been

LY
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declined for them in other areas, particularly .those related to carrying

out responsible work and adult roles away‘from £he home. In short, it is
, ‘ . - \ .
increasingly more difficult for a young person to assert his maturity through

_‘_ ——— U — -

institutionally linked roles than it was a generation or more ago. T
The report suggdests a number of remedies to this situat%pn, some
- ot - * A
which can be chaxacterizeg’as moderate, and others which could be character-
) P2 h + »

ized as' radical. But central to all the propoéhls is a recommendation fof T

F]

pilot projects that éould be expanded or dropﬁed, deéaﬁaing-upon an ongoing

. - . . '] v .
ass¢ssment of their effects. I think this to be a healthy caution, for .

[y ~ . .
one of the few things we have learned from the %0's iﬁ that gradhdiose so-
cial programs begun on faulty‘social'science cafry.us nowhere. If we ére,

in fact, to address ourselves to social problems and to deal with them in

-

, . ., ) \
.their systemic dimensions,”it's important to give lebensraum to the research
in thesé areas. There has to be time for an ongoing assessment through the
. 4 . 9
. . A & .
movement from the definition of the problem, to the defik}tion of the policy, .
* . . H

» . .
"to ‘the implementation of the program. It may be quite beneficial to social

science in the "70's to express a caution in linking ,social science research

- - -
1
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. . Given thié‘brief summéry)of the thrust of what the report}sees as

the prohlems, I take the recommendations to be broadly ogtlined,iﬁ that

&

i N -

4 . NN . = v
they provide more a catalyst to dialogue.and discus&ion than a definitive ¢
programmatic response. There is a tremendous need for m'oi'_g refihe_ment and

R :

] . . ' ‘
more thought before such proposals as providing educational vouchers to all,
* 1 * e -‘ °

-

high school gyaduates, so as to further their &ducation as they choose,

. » . e
could Be eperag;ohglized. In shdrk, what we have here is
B . " ’ [y . t. y
should give us an impetus for distus$ion, rather than a manifesto for change. !
. / . ' . : . T .
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I would: share, several of my reservatiohs With the way in which the

L N

. .2 - - . 2
report structured its analysis, and the.conclusions to which it came. .
. 4 e 4
- ' - ¢ . . P - . ‘ . .
Y e 1) 'I_‘here"s a Jourious, a-historical dimension to the report., It

- -

. [N . . . M R L - . . )
is hard to get frqm it a sgnse of wha‘t the 1960's have meant. for an.entire

v

1

cohort of the young and the;,r relatJ.on paxtlcularly to the polJ.t:.cal proc-

> " = ass. 'rheedemsg of Camelot is now more, than 2 decade ago, and the impact

..
of tRe succeédlng decade on the w1111ngness of young people to grant 1ng.t-

-

e imacy and seek affJ.lJ.atJ.on‘wn.th dena{rxt‘ institutions is somethJ.ng' which is -

;" - only vaguely referred to. It'as)u difficylt to find,a handle for grasping what
. ’ ¥ 3 - LA ’ »
e Ke,nt State’ or Jackson State, for example, ‘has Jmeant for the young people now
) .

, [ »

-comng into whatn.s viewed as a?dult respons:.blllty. Further J.n this vein,
,. .o B . r " : .

. ' the” mo're profound J.ssue may be ‘to ask how ‘have the 1960's .impinged on the

> '197;.:,'§ for thJ.s part:.cular cohort? How do we make’-sense, for examp.le, of ‘

the t\irn-awaygroni'. s?‘cial‘ e_nalyses tb ,transcendental nted:.tatil.on? I thJ.nk -
_'tﬁe" repbrvtwlaclf‘s‘ 3, sense‘of process', a.'sens.e. of the transi:tion' in the lives .
) .‘ \of"y‘dlin'g pdople themseives a‘s‘ their own h’iggraph_ies begin to be shaped$y

L - .

* i ‘ . ’. . LY ' ‘ ’ . >
Yoty the.r}lstory;of'their society. ¥ - R = .- RN
. . 4 » N »*
¥ . * N Lael L . ’
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= 2) There is also lack of-a. theoretical framewerk from which to

-
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*forecast, even to the near future. In the, time sip\r}e this report was-written
» . . . .

3

+ '* and has now come into publ:.cat.l.on, we have seén a tremendoqs sw:.ng away ,from

‘ ‘%‘i“ . 0" "5"
. &\"E

the socJ.al sciences, "from that per Cthe" wh.Lch’ provides a SOCJ.é& ch.tJ. e,
N

o ; . » . X
ro such dJ.st.le.nes as med:.c:.ne and’ law. Parenthet.l.cally, thJ.s year I under-
~ s -
, sg:and _5‘0% of the freshman class aé\a number of universicties have declared. im
-, AR T hd ) ! ~ * A\ w

their 'major as either pre-medicine oxr pre-.lgw. How does. such a shift in ine=

» 4 H)

- t;erest relate to feelings of impotence and d:.sengagement on the par:t of the Y
NN \¢ ‘ o A -, . .
.. young wl'u.ch the report descr1be§ as so Qrevale ?"" ,What does it mean for a, . - |
T ‘ - * L puy - s ¢ . |
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not profoundly the,exis

f‘ .
supposedly isolated youth culture’, with flo adult models to follow, to sud-~ N

denlp turn toward.two of the most prestigious, Qlamorous and institutional-
ized of the adult)professionalss The rep;rt, here again, is somewhat deficient.
The description bf‘youtnlculture represents'more a still life photograph than

A . N
a £ilm. )

3

Ty 3) There is a fundamental questiqn of whether, in fact, one can

- ” : L) v . ‘ .
eliminate any reference and analysis as to the experiences of non-Anglo stu-

P
»

dents in American education. There is at least the implicit assumption'in

the report that the'institutional settings supercede the various attributes *

.

of the participants. For that reason, there is no direct reference to the e

- -~

experience of Blacks, Chicanos, to native’Americans, or to women. I am con-

-
2.

vinced that such factors as racism or sex discrimination.are critical ih un- »

. !

derstanding the experiences which various youth groups ‘have in American edu-

s

. ~ L

- cation. To be a recipient of a racisty education, or one which is loaded with .

» ’ ) - . B .
. e .
sex sterthypes as to what«ootlons one has for moving into adulthood, seems

f 7
’

to be sadly neglected. It is the reallty that many yourg people face! Is it '

nce ofrraclsm ltself which has so distorted the klnds

In conclusion, and in full awareness of my reservations,.I cannot: re-
-

main negative in my asséssment of this report. It has sought to bring inte
" A

public consciousness issues which are critical to the lives of many people

ami'these issues are presented in a way which make them amenable to public

N o

d1alogue. “here is no'doubt but that access to adult roles, to adult insti-~ L

-y - -
’

tutions, and to adult responsxblllty s somethlng whlch is lncreaSLngly being
R,

denled to young people. The trans1tlon from rural to urban and from urban to

L4

suburban have both left in thelr wake "large cohorts of unpotent young people

~
.
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who have .Jbecome more aware of the soc1al system, of Its machinations, and of

P \

‘its actiVities, but less capable of finding ways in which to express their

disenchantment dissent, or agreement with that’ system They know<more,.but

stand outside the avenues by which 4 partiCipate in affirming or changing

- . .
l
~

that same system.

LI
-

There is something which has happened in the writing of this report

which I feel should he nourished and sustained. I think this is one example -

@

of social science attempting to do what C. Wright Mills advocated some 15
years ago=--the struggle to syhthesit personal problems with public issues.

[N

A —

As Mills wrote: = : _ :

Y . . \
e

"Wwhat the social scientist ought to dq for the in-
dividual is to turm personal problems and concerns ’
into social issues and problems open to reason. His

. aim is to" help the individual become a self-educating
' : man, who only then would be reasonable and free. <
L. What he qught to do for the society is combat all.
a . those forces which are destroying genuine publics, N

and creating the mass society--~or put as a positive
goal, his-aim is to help build and strengthen self- -
cultivating publics. Qnly then might society be - o
. reasohable and free."

- . s 3
» .

. 1 see this'report seeking to address issues which young people'are K

facing; and which has left them neither able to utilize regson"in such a way
as to understand the linkage.betWeen their own biographies and the history'
’ R ~ ° ‘n. . . . -

f society, nor able to understand how they may maximize their_personal'free-

- 3 v

. ] . ¢ N N
dom. " For if, in fact, we understand freediom to be not me!!ly;the choice be-
. N . [y

3

tWeen set altermatives, but t#le ability to create alternat;jes, then.young

people have beem sadly misYed by what the system has prov1ded The report

~

3
as to what kinds of optlons they want for their life}

argues for op /Qsi% It argues tHat young people need to Be: able to nake de-
ix o

ClSlonS on the

and'fqr_that reason alone, to~sustain both reasqn_and,freedom, the report
. : ' . ‘3 i - . -, K -
deserves$ our attention ‘. / ) L
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v DR. STOUT: The whole doeument is a fun document.\ I'd llke ‘to Ais-
. - : t,
cuss it briefly as a policy document., I'd like to»make th;ee p01nts.

0

v

The first is, there seens tq meg to be a kind of bas®c dilemma in the

’ 2 .

repo:t whlch besﬁ%aks perhaps the nature of soc1a; scientists doing policy

0

statements or, too, perhaps just the nature of what we know. That is, I see

r

an elaborate analysis of a set of activities and an historical develogmeht»

, of groups and indivj:duaq.s in the United States and then, when I cof§e to the

N
L
.

c .
recommendations, I think I see them as coming down on both sides of the fence.

Let me suggest why I think that. ' ./' .

.

It seemed to me that roughly half of the proposals for reformlng

scheols suggest that we ought to make schools more comprehen51ve than they
“ . N : ' M . .

are at,the moment. By comprehehsive I mean that scﬁools are more in control
of the lives of chlldzen.through leeISlleng those things over which they.

can clalm legitimate right to {ﬁ/luence. We have children experience many

more things than they currently experience in different sorts of strustures.

_And it seems to me that we, .in effect, assert our influence over greater

parts of their lives; that I would define as making them more comprehensive.,

. ) .« L. . . . .
v The other half of the proposals, I suggest, are thOse that relate to

making the‘schoois less comprehenéive than they curren#ly are. And the end

of that ntinuum, of cohrsdﬂ is, in effect, to do away- w1thsschools and put.

L
education in the‘work place. - . . . o s
L} ’ » .
* »

ﬁow; as’'a policy makerﬁethaﬁ's a great policy document, because it

allows me to do ‘anything I damn well want=~- " , .

-
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(Géheral ‘laughter) ' ¢
~ ’ . . - . . N

-~and, point to it with pride and say, the social sciehtlstsﬂ/ PR
support ay position. |, oo . o ..

(General laught&' and applause) : . e

' . h ‘ ’ .
Now, I'4a like‘to take a look-at what I think, are, some.possible con-
sequences ‘of taklng e;ther one of those two posxtlons, of*movxng in a pollcy

way toward elther one of those two positions.

If we make schools, less comptehensive than they are ndy, that is,
: > o ‘ .

‘press edutatioh out of the schools into the work place, th will be those .

who favor the move ,and those who do not, as ié true in any policy process.

I wish to £ry to s\c:rtﬂ out & little bit some notions I have about v;lho iJ Jikely

' Yy
be for that and who's llkely to be against it--and we can amgue at some
. . .
#e gth at another time. i M

> : ! " - ‘ ) ' .. M ;
It seems to me teachers are going to be mostly against that. Let me

.

’
~

,tell you why., I'll make an assumption. The primary reward for teachers in
o) J . s * )
the}teaching act is their internalized belief that they can contxol the _ .
: : . . - . .
qhild'eldefinit;oﬁ of reality. That is, the primary satisfaction as a teacher .

- L 3

., i »
is knowing that he determines for the child the nature of reality. 1In fact,

by moving the child out from under his:influence, his determination of the

v

kature of reality, by exposing the child to competitive definitions of reality

. . ° ' .
and by doing that deliberately, it may force a teacher irto a situation in

whlch ‘he has, ;o compete with alternative deflnltlons of reality given chlld- .

*
L]

ren by the teachers soc1al status équals; namely, persons in the work force

~w o

who may hold e same degrees he holds, who may. have as definite a posxtlon

' : . . . A
in tY§e socialf, order as he.has,. At the moment his only competition is parents,

l’ ’ 4 . .
and he has*farxly well been able o remove them as really competitive forces.

a s T -

: | f i) ) ‘ ‘
| . 85 o s :
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I Qe
_encing my child. At,th¢ moment, i

(Gc eral laughter) . :
Y ' »
But if you now say to him that in fact he must face real competition,

’ t

in that somebddy out there is gOing to. help that child to £ind reality, he

1)
4

begins to get anxious. -\ ., . . ‘ s
gins o get Voo

! ‘ . .
.On the other hand, he does trade removal of the child from a tonflict
. . N 7

arena, and that_may'be something he is willing to trade. I'm just,not sure.
' 14 N ' . R Y -
But I think teache are likely to see this as a loss of control.

’

Many ‘parents are oing to be agi;ask it because it disperses reséon~

<

Slble authority and it' ard for me--as a parent—-to'hold accoﬁntahle'this

2

dispersed adult authority rhat haséjcme legitimate responsibility for infly-

I really want to be angry at what's“ﬁap—

pening to my child, I only have to go one place. If you now tell me I have

to go several éifferent places in order to be angry, then that attacks my

sense_of my control as a parent. ’ |
Another set of parents must be convincéd, it Seems to‘me;_that what

they call "real learning" yill take plac; out there; that is, rgading andP )

‘writing,. Thgse parents.will not accept the argument)that because the kid
! °E .

v M : Al
will learn how to come to work on time and will learn adult responsibilities
\

and sJ'on,hthat important learning is happening._ Wnat they care ahout is

)

/
‘real learning; namely, they gare about ;he child learning to read. And I'm

f vé R . ‘

not sure'you*cag convince thém that that will .take place out there.

’

Middle class parents are probably gOing to be in favor of Such a thing

-

Jif they can VOld haVing to do Very much about ‘it.
x

.
. *»” s

gseneral laughter) \ . R
That is because they can make a set of aSsumptions abOut the fact that

v o
the child is likely to be able to learn real st&ff, namely, reading’ an?\ )
) L]

' .".
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other sorts of thlngs.- ’ .

¢ '

-

°

LY
'~

+

. . , .
writing, and thatxuanhey can have the leisure ‘to go out and learn some

-

On the other hand, lt seems to me that 'lower mlddle class’ parents may

be mildly in favor of’it But‘they're more likely to have to bear the‘brunt

4

of’ becomlng surrogate p ents, partlcularly if, in a hlgh school, we dlsperse

phlldren to work places. By and large--at least as I understand the demograw ' o
phy'oﬁmcbtles--suburban parents are much more l%kely to be removed from work
~ (. ¥ \

: »
opportunitibs for high school students; tha® is, high school students are ,

}/// more likely to end up working in ﬁlaces that are in the local community, and )
I3 - s - / . ! -
those tend*to be gtedomlnantly staffed by what I would call lower mlddle -

' d
class parents; and those persons, then,

are going to have to be the ones re- .
., <, R *J‘ -
sponsible for doing all this work. And I'm not(sure_that'they want to take

. . ;

<

. . - Y . . ~ .
) ] . [ { ; . . L4
: ) S N |

.on that mpch of a burden.
. e g

The third set of persons that may be,against it axe taxpayers, insofar

s

as they may feel double taxatién. Namely, «I have to spend tax mOnei to put

. kids in school; at the same' time, I have to spend t}me and energy teaching ) - L

. . , §
. them. The schéol sends them-back_to me to do what schools are supposed to be

‘

doing,.and I may feel somewhat upset about that, . L

»

-

3
‘A fourth group of persons who may be agalnst this sort of thing are

! the chrldren themselves--and here I think there is a real mixed case--lnsofar

f .
» .

as most work is really kind of hard and tedlous and &ull and not very inter-

-

;4 estlng. Most work in the world,*I believe, is not terrlbly satisfying in and

of'itself.

>

N .
‘And most work is not & career. So you send children into the

»

- . - . . 3 \-' . .
work world in order to get experience, and they discover that the work world ,

is not really terribly interesting. o T .

(General laughter) . ' . -

«d
’
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I don't know;what'the toqsequenqes of that are, except--

. } ’ \’ ,\ .
(General laughter) . ) K M

2-it seems‘to me that primary reward the school has to offer is

\ " ‘ ) - )

something called yradessand experience;-and I'm not sure that as a l7-year=-
3 : LA 1 . -

. 1, :
ald, I'm willing to trxade off grades and experience for just doing terrible ,

stuff ;artgef the daz;kf . e L ' : ' /
{ .kGeneral laughter) .
ﬁng I'm not sure,that the economic system at the momént ;s prepare&
‘ -to‘pay)ge real moheg'}on‘that,,in.any large numbers. . .
~ 2 ‘_ 1 cehe from a unlverslty in whlch reughly 80 percent of the under-
graduate students work 30 ox more hours a week. Now that's a kind of model

of comhlnlng work and education. But the reason they are worklng is to get

K \\/

an educatlon so they g\y't have to dq again, what they currently are d01ng

«in -order to get the education. ) ~

I8

"(General laughter)

' And they know that.. And they're willing to put up wlthithat hecause
they knew)that'in getting the educa;ion, the.likelihood of their'hot-ever
having to do that again is increased, If yolxte}l them at thls stage, hEXy

. : ¢ i

that's part of real life and we're'going to lnstltutlonallze that--we're

g01ng to make your llfe here llke that llfe out there-~they say, ."No thanks

7

(General laughter) - . 1 ; . oo ‘o

- -~ v

Now, it seems to me' also that schools of education are likely to be
against that sort of thing, primarily because schools of educationéare‘staffed
- . R - . / LI

to'txaip'teachers‘and they are staffed by persons who are prior teachers and

they tend to'he staffed by lower middle class personsdwho made it out of _the

t

lower middle class. Now you are going to.redefine their lives for them in

at

7t
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. tion I reallypydon't want to--I really didn't address. I'didn't think about

" talk about schools and social reform, that there is at,least a possibility

0‘qm:hat schools are collectors of reformers. And'that, perhaps; is a desirable

such a way that they again have to engage the world of work and they have to
know enough about it, and find i*t. important enough, to train teachers who .,

‘

are interested to do it. And that seems to me a real source of resistance

among university professors in state colleges and universities, and those
’

persons train noreyteachers than any other'single group. . .

-~ ¢

Now, the question of who might be in favor of such a thing is a ques;

1
N~

it very much. : -

(General laughtet)
Just simply because I didn't. Aﬁhere was no good;rgason for
. -(General laughter) ' ' o . -

I am’interésted, however, in a kind of poss1ble consequence of maklng
L] L

schools less comprehensive places than theéy are now. It seems' to me if we
+J SN .

A

>

. 3

consequence for the socidl order. Schools do ‘provide certaln thlngs for

\_

youEh as’ youth beglns to try td think through’ what it wants to reform in the N
socaal order. In many respects, schools prov1de an lmpetus for the itch to ‘ ‘

\

|

i
reformﬂfand we can argue that one back and Sorth. yBut at least schools do . '_ '

- f ' ' N - s
provgoe youth with time, free time, if you will. Sthools do provide-youth ) |
\ .y . . . . . .
|

o N\ [ ! PR ' “
with ideas in,.a systematic form; and theycdo Pr¥%vide youth with a certain de=-; -

does 1nterv ne between the chlld.and the\soclal order. College students do . !

o= N .

get ofg bette after having" throyn bottles throug? windows in small towns in .

[ .

‘xhe Mrdwest if th OOllege comes to their aid with ‘the local sherlﬁf thanalf

. r. )
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outside ja the co ty. qu,,that's not nedEssarily the nature of reform, N
) . “’\\ s, ., . [
but it does"seem to me to suggest,that the school as an 1nstltutlon does buf- 1
s > " |

fer the students as the students attempt to generate some 5ort of definition

AES

’

g

Y - 3 . 4 . .

f

H

. - « » g

of reform. . - o -t ;

Y

» [}
R

>

- - f ]
'And 8o as I saw the 'éO's, at least one thing that.occurred tﬁ’me was \ }

'that the youth bn schools geherated a tremendous source of, reform, and that - f
o A " . .
the mxds rebelled and they challenged the system. Thelr ideas and hopes for *

--hange were plcked up by llke-mlnded adults who had othey resources namely ) ) f'
Voa . {'

money, franchlse, and access to persohs of lnfluepce. And I'm wonderlng if {

.8 . Ad / (. )

in dispersing students'frbm the school into the Iarger social order we run

¥ L ¢ . !

2

the risk of having lost that source of‘impetus for possible regorm. .

. j and at the moment, it seems to me, on campuses students, are attempting , .

. r 3

- ¢

\ ' .
reform £ another kind~ a re-establzshment of wsat they are calllngvthe moraﬂ
order. And I don t-know what to make of that yet" and I don't know how ﬁm- -

portant it is yet; and I don t know' who s picking up on it yet. But it seems

'
* ~ ' N - *

—

. . A - . -4 LY . [
to me that it spins off in funny sorts of ways, one of which is the tremendous

L4

) 4 hd ‘ °A'\ .
increase, as b Iook-a&;;t, of students who are declaring themselves as candi-

. a

]

dates For what I would call the helping professmons.q\éhd I don't know WHether ,
VA ’ . v
N

law and medlclne frt, or whether that s a more.lnstrumental phenomenon that's ' .

o ,",kl;‘

occurr1ng, I don.t have the sense of that yet. But we can ‘look at-* the tre—' ‘

» .
/

mendous increase in students declaring themselweg interested.in cateexrs in v

.
*

criminal justice; a tremendous .écrease in students who are‘declarihg them-

L
|
‘
|

selves interested in cdunsellng, in helping others in all sorts of ways. And

~ ~\ N

that seems to me to reflect a klnd of groping

ng youth for some sense'of

establlshlng, or reestabllshlng, a moral order; and it se

L] 0

happen at the moment in any other social institution we,have

A
- . »

(e 1

" where you do have this aggregate of youth, ‘; oo T E ﬁ,

3 ! . . .
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These are the thiXgs I want %o say, 'except that I am concerned that

in discussions of making schools a

making schools more diverse, the social order has not,
] ¢

S

'y

more comprehensive experience and of

/

L]

2

already gotten past that and that intellectual critics have already dis-

.missed schools. I am goncerned that intellectuals, have co

&

M 5

their only real alternative

-

. . .\
school -a less comprehensxvq\experlencé.

+

So I found it a fascinating report, and one that I think is going

!

-

’

is what \I %saw in the second part; wamely, making

members who are the ones fesponsible for dék;ng policy. o

. TR . - ‘
) =

v

&

v

that schgpls cannot be a more satisfying experience for children and that

~reate a great_deal'af,discusgion among ‘schopl people and among schoolboard

L)
. - »
somehow or ‘other,
< . d
nvinced themselves
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IV. AUTHORITY AND EMPATHX‘ IN THE CLASSROOM .

. ADDRESS BY WILLIAM G. SPADY

. . NATIONAL INSTITUTE’OF EDUCATION

N
’ -

During the last few years, I, like many sociologists, have been

attempting. td digest the prodigious literature on the quality of and in-

-

equality in public education in the U. S. Among the many questions that
arose in my ‘desire to understand the fundamental nature of these issues, two
Chinge captured my atltention sufficientfy to prompt | own attempt to formu-

late a more adequate sociological understanding of these problems.

fy . .
0

The first was the undisputed contention of countless writers and

activists that bad teachers and bad teaching aboundedlin the schools.
- ‘ ~ . A "

?

v

Based on my own experiences with the;public écnools,ﬁboth es a pu;;l and as
a parent of one: I found much that rang true on thls subject in the paper-
backs and periodicals*of the Sixties. Howeverfshad I chosen to follow only
o . N ».
the "high rbad" of,sociological analysxs prpvrded by Waller, Becker, Henry,,
’ .

) Friedenberg,.Gerdon, Dreeben, and BidWell, I could have -came to a rather

-

sxmllar ~onclusxon about teachers withoutxhaVLng talnted my consc1ousness
A . ’ AN

with the likes Qf Goodman, Kozol, Kohl Illlch Silberman and my own subjec-

.~ T
tlve eyeszght. But the problem was,hardly solved,:for desplte.whatever gen-
. , Y E . )
gera} consensus one could reach about bad teaching-from_arl qQf this, there
Py o‘,~ * A . . . v

’qu'lréile.on which to develop a model of good. teaching--except to infer
. ‘ * .

» - . .

' . . ' ) «
opposites from the unfavorable evidence. That such a model might be pos-—

3

-

. R . A ) ., R L '. 1y
.siblé prompted the analgSLS‘whlcthollows in a moment. : .

. . ’

v The second lssue that compelied mj attentlon was the lack of- consensus

regarding what schoollng is all about. Althoﬁgh most educators, psycholo-

e . . . T
=~ ¢ . . 2

B . Y ‘ . o
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v - [ ' P . - L Lo . )
gists, and parents have focused their attention and concern on the improver
- . \ . .

ment of cognitive achievement levels in individual students, there is over-

whelmlng evidence to suggest that the schools are concerned wlth far more

v * “

than teachlng andocurrlculuml Scattered throughout what we have come to.

. - . LR L Lo
reqard as the classic books and articles in the sociology of education are
' - . - ) ’ ( A s : .
insightful analyses of other act_‘.iviti,es and preogcupations of school per-
- . .‘ .- . a“ A . " . N

sonnel besides instruction. These are customarily described as socializa-

A
M »

tion, sorting and selecting, campliance and control, and evaluatior.

What seemed to be lacklng in this llterature, hdwever, was a frame-

’e

-~

3
work for understandlng how these processes d1rectly lmplnged on and 0ver-

0

lapped with the 1nstructlonal role of the' teacher and with each other. In

L

’Q.

fact,” the more I thought about the whole problem area the more reasonable

it appeared that‘the Question of teacher quality {or effectfveness) could

1]
not be understodd 1ndepéndently,of the multlplxcrty of~ functlons the teacher

\
K ‘ G ' [ N

was asked to perform and .how she performed them Alghough m@ realization

. \ . L 'w'

was,slow in taklng shape, I felt that soc1ology maght prov13e a éonéeptual
4 LN \ ¢ . %
baSLS for understandxng instruct;onal ﬁffectiveness that learnlng theor1sts,

. ,'
s, ,'; \ . N

curriculum developers, and students of peda@ogy had been unable to fashion.

‘v"‘..

The analysis that follows is not.a purély structural one, it attempts

t A LI . o

to lntegrate structurathunctional "and soclaa pSychologlcal elements, ln

A
)’i
. -

part because neither épproagh ln.lsolatifL provides an adequate understand-

. Tl TN .
- . ]

ing of human behavior ln soc1al systems “In add1t1on, 1t does not‘pnetend

“ . ~ 1 -

‘7 - ' *
to be exhaustive, nor does it represent any sort of final statement on the

> -

problem. Whatever 1nsights it contains that seem reasonable a Erlorl still

A ’

require the test of meartlal theoretical and emplrical enémlnatlon--tests }i

3 . - R 4
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%: b also hope that the analysis will clarify the nature and function gf empa-
_j__' thy 1n th1s frameWOrk, thereby rendeging the formal title of thls paper
somewhat germane to 1ts content. ‘ .
\L\\ ‘\\\h _ The Majoﬁ_Functions of Schooling
. . & .
e e e ‘f' .

. By syntheslzing 1deas found most predomlnantly in the work of Durk-"
\ . . . j

‘helm, Waller, Parsonsz Anderson/ Becker, Henry,,Friedenherg, breebén, and

P L 3

Bidwell, it is possible to identify five major functions that schools either

.

'Eeliberately ‘O un nééntionally perform in’dealiné with thelr students.

- 3 . a T ' y . .
DY _ o . o . o« e .
These functions I will ca 1l'Instruction, Socialization, Custody-Control,
[] . ~ N I R ¢ .
Evaluatlon-Certlflcatlon, and Selection. ‘Many points of strain in inter>
' .-cs 3} .

. -

Sy 'personal conflict in schools can, I belieGe, be understqod as the product.
of the way ln which these functions are deflned operatlonally and implnge on

“\.

each other.i Consequently, whlle it is tempting tp nnderstana and deal with

\ oo

each functlon in 1solat10n as so many e;tcators ard wont to do, life .in

»
- »

classrqoms, hallways, and school grounds 1nvolves a gconstant mixture and

" X%

- .
- };int%rplay amon‘g al'l fi\le.," - O L. ‘ 7
\ - T, ’ ‘ ~
l : . : .
; -Instructjon - . S ’ t
v, X . . ' ! Q“7 . L - ‘
LA *  Ostensibly instruction is the primary (if not exclusige) public misg-

© - sion of the school. It involves the systematic attempt of teachers and aides
'- N . _1‘ ‘- . ~ ° - .. - . ‘
. .to increase’the information base and .improve .the cognitive and physical,
2 ,'\v._‘ ) . ’ N . N , .
skills of students. WhaéM:e typically kdow as the curticulum of the school
/ .

are those specific sequences of experlences anq seusvof materials to whlch

[

studeats are exposed in order to facxlltate the acqursltlon of these Skills.

.v -

. The manner in which this exposure takes place and, is relnforced is a result




. of the instructional process,or pedagogy used by the teacher.¢.UnderstandingJ -

’
P -

the mstruct:.onal function of the school, then, requ:.rés an analysis of the
. 4 o+ < N
content, sgxencing, and nature of ,Students' formal learn:.ng exgeri‘enc,es.

.ProPosals for changing instruction must expl:.c:.tly take all three elementst

[ N -~

imto account. It is thJ.S arena that so often stands as the pnmary object ..

of both public cr1t.1c:.sm and the focus of attempté at school reform. That
& o

real reform cannot be concentrated on instructidn alone will, I-hope,. ]

A . « g v ‘ - -7 ...v ¢ ,'l ST ‘; 3.
become clear as ‘the analysis proceeds. : : . N , ey
. ) . ‘ . ., R ‘e
[ ¢ " [ .
ot ) Pl - * 0 u - Y
Socialization e . ‘ ’ I A
. . » - ‘ s
K . s ‘ ‘
" . _ _ . T
* Sociglization, brgadly conceivefl by Inkeles, is the process of de- - L7
N * 0 - ! N w?

R . , . [ ROt

: ) ; oy . . .
velopfng in persons those attitudes, beliefs, expectations, values, and"

- s A

- 4
”

capacities that are necessary.for the suocegsful and: con‘t_patible ’performance ‘ : oo
of.éocial roles J;.n\ speoified NSocial systems.x Thereforf:, to analy‘ze t';hé %
school's rlole'in preparing Tyoungste.rs for'life as adulte isdto consider rfo't
) only, the frelati\fgly limited ‘range of information and skills that is tYpioally_ . *
dealt with via inotruction in the formal cuorriculum ’of the sohoo} put" also. -

the development of the elaborate belief, expeotation, and behavio¥ codes that

"
’ L ¥ 2

£

. n . . :
characterize “"normal® or "appropriate" behavior. in the occupational and’ social ’
5o . ’ f )
. L4 .. a N
> worlds of adults. S . ] . ! - R
: . . roe .
( ' In other words, the so‘cialz.zat:ug funct:.on of the school serves, to N

L]
- + .

attach social meam.ng, s:.gn:.f:.cance, and utility to the capac:.t:.es developed )

. ] '
«

by the J.nstructlor{al funct:.oh angd, ‘l:.ke the latter, it- J.S a'.'lso character:.zed

-~ K Y -

(by Dreeben a;'d by* Bz.dwell) as hav:.ng a speclf:t.c content, séquénc:.ng -of,ex- - >t
. L ~ \, L N
, e . " '
perz.ences, and va~r1.ous modes ‘of transm:.ss:.on (J. €., influ nce. 't_n,echam.sms) "

~ . i A
I; have tr:.ed to’ J.~l,1.ustrate this relat:.onshlp iﬂ Fmgure By po;’tray.xng. i.n---_ \ v

s 5 .~ : R

struct:.tln as a'sub—set .,of the larger soc:.al:.zat:.on m:.ssa.on of the ,5chool.
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Because of society's belief that schooling is both a netessity and a
> » - N Al

,social qooé, schools have been charged with the ;respbriéi'bi'lity of prov&ding
. : . Y S . . RPCE

‘ - . N - . - '. ;“1‘1 -
youngsters up to a’ given age with form/al “instructlion,. Invaddition, the
- . ) EEVERE T o ‘. ?

yoqﬁgsters_ftﬁeméelw{gs face “the légal)ék}ligétion of atténding school, regard-

contrary. In this sense, then,.%.

R o o .
less of their personal predilections. to the

Seh e Yo o B A
. the school performs a custody-control function for
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By refe,rlng to Figure l'weICan see Fh/; custody—control ;mplnge Qn . ﬁ: .

] p
the lnstructlonal process by maklng the student S role in the RN

n' kN .

entl} anoldhtggx Whlle slmultaneously lnfluencing the-

é soc;allzatloﬁ processes to whlch he is expoSed. In fact,

o .' x’ c ; “'t“i v

d humanlstlc crit&cxsm of the pubilc schools~usually contalms ‘/ *

nature ff

gressxGe.

.," .
-

reference to the schod&‘s obsesslon w1th order and cpntrol THe: attacks A

.N. b ‘,. - « o . po

-

lth some agparent Justxigcatlon, that custody-control has been

/
‘rom a deslrable grecondlt;on and facllltator of the lnstructlonal .

2 . Dy

d . :
to a poSLtlon ‘of pre-emlnence among all the £ étlons.,_In other

»"y:a.p« J— * M

"‘Wo‘ ,*cence;n_ﬁo f““%fﬁcticnal eiiectlvehess has“N%?n dispiaced by a pxe-

OIS .
/. . . S SN A, AR

oc ion w;th student control and.compliance or ;ts own sake. pThis'coqf
! . . v »1‘ *
£l ct w111 serve as a major poln; of depar re for the remalndef of the U f
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fylnq course credlt and g aduation elxglbllity. Howeverh as’ Flgure 1 sugs

. 2 * ©A '\‘f"

gests, the evaluatlo process in mbst schools 1s not orlented entirely to

e S \/'-‘ . % R 1 s ;e

instructional out/?mes, lnstead lt.alsq reflects eVLdence of both soclallza- )

o

. r.\ l:;- - ~ ;‘ .

\\ v
ch as motlvatron and general attltude) and student puhctual—

" -l 1

7 and deportment (all components of ‘the custodyncontrol “ o

Y IS [

—_domain) . jy fact, {t'is possxble that the concern w1th custbdy~céntrol may
) . o w .

. pervade schooi’s operatlons to such an extent that it blases the evalua- .
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tlon,certlflc&tlon function iR two waysr‘ not only at the classroah level

. --':
l " - o <" -

: where grades may be dispensed on .the bész of e extra eous“'crlterla Just

;»,i notedq but also at the school system leVeI where formal certlflcat;on &nd

.. ‘: <

« e . ., “:,",, . . % :. s PN . X pu‘\’...,‘

< the’awergrhg‘of dap&qusrdepend,ashmuch 6n gtuden requlred e&posure to

s PR ‘e g ” FAPEN '; P ~" . ' a -" .,
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twelve full years of sghoolipg as on the skllls th ey acqulrew y: ﬁwcompete cy-

.\.

&
-"- " .
implemented in’ var1 s states, the opera ipnalwaiétlncthn be:

(3N Tt :
;:-” \l‘ “ - "

”?byfarerif f r the, time belng, Kuweverﬂ they ére stro ly confounded'lh ost
5t ’..:. . Lt ,'. - -,...':f e A _"‘_’ PR 4 . "
ghvols ahd,'o?t states. R “q ' “f' ?-'I

-,.'11 a

there are at ' ast four operatlonal def1 ltlons of achL?vement ‘that qaﬁ be

- x. ey

—

ane the prodqets qf two vérlables-

.
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zmglled). The s%andard that‘aré applled may themselves

fad o, nt . . ‘# .
: . ' &
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thr?e primary mecham.sms Lf sooJ.al control &1a‘t n_eed to be analyzed- -~ power,e ..
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. persuas:.on, and aut:hor:.tyf e oo - .
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will ,ln q sng.al J.tuation despa.te :es:.stance from. others .‘,' In such sJ.tua- -
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(oontr,Ql) is a.ch:.eved because the douu.nant pa.rty is .per-
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endu:g:.ng some :.ntolenable loss. In efﬁeqt, 'che party who
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}esireb le

o ‘ . ' D
.. at leas lurface .c:ompl:.ance J.n the short n, it breeds[ resen ent

/

N . / "‘, {' . . I -,
without the impl‘i:gd threat of nega ‘e anctJ.ons and consequentes. WhJ.,‘Le

“n* 41 . A" N

\uas:».on, Pke pdwer, compels ‘the subordinate party to select among ava;.l-
. , . . : l . .
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.able alterna‘tives,, the choice is based on tpe'supsrordinate ] ab lity to |
."\« .. *ve . . ,\ _“

. conv:.nce the subordipate of "the inherent advanta‘ée f selectinq certainr

- Rl -
alt.e:natives‘ without const.‘c\aininq the choice process jby threatening to usé

! \_\,. -

neqative sanctions. .In effect, then, the subordinaté's cpoice i&¥ voluntary

. . ~ o
.and is based"on‘the -inherent attxactivenes_s of certain options rather than °

o T ]
- N

-\ the implied negative consequences of choosinq 'other:i. ' ' » .
» » ¢ | :

While par.ﬁuas:Lon eliminates some of the negative elements J.mplied

in the use of power and thereby facilitates more“c:ooperative and positJ.Ve

I T‘ “ < .
', e relat::ons amonq indiv:.duals, it is a hithy unstable mechanism. In terms . :

’
e PN 3

o'f "s'chool {ife it neutralizes many of the inherent status dif rences be-
. K

M. -

tween staff %nd students, op ns the conditions &' scho&l life to ceaselgss

A .
,;i. '

" ' neqotiation and change,. and assures that ,the, pa.rtic\ipa‘tion of students in

5 ) learninq actz.vxties is volu tary. However, relYinq op B?rsua ion forces
/ ' L) /

L. the teacher to neéot;ate his every step and tb\ Justify

. < * it n

. Lo iblé'with _a democratic and humanistic philosopliixfotj educati
¢ . . "'", L0 . . . .°

- .
'Y 4

1

, '_ tical rlevel they, place an “enormous demand on the teagher's luence and ,‘
’-‘ ) ,‘f persuasiyeness and can lead to.a laclclof‘efficiency nd pr ictability in
. : .'school ope:.‘at'ions .- - \ ; Q;. - : _'
BRI e
. \A" .. ‘I‘n some re pects the problems of /'perpetual negotiation aq,d uncertainty

-\ FI ‘o R i .

2 (

,..T;.'_r w t:rol is authorit_:z Accor ing to Weber, authority liffers from power in two

<

. J.mportant vespects. first people comply with the requests. (denands) made
of them voluntarily rath?r than involuntarily, and’ second, they at 1east '

\ - s

initially withhold Judgnjent regardinq the 1egitimacy of these demands ‘at the

Eaan sy

- . ! @ 4

time they are Made. '4." o, " ’ . . SN

.
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thn terms of this framtework, then, it is Jnappropriate to regard®

, power

legi "

that i{s implied in the grahting of authority

the

the pure sense ceases to

ate or illegitimate/use of authority.

istence of legitima

»
i ~ . » )
1Y ot fe . . . o o
. [ .
. ‘ '

v

to di'stinguish ‘betwee\;n the O
The suspen¥ion of judgment -

. \Y ¢ B
to so_meone, already implies

4

. Where lségitimacy breaks down), authority in
g

exﬁ.st. : * ‘ r.. *. H

L |

Although the suspension of judgment and ready compliance'associated\

wi

£i

tions and experiences fave been est#plished.

- - Y

nditions 'involvesfv

authority seem to

re, compliance is

'judgment a%

»
* compliance will .enhance

i

st is aléo impli

accebd»?

S

. . _
imply a kird of blind aI‘legiance to the superordinate

ind only to the extent that a series of precoqridi-

Thé most essential of. these ::i\
" st. i!nderlying the} suhordinate's ability- to, suspend
readl omply is his basic trust that bthe.consequeh;‘e of his
N ther than impair his general welfare.
, in'us c:f persuas“ito’:'l as a mechar;;.sm (for example, ;in
valid “e superordlnate s J.nter}I_)retatJ.ons of the la.};ely con—

. 5e s -

Although .

sequences\’ £ pursu:.ng someé gJ.ven alternative) . it is the prz.mary conditJ.on
A \*

un erlyin

Th

i -
|7 R . e J.“.

"*tlle estap :.shment of legitimacy. . * - .- e ;

i . . S
N ° .

wl ’ L]

°i

ther con J.tJ.ons directly .relate&l to the establ:.shment of author-

o
. '

e e

ote that both trust and the

-t. ‘g‘.\?

Py

o
values phat le leg:.t:.macy are not/’gitven but emerge 1ut of both'direct
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'apd vicarious experience. The kinds of people and situations one"encounQ‘,

~ “ ‘ - -

- T~

ters directly or is told (éften ﬂy,parents) are.either “safe*cn:"dangerous

establish expectations of'what and who carn be, trusted and what kinds of ends

L ’ ’ ©

Thergfore, neither specific conditibns of-trust nor o

" 3 - . <

are most desirable.

'the grantingxpr withholding of legitunacy {and respect) are permanent con-,

+

ditions of social intezaction.

+

Instead they vary according to the qua

of experiences the subordinate.has had.and continues to have with a.§iven
4

- 9 N

'kind of superordinate.\ b

"

«

.

It appears, £E§h, that the fundamental principle‘that operates under
' . ’ ; .

. . , ‘
conditions of "true" authprity is that compliance is_tié&,to the'legittaacy,ﬂ

- N -~

respect, and deference that the, subordinate grants to tthe superordinate

9 .

€
.

party by Virtue of the latter having (ostensibly) earned them. Consequently

«©ne cannot talk about “"establishing authority bx anding respect." Eoth
~ . j *
authority and respect are earned through the establishment of trust and

credibility. +It is the bases of that credibility that I shall now discuss.
v,g o

. \V - - . . 0 \; .° /1\ . o
. - : /o
. . v, :
The Primary nges of LegitimacyA - . ot - LN
= .
b En his original cor captual tredtment of this topis, Weber'discussed
.3 ‘ 3 I3 v *
;diree ma?or kinds of valuf orientations that-legitimate the/éhercise of

N
LA . Y

b ¢

ps L

3

h
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v,

/
c0ntrol:‘ beliefs in cha#isma, traditidh, and rational-legal processes.

Charismatic authokyty is basedblargely on respect for extrawordinary

”

glftS‘b£4bOdY or Splt;? embodied in dynamic leaders and, believed to be in-

&

accessrble to most peaQ Charisma is usyally associated with a great

-
. -

»

sense Af mission,kand ts strength depends on the congruence between the

4

The

v
-‘/\ - . R N .‘ >
v .- T
N . .
.
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"to his constituents by using extra-ordinary means to improve their welfare. ¢
» ! \ ' t . v . ‘( " .‘ ) ' - )
In this sense he must stimulate 1nﬁerest and §Xcitement in his constituents
‘ as_he meets nteds “that they regard as. relevant and bene£1c1al
¢ ., . . . + 24
|

"; . « There are' three thxngs, then, that ara imleed in charismatic author-

-

ity: one, the ability to "dellver the goods" that. meet c0nst1tuents needsj

P . .

o .
- . 7

two, the stlmulatlng, excltlng, extra-ordlnary manner in whidhi thls is

v 2 . N
% 0y - N 2. «

done; and three, belng sensgtlve and empathé%lc to the needs of the cllentele

« 2

- -

so that the .right goods get dellvered While this tﬁird poinp'is often oveﬁﬂl‘

L4

134
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. looked in modern usage’ of the term charisma,'Lt is.a fundamental premxse 1n
the _analysis that follows. ) e B ' - P

3 N . x
. » .
. - . s 2, ( e » 0.

Tradltlonal authorlty primarily résts on a leglt;macy base that has’

»
v . v

ﬁts ;oots in stromg attachments to and reVerance ror.establlshed customs and,

% " I

rnstrtutlons. Authorlty is legltlmated.by the sanctlty of tradrtlon when the

- - a

~ present social order (and tne system of perlleges embodled in lt) is v1ewed
*“‘“ - »

“as satred and anLOIable_, This authorlty mode clle arly tends to berpetuate

P -»
x

.

N -

7 the existing social order, emphaSlZeS 1nst1tutlonalrﬁ@d status dxfferences .

between_people based largely on ascriptive criterfa, and encouraqes re61st-

. 4 L Y . -
~ 3 v
ance to innovation and secial chahge. ' e Lo
“ .| : o .
% -

Webet S thlrd type of- autﬂorlty, ratlonal legal, was originally con-,

. z

. ceptualized to account for the dmergence of "modern soclal institutions,

Y . s
1 .

” [N

N, . . . .

-~ . ' ‘&
i\N‘ partrcularly large-scale orqanlzatlons‘ It rests primaﬁily on a belief in
the, supremacy of the law in governing,social arrangements. , Weber assumed’ .

I - . o) .’

shat the*laW'iiérational in' the sense that’ it reflected socilal néms intended'*
. P ) - T, 4‘ R . Vo Tes
to channel'cbnddct in the efficient pursuit of specified goals. He conSLdered

thls t be prototyplc of the model bureaucracy, hence, thls«legltlmatlng mode ‘

\, ’ . .

~ e

v » - ‘.-
is’ of en referred fo as bureaucratlc authquty o : ‘
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@‘“ ' However, since reality overwhelmingly suggests that many rules in-
) . 1] “» -
tended 'to maximize efficiency gnd the use of people's talents are often _
S
v /
. counter-productive and therefore retard it, I am suggesting the adv;sability
¢ < kY
. . C

of differentiating between beliefs in the primacy of Fules or law on the

*

‘ one hand and in rationality or expertise on t;he.othér. Legal authority de- .

Y

i
pends on one's allegiance to ‘,"formalized social values and codified sets

l .

S \ . 8 v

L]
of social arrangements, whil expert authority rests on a strong respect

°

f legitimacy (charismatic, t'.radition‘al, legal and =

expert) fom a typology /that can be defined by two major frames of refere'nces., )

.
-~ i

? ” ‘
3) -, For our present purpose the most jmportant of these dimensiohs is th:.

social-structural. te that traditional and legal authority are based on

.

that emphasize the primacy of inst'itutionally defix}sif// "

values and loyaltie

v

. .
f -

sdcial arrangements/, offices, and rules.

N

uthority based on tradition and legality rests on a base

’!
Therefore,

~

.o i‘t. the family, e cflurch, the state, or the school System). e inspires

trust and jains //compliance to the extent that the institution he represen

. .
L. v

¥
is itself credible. .
o+ Ad_thority based on charisma and e:wtise,.on the other hand, emerges
o ] 5 M -

' = not on the b«_ai.s* of institutionalized roles but on the performance capacijties o
R - - ! . <

e

of . the individuals in questign. Their credibiliity as performers cannot /

. -adequately legitimated and supported by the instifutions to which they belong;

~ . )
- they are therefore dependent on their own ~gersonal capacities and resources.
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)
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< . SOCIAL-STRUCTURAL DIMENSION

Institutional Individual
t -
Mystical, . ) y .
Emotional Traditional - Charismatic
NORMATIVE . .
DIMENSION ‘
' Secular »
+* Rational Legal Expert
: — | .
J . ) ureaucratic) (Professional)

\ !

s LS 1 U -
FIGURE 3. Four Modes of Authority Classified According to Their Social-s.
Structural and Normatiye Characteristics.

» ' ? .
A Coe » { . .

The typology in Fiéure 3‘reflects purely idealized or‘ideal—type
. % N - -
theoretical constructions that may have few unambiguous manifestations in the

real world since most compliance-control situations involve subtle mixtures -
. l W
of power, persuasion, and authority. Noné?heless, it ptovides an important
vehicle for“understanding the nature of social control in schools, f%r it
. . f

provides a greater degree.of precision in dealing with the concept ¢f author-

ity than is found elsewhere. It suggests that students may comply /voluntar-

ily and automatically with requests from teachers'orfadministra:;fs on a\..

variety of grounds ranging from the latter's status as adults‘f aditional)
L ] .

or official r%Fresentativeslof the school system (legal). to the appeal of

their personalities (charismatic) or their acknowledged competence (expert).

« L4 - . .
& More importantly the typology helps to cast a somewhat different lig
[} ' o
on the notion of bureaucratic authority by suggesti that institutionally
. —_—

.

defined and legitimated authority (tradition and le ality) is different from

. - i
~

individually based modes of lgitimacy (charisma expertise). 'Whgt we

. 4 it R
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have come to call burg%ucratic behavior more often tﬁhp not reflects attempts
to formalize or legalfze traditional statlus differences 8% modes of procedure

-

in ways that often obfdégate Yational, efficient, or productive, action. In

other words, the legal machinery of an institution may actually undermine the
L] . "

¥

v . Y \
potential impact of thé charismatic and expe%t performance of a professional

role such as teaching.

.
1

. This underscores what I have come to believe is the major struggle

L}
)

confronting educators, and that is the conﬁ}ict between the burepucratic de~.
§ .
mands of the "office" of teéching (or administering), embodied as they are
. . ’

. . » . I
in tradition-legal orientatiens, and the personal (professional) capacities

necessary %o perform the productive functions of the role (i.e., charisma and
. .
expertise). Those who lack these personal performance capacities often find

it convenient to hide behind Eﬁ%ibgreaucratic mantle of their official posi-

tion and use rules and tradition#l procedures to their own advantage in mask-

ing or circumventing their'incomp%tence. The result, of course, is that the
o3
synthesis of rational and legal which Weber regarded as the ideal form of

" 1

orgarizational operation in realityioften degenerates into a struggle between
them in which teachers and students both become victims of formal organiza-

tional constraints.
(N L
]

Student Development and the Press for Rationality '

bl

©

The struggle between rational and legal that I have just mentioned is

)

an inherent dilemma in most formal organizations but creates particularly

acute problems in schools. These problems are described far better than.I

.7an hope to do by Waller and by Bidwéli in his classic chapter on “The School

1
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

as a Formal Organization." I would lige to contribute to that.dialegue by

suggesting the follov}ing things. 4 - : . ]

1LV
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First’, because of itsg multiple functions described earlier, the .

¢

school finds itself in the unique position of having to educate, socialize,

»

and control students all at the same time. Without oversimplifying these
concepts to the’ point of distorting them, consider education as a process

that continually expands the cognitive, physical, and psychological aware-
ness and potential of individuals; control as a procegs that inherently works

s

to restrict options and action; and socialization as a process that shares

elements with both-but emphasizes the narrowing of beliefs, behavior, and

‘expectations to conform with those of some significant reference group.

.

The paradox is that the more effective thé'schodl is as an agent of in-

struction the more capable students will be seeking sources of information

- and capitalizing on experiences that further expand their horizons and make

i f 1Y
them awdre of potentidlly available alternatives. This growing awareness

~ stands in sharp contrast 't control mechanisms, systems of fules, and social-

\, . ’

. ‘lthion strategies that attempt to narrow or restrict access to ideas, in-

v
.

fgrmation, settings or, experiehces. The result, I believe, is that’an ef- ~
. ] - .
. fective instructional program sows the seeds of subversion of restrictive

socialization and custo?y-control practices by making students aware of and

capable df’éursuing ideas and alternatives that some agents within the s¢heol

-
-

- are coptinually trying to'deny or restrict, This "undermining .of institu-
|~ -ttonal leg1t1macy" can be particularly severe- rl) where thﬁ purpose of
. \ h
glve rules\ or rest:r:.ct:.ons has no apparent%osluve relat:Lon to the osteqs:.-

» * . .

'bly dominant) instructional mlSSlOn ot the school, and 2) where opportunities

«

‘(‘ N

for access to/AeSLIable alternatlves are readlly avallable outSLde the school

te . LI ) ’
itself. &" . - .
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Second, tﬂb process Just descrlbed is relnforced by the maturatlonalﬂ

process of studehts themselves. To the very yoﬁng Chlld social control is

. ‘ - .
L 'wu o £ o “

a diffuse and pervasiye aspect of l;fe ln whiqh\the distinctions among

[ Y

mechanisms and modes of control discussed so ﬁar'fn“this paper are,largely‘

absent. The agents that control his life are also those who fulfill his
. - / .
very real needs. They embody at one and the same time power, pefsuasiveness,

-

and authority, the social and moral order, the system of rules by which he

is expected to operate his Iife, charisma, and expertise. 1In other words,
by virtue ef, their status, éxperience, resources, and ability adults have an
N N » ‘ » f .

I . ' - ,-!

incredible ‘amount of inherent ‘and largely undifferentiated power,' influénce, .

* +
i o

ahd legitimacy that.oflly become distinguishable ag the child matures and
N

learns to discriminate among them. .
s, . « I

As, I have suggested’in earlier work on this topic, the legitimacy re-
sourcgs that are most snsceptible to erosion are‘those*ihvolying the nersonal
\ . ’ ‘ " . . . .
fallabilkey of authority figures: i.e., their charisma and expertise. With

experience and’ircreased personal coméetence the child's notions and standards

-

. . ¥
of competence, adequate stxmulétlon, and the extra—ordlnary change. Capaci-

A

ties that once boggled the mlnd and lnsplred awe of others--like tying your

- L]

own shoes or rld;ng "a two wheel blcycle-~rap1dly move down the scale of mar-

vels as.one acquires thesig:kills himsel€f. with them and countléss others'
o

like then o the répsigti

esteem because of their presumed, "unlque mastery, knowledge, and personalmty.

¢ > a3

The older, more expefienced,.and more able the Chlld becomes the higher and

e PR t . i A

and images of many peOple gnce held in great

A

- . i

more demanding are his standards of what constitutes expertise and charisma.

/

This is ncwhere’more abvipus tﬁan in both families and schools during’the

. N H
early years of adolescenge, especially in settings where pressures on the

. . 4,
N : Ll
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) ~adulss become more clearly differentiated and subjected to closer scrutiny.

’ . '

¢ R : .

.

¢h1ld's own acnievements are very intensive and His

& ccomplishmentglbégin,to

A\l

outétrip those of his parents and teachers. .

] ; ‘ ;
Recognizing that my observations may be too ge eral, I would nonqthe—

5

less like to suggest that these heightened standards of student expectations
v ‘ 3 e

- 3ene erate four conditions that intensify the problem of control in. school% ( ’

+

. v
v

o S ?he first 1s implied in the foregoing. As stﬁdents abllltles, )
standards, and perspectives‘mature, the performance legitimacy bases of

Il N ’

- & i

13 v

In many vases their 1eglt1macy based on charlsma and expertlse erodes.
. ~ ¢ - — -
; As a consequence of this, the tradltlonal and legal bases of adult

B regltlmacy are thrown 1nto sharper relief, eventuafly compeIlln"‘stuments to

‘J .*&/‘ ' . - N

reco@n‘ze that the érounds on which their‘compliance is based have shifted -

. 'from those 1in which the teacher's status as a performer and persohality took
L 4 . ‘4
| ol 4 . * A e

! - ' - v ' )
preceance to those.in which the teacher's status as an adult agent othhei,

’om 4 .
' . | .« oo A

. K L . . ~
crganization is most.meortant. “Particularly where the teach r‘latks a
@ “ . . .

. strong_personal egltlmacylbase, the emphasis on compllance wlth rules and -

N -

-

deference to teathers .as ‘teachers will be apparent. However, to the extent-
. _— 1}

’ ’ - i * ‘l ’
that studepts question the utility and purpose of rules and roles that have

.
.

. v | » i N ., ¢ ..
little apparent connection to thein progress as students or that impose un-

- -~

. ]ustlrlable restrictions on their expanding needs and capacltles for auton—
- iy ! >

. oﬁy, compliance based on deference to onerous traditional and legal argange-‘

- - ' .

ments will also cedse to exist. ‘ » -

. ghird, if respect for position and rules also falters dhd teachers are
. . T - . : SR

unable to sustain their ‘personal légitimacy, the nature of control shifts

P -~

. . 3 » .
from an authority base to one inyolving either pe€rsuasion Or power. Although

L] B .

. . control- arrangements based largely on persuas10n are theoretlcally possxble,

11
-~ [ A ! . ’

1.1. <)
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that a.n 1.nd1v1dual lackl g cba&istna and expertlse ould ati the same time,

” u’ N . P 1 ~ f

have thé skllls and cr.ed' J.llty to be a successful ersuadeg{. In other xd

-

Y

whlle persua510n as a mechanism is dlstlnct from that of. author:.ty the
~bases'of one's persuasiven Ss seem closely tied to the con:iitions nderly ng
leqitimacy: r-Ihere leg:t.un cy is lacklng, it is also\ unllkely that ersu

w111 be v:.ablé for vwery lo

T

' r‘egardless of 4:’ne valuj ba$15 on. whl arg -

:nents are nrecb'.caté?ﬂ.a‘L Con equentf alin stIgges‘tJ.ng that the%resu t of) this
. ' 5\,

voluntacy comle.ance witbr i ests.t Th/e résult lS an ften relucta t by
' . «_4 )
deflmte retreat: by teachers nto the 1\ tftutiOn ‘lj.y

T
v \

theu: rolé ‘behind whlch lie’ !:Exe resour,ces thatt? mak f exerci “ of pf)
-, c ! \ J‘ ' } * - “l ‘ ' |
pbs,s:.ble. Contro]: J.s‘handled thrpugl} e J.mpla.cit 1 ‘ ot expllcljt, .Lhreat
g T e '- L oy
| . R
of negatlvé‘ &onsequehoes Oﬁmj 1.
7 \

bOd.Led largely ln the lega,l,

-

o
S

\ 11‘

t‘nat nge sqaff enormous dlS rlletic':n}l :

Lo~ ! r”/_ ’j 7}““ ! \»t: V'\ N I N
in the exercise of, all. £ives ufctiongy 1.1 ‘) R P T f IR
/ R ey | A 7 }'. : . L 72 ,l‘ ‘; $ #‘4 "El '
/ - s E'ouct;hr once the p;arv,ﬁ.-ve and, expilJ.TJ.t poTle of;nthé teacher is . rec—
) - f . Q.x ’ ,-' ; 1. . i

0y ‘
ognized, the seeds of 31 conti uous but often lqw key cq rontat.lon b ’(:Ween

\ | l
s ~ A [
students and s,ga.ff ensues. ‘\I thls struggle den n{ q;xest,lon

‘.’%'3

o ~

, in which each of the f.i.ve funttions &reeé’arr}.lﬁ out an<1 challenge t ache

or k’aniinistratbrsf moral _as_ ﬂ{ell as legal rlghts t& b av the way / ?y’;do.
¢ : | Yo .. | - .
\ ‘ Lo
"'reachers, can, of. . cgyrsf, retaliate toward lntxanSLgence ith a varlfety \ ‘
| |
resources lnclucf&ng reFusal to pré:vuie acade.\#lc as:ustance (lrfstruc,tlon) o R |
. “ - » 2 L«%. W oe 4& 3 ) I\
— .. : - “‘L.;‘i ; | | E /
," S - . R
}[ . .. *:l' } ; -t a . | «, . ‘\ } * -~
| -l . Y . ‘e .
(! . 'A'#"ﬂ . [ . N ,r“ . I v
| .4’ P ) N 107 R 4 l-‘ ){:
[; R " ~' i -ty \ . N e . 1 , \
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assigning low g;ades or giving poor recommendatlons°(evaluation-certlflca-

tion), refu51ng access Fo de51red courses or per11eges "(selection), assign-

L4 1
| ! e

ing formal punxshments and restrictions (custoay—control), or deflating _ - T

\ students' selchoncepts; aspirations, or value orientationsﬂ(socialization). ’ .
Such reagtions a%e’fikely both to intensify student mistrust and re- g
1 * -

sentment and to stimulate in return additional institutional efforts to mgdin-,
. . , - N v S
. [ . : . . ¥
tain control over all five _arenas, thereby creating a vicious circle of negw-
PP ‘ K * }
at1v15m that geqerates such emotlonal investments in the perpetuatlon of
. A .. . * Lt

e d €

Jiver ' offenSLVQ and defen51ve" strategles and the malntenance of exlstlng

. % . - b
r - . N

» power resources that "ratlonal" solutlons seem almost impossible.
» ! . ‘ N
Recognizilg fully the severity of the dilemma.] am‘describing {or ™ . -
! ol . » . °

ave created--take your cheice), I do believe thereimay be a way out for the /

~ A ’ s

llllng and able.' In the time }emaiﬁing let me suggest what that might be

o - b4

.

d in so doing r turn to mf original concerns about good téachers and teach-

v [ 4

’ ihg effegtiveness ' K . S
. \ -~ P ' - \ . , o
<7 :\ Maximilzing Instructional Commitment,and Effectiveness
LN . N !
. -

| Implicit in\the—foregoidg is' the proposition that as,the pefsonal re-

. | N
:/ solrces underlylng the instructional effebtlveness of the teacher dlmlnlSh, -
L N 5~ ° M .~ - ".

- problems of classr#om control.become more acuta, . Its corollary is that as .
} ' ) N . . " ‘i ® . +
l

\ . . h. S a
! more attention is paid to control itself, ipstruttion suffers even further. :

1 . ) . . T . . AR o, L. e
‘ The time has come teo identify some of those critical elements in the instrqu“f .

0y

f - ’ s . .
‘1 tional process that bear on the ldea!‘ we have exaaned 'bo far., -I am ho )peful
1

T : . “/ "f

-

that at least the be91nn1ngs of a satisfactory antegration.of these %oncepts ] o

will emerge. * ) ‘ - . - R

i N . . , eier . f
, « . N I . L . v e -
. ¢ LI
M .1: o »” ’ . . e " ’ - .
. . * . . Ve
B
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The Social Conditions Underlying Achievement'

«

Slnce we have already acknowledged the centrality of the lnstructlonal

(.;‘,-((

T

function in the schooling process, one of the‘teacher's fundamental concerns

1s to improve the cognitive, physical, and manual skills.of the students.

5

[ n

When these skills are channeled into productive activities and performance

. NE ‘v . ”
. ’

stAndards are met we call them'achievements. In a‘February 1968 ASR article,

Kemper suggests that three baslc reference, group functions must be operatlng

'a

for an lnd;VLdual to be a consistent performer or achlever.

» - “
.

First, he requires a normative referénce group; that is,,at least one
individual who sets (high) expectations for performance and who'bossesses
¢ .4 ; o s, A ) i a .

the capacity to mete out negative sanctions if these standards are not met.

. - N ~a s .

Normatlve groups demand and attempt to enforce conformlty to group norms.

2 .

. o

aecond he requlres a role model (one of the four kinds df comparlson group,

4 [
functlons in Kemper's framework), someone who exemplifies and demonstrates . /

* . *

the gkills necessary for high performance by means of hls own achlevements.

Third, high level performance also requires an audience group, at least one

“

individual to whom the ch}ld attributes the ability to provide meandngful

-
-

’ ‘ ~ s .
positive rewards for his endeavors. As a result he tries to capturecthelr

0
.

gttention and approval by behav1ng in a way that he belleves they w111 flnd 3

v -
< AN
- -

attractlve. - .
3 . !

| .
Since the absence of negative rewards is not equivalent to -the pres-

.o " s ||

ence pf poSLtlve rewards, 1 assume that the Chlld will consxstently undertake

‘1; 5

~ . ~

the risk of failing to meet normative standards only when abundant=posxt1ve -

. 7 -
- ' »

*rapproval is perceived to be available. According'to this- framework, then,
consistent high performance (achievement) will result as the product of

. 1) confronting expectations 2) with arclear notion of”how one goes about

meeting them 3) in view of the positive rewards that -are probably available,
, | : 110

: ‘. 109 .
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. acnleved by eans ogﬂgpwer or coercion (as deflnedvearller) ‘If ﬁhese o

qulres that The subo{drnate ‘havé a set of valueq th&t Qupports both the im-

'of reinforcin% substandard perfornégge with' negatlve sanctlons. o

. RO s

.

.- " My own intergretation of this framewor& suggests that there lS also

. A PR
f - * «

a tendency for Uhelro%e model'and audience group functions to co-exist so
that ma;ten.performers'are‘%iewed as major~rewarde;sfand/or'posftiVe re-

©, - - N . - *
warderS'SOOh become emulq;ed as role medéls. Thls natural compatlbllity of

. ’

comgarat&ye and audlen;g group functlons lS fu;ther relnforced in that
nelther role melles a tontrolllnd ﬁunction that m;ght ultlmately requlre.
Legltxmatlon.' Be:ngza sklllful.performer and havxng the potential for pro- »

Vldlng approJal and éoélflvemréWards do not requlre lqgltimatlon. people

~ - ~ .\

_are” *ompleeely cree to observe and emulate one's performance or to acEept

_— - K .

LI 4
"his c-ewards WLthout constralnt. ) \ +
va : . .

N <

o

¥ “'But the normatlvesreference group functlon, whlch involves settlng,

standards‘pffperfotmanc% and reinﬁprcing them with the threat of sanctions,
Bt .{-P" - -

. . se - N
‘i‘ e e ¥ ’ s -

”r§°inherent1'-tro";esod% since the latter is characteristic of control

[} 4 y
[ >
‘e A

L g 3

,/ . & .t . ~ o
threatened santlons are not to breed hOStlllty and resentmentr Eherr poten—
v

Q +

tidl use must be accepted as legitimate by the subordlnaté pdrty.. ThlS re-

[N e
> W

\ - . L

portance of hﬁgh level performance i' g;ven activities.éhd the‘legitimacg

N
S 4 . 4 . . YT w

( i ) - .
If the ' teacher is to operate ﬁffectlvely as a normatlve reference

$v -t N . ‘-v‘.. ¢ ‘ e o

group‘ror stud nts, ume studehts must belleve~1n both théelmportance of

’ ‘ . -

.

. r .o. ’ . N
achlevement and .the. rlght of the teacher to glve them poor gfades or ourtall

- .

ar o . - N

if thEy do no% do well. Qf these two‘orlentatlons, the

0y el

other prﬁbllege'

- " - s

“the more ptoblematic“sincefit operates, confrary 'to the .

7%
o -
.aQ
‘o
g
[o)
.

).o
7]
g
o)
ry’

natural SQlf-int rest"of the student. It is ¢ompounded. when evaluation is
- ) P { ' '




. L “ .
. certain proportion of s;udents will by definition receive poor evaluations.
» c e L}
“«*  “Few students will be’able to aqcept a qontinual bombardment of this form of

pum.shment' thﬁout na.kmg some accommodatlon to lt.

- ¢ v ’ ¢ «

w  Zlude ge;ect;h%.@gades as'legitimate indices of one's perfermance, rejecting
3 , !

. - - N N % » . N T

This response might in-

“

» K] . L4 ~
¢t < » *

\ . 2 . 0 . . 0 N ')
+" ccmpetition as a gontext for academitc lnvolvement, or even rejecting achieve- . ¥
’ » . A

. .

,‘men: as‘a désirable géal‘ In eéach , gase the dlsaffectlon of the student re-
- R N %) .

‘sults frcm a de*erloratlon of the legltlmacy of the evaluatlon-certlflcatlon

.
Dy

functlon‘whlch n turn, intrudes on the effectiveness of the instructional
4 7 : v k |
missibn itselfﬁ . .

. R - o s i

" while ﬁhe'foregoing EIearly suggests that the instructional function

' AR - ]

24niot Ye analyzéa in isolation from the other four functions--particularly
»

o

-

*qgtedy—‘ontrol and evaluatlon-certlflcatlon—~Maslow S theotry of the hxer#/

“* .

- - “ v

.’ * . .

ar*hy of auman needs prov1des further xnsxght 'into the condltlons that mﬁ%ht

’ . ru ) wa N 5

serve to maximize student achievement.’
. Maslow suggests that humah behavior can be interpreted as an attempt
e ) . - . -
. . e q
. to satisfy a numper of .physiological and psychological needs that reflect

N LY

o4 ’ e
tnemselves 1n a consieétent hierarchy of prioritiesi Man‘s mo8t fundamental

- - " -
~ >

needs ‘involwe ghys;Eal survival and safety. Ohly after he has solved these

.
v . ¥ L3

-

basic problems'Zan he turn his attention to meeting. the \need| for psychologi-

« .
* » .~ ’

- rcal sqpurlty and affection, and then, in turn, the needs|for \recognition and

L2 Rl N ’ " ¢ . ‘

’ selﬁ-ésteem. For our purposes, however, ' the most important aspect of Maslow's

. . - ¢ s R

theory is that men willﬂﬁe incapable of fully reaiizind their achievement and

. » LI

creative’ potentials Until these more basic needs\fér sécurity, love, and '

LR ' . \ ' -

; . . o . )
esteem ‘are thEmselves}satisfied. "Irr other words, the r&sks involved in de-

R L : . ’ X - ) . .
ferring immediate.gratifications in order ,to meet longgr term achievement

; expectations will probably be too great for an individdal with unmet security. |

r . . . NN
and-esteem heeds. . M 1 i C;

. ' . B
.
. . f
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\ In terms of my earlier remarks, the major implication of Maslow's

theory for the authority'systém of the classroom is that the imposition qf

N '

achievement expec jons by the teacher must be preceded by an adequate
~
period of supporfgive ahd atflmative behavior. In.this way the necessary

rapport, confidence,, and feelings of security between student and teacher

3

- can be ‘established which enable. the'child to react positively to demands for

¢ high performance. The child must feel secure, adequate, and respected be-"

fore he zan consistently be expected to meet achievement expectations, and

.

this sense of adequacy and worthiness is clearly facilitated bx,thg teacher's

- [
- expression of positive affect and approval. 'Perhaps, the most important - - »

N

, component of the teacher's repertory of abilities, then, is the capacity to,

. ]

¢ . .

establish a sense of rapport'with students by caring about them as individuals

)

in order to aid them id developing a sense of security and coﬁfi&ence. Based
on Keﬁper'§ framework this egtablishes for the teacher a sound bésis for

serving aé‘audience group furfction for the.class, enhances the proégbili;y . '\
that he Jill servé as a ;ole model, and%satisfies the basic conditions neces~

sary for students to trust him and grant him legitimacy to serve in a norm-

oY N . . *

ative reference group capacity as well--minus the explicit use of the powef
AN ‘ : N

Epat inherently resides in his institutional role.

. s \

. | * .
\.‘ o

A Model of Maximized Teacher Legitimacy and Instructional Effectiveness

1}

When combined with Stinchcombe's égalyéis of the teaching role that -

appeared in the Spring 1970 issue of ‘Sociology of Education, this entire set :

™ ) R
) 4 ‘

. ’ R R T 4 .
oq factors can be synthesized into & model of the teacher'g role that would

L 4 ‘ '
K] ra

appear to maximize both his legitimacy and effebfivehess in facilitating

[
-

student achievemenht. According te Stinchcombe, the central task of the i

5 | - 1y

L
@ -~ . "

4 v )

:
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teacher involves capturing the attention of students and channeling it &qward

€

gets of informative instructional activities. It is, in other words, a per-

».
.

formance role defined almost entirely in terms of tie quality of the inter-

- L

action which takes placg within the classroom. In order to be a good teacher,
one has to be effective at capturing and sustaining students' interests in"
A X
P
. A\ H .- .
learning activities. / ‘Althoygh the following points may reflect the biases of

a "teacher-centera#' classroom, these ideas suggest that the truly effective

~

teacher must 1) have something of substance and interest td communicate, 2)

be capable of communicating it clearly and accurately, 3) be capable of cam-
mﬁnlcating it iﬁ a stimulating ana exciting féshion, and 4) base this com-
j? ‘ )

e A
muaication QLrebtly on a concern for a sensitivity to the personal welfare

ard status of each student. These four conditions or attributes can be

P

jrouped 1n pairs: the first two referring to the expertise dimehsion of the

-

"instructional rol®, and the latter two to its charismatic dimension.
, .

In effect, then, these ideas suggest that there are two major compo-

L
-
v

nents af the expertise dimension in instruction: subject matter expertise

or knowledge base on the pne hand, and pedagogical expértise or teaching

~

skills on the other. Likewise the charismatic dimension consists of two com-
ponents that are entirely consistent with our earlier discussion: s#imulat—
1

ing and exciting ways of atcomplishing ane's work and relatipg to others, '

and an empathetic and sensitive orientation to the 4lien;ele with whom one

isldealing. )

v

Assuming fbr the moment that teachers vary on each of these four di-

. mensions, these variations can be portrayed by a general classificatidn

scheme such as that in Figure 4. This requires, of course, an oversimplifi-

.

q .
cation of the true state of things since each of these presumably continuous

1~J

Q : 113 .
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FIGURE 4. A Conceptual Scheme of Teacher Attrlbutes Needed to Maxxmlze

” Instructlonal Effectlveness and-Personal Legitimacy.
~ L ]

.
-

variables has‘been reduced to a simple dichatomy: nigh and low. The
- ! )

- s

horizqntal dimension of the figure contains the two major caomponents of ex-

) -

d expertise in exer-

4

pertise: mastery of a significant body of kx}owledg?

cising what Dreeben in The Nature of Teaching callsMhe technology, (i.e.,

' /
methodology) of teaching. 1Its vertical dimension contains the two major

¥ L
-

components of charisma: concern with the personai needs of students cou Led
g P

,with an inspiring and stimulating way of communicating (i.e., leading Jclass-

2

room activities). . . oL

Accordlng to this scheme, the ldeal teacher—the target of this pain-

. -a

ful exercise--is one who clearly embodies each of these attributes in the

classrodam. He is high on all four dimensions and can be ﬁound'in Cell 1 of
P

Figure 4. Based oq Kemper's framework, thls "Type. 1" teacher serves as an
4 < .
i 4. : - .

- -+
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optimum role model because of-his expertise and an optimum audiéncq group *

.
i

] Y . ‘ N ,,‘
because of His<«charismatic qualities. The .remaining 1S%cells in the figure

¢ -

. v . . . . . 2
represent presumably less effective combinations of these four attributes.

For example[/the ;ight hand columq\(Cells l, 5, 9, and 13) describes\fqur
- * »
very different kinds of teachers, all of whom have high swbject matter and

|
pedagogical expertise but who vary considerably 'in their charismatic.and

3 . \
interpersonal qualities. Similarly;'the top row (Cellg l, 2, 3, and J) de-

b

picts a var.ety of highly charismatic teachers whd‘vary from one extreme to

the other in their knowledge base and teaching skills. Note that the Type
. ‘ )
16 teacher, who lacks both expert and charismat%c legitimacy, is particularly

. |
likely to have to, rely on his in§titutionally,s%pported authority and power

. | . ~ .

bases to gain :ompliance--factq;s that tend to zake cdstody—control the most

., . ©g
ince Type 16's lack the peda-

central function of the classrocm, especially s

scgi1zal and interpersonal skills that underlie an effective instructiondl

program. ‘

-
.

Note also fthat there is a definité parallel between the three basic

components of pr fessiénalism found ih Dréeben's analysis of the feaching

- 3

role and three of the four diﬁensibns in this model. Dreeben implies’ that

>
-

a "professional” teachenywili,emphasize:~ 1) competence and peréqnal per-
= b
formance, 2) the use of effective techniques, and 3) @ concern for meeting
L}

the needs of his clientele. The respective elements in. this model are sub-
- "8

ha N
s X

. . A .
ject matter expertise, pedagogical expertise, and empathy and concern.
- ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N N o v '
I differ fram Dreeben, however, in what I regard as the key to teacher'

-

N R , 0 -

} - "

effectiveness. In his view the most important factor in the instructional

i 4 . ~3
;focess is pedagogy; in mine it is empathy. This holds, I believe, for four

» \ N t 13 ”

reasons: 1) the teacher who is empathetic toward his students has a better
\ -

e ,
. \ AN~ h
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a role model; '3) a sustained period .of positive inté*action R which the in-
. i -
RV

-

terests and needs of students are téken in account aids in lthe
ment of the trust that ultimately underlies the legitimacy necessary both in
I Al ,

serving a normative group function and in.handling custody-control relations

in a non-alienating way--issues that constantly impinge 6n the instructional
e - . .
% . . J ; '
function; and, perhaps most.important, 4)/empgthy serves as the key mechanism

underlying the effective use of expertise in the instructional process. I
- : . ~

realize that understanding this latter point requires a somewhat different

look ‘at the model described in Flgure 4 and an elabordation of the key com-

»

ponents of empathy in instruction.

¢ . v
~ N -

Empathy in the Instructional Process : T

®

Now that we are ‘this far in the analxsis,_I am so&ewhat embarrassed
N 1]
to have to confes that my reflections on the model of the "ldeal" Type 1
. . , N P
. .teacher siggested in Figure 4 lead me to the concluSLOn that'the figure 1it-

self is an inadequate vehlule for desc#lblng how the components of charisma "

3

“\\ ané expertlse in queétlon relate to eaéh othbr. Consequentlx my concluSl n
o
that empathy is the most important variable in the instructional process

r cannot be inferred from the diagram itself. Nor does the diagram suggest

{fthe extent to which empathy is the pivotal "enabler" as far as the impdct] of

. the other three variables i¢ concerned.

9?\\\\ ' 1<9 | ‘
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. : * -

Perhaps these,relafioﬁs can be understood most readily by viewing
teaching expertise as a poFentiel resource that becomes an active resource .
when it is translated and communicated‘througé the soéial and interpersonal
medium of charisma, 1In othei words, ﬁhe two elements in charisgq (e#cite-

\ ment and empathy) have a large bearing on hoq expertise gets used in an in-

. &

terpersonal context and the impact that the expertise has on those whom it '
” . . . ’ - .

a&fects. ot . : . . AR

’
» . >

Consider, for example, how'dependent subject matter expertise itself
\ ) - .

1s on the other three variables!in the model by considering Cell 14.in
Figure 4. How effective will the\instructional process be in a class where -

the teacher 1s a genuine-'subject m&tter expert but lacks the abllity to com=-* . .
R - <0 - - \ v

N ‘ SR

municate his knowledge clearly to students, generates no particular excige— v

ment or interest in the subject, and ignores students' interests, abilities,

«
4

. and prior experience“with the subject in targeting his’mode of instruction?

Unless the sStudents are exceptionally able and highly motivaﬁéd to'legrn the

» »

.

subject, it is unli(@ly that subject mastery alone will facilitdte achieve- ( .
&

A kY

ment. *, . : K
° M ? . hd ' s »

. . . ‘ ‘
What I am suggesting, then, is that‘subject matter'%xgertisq becomes

A .
. D - - i, N

14 ' . . .
s exgef;ise in an instructional,si;ting only when it is presented*in such a way i .
A\ ) ~ ’ ' M o .
that it both cognitivqu and affectively captures and sustding the dnterest e
o, ' . XS Ceo ‘e

.and attention of students. Its [impact onlghe instructional prose§§ is,'{h;x' P

t '

) - .-
.

- Y . . ’ . .
-~ -effgct, dependent on 1its being infused,with both\elements of charisma %o, that:
. . d ot | .

. : T \'Jv\\k,..

: * . TN + . .
it is presented to students. in g way that they can relate fo and sustain
' ‘; h - 3 o7 . . * 1
+ their interest in. . ' . ‘,
' ® . ' L] » L
. ' . N 1 . .
. PfL f .
. By thbwsame token, real expertise in,pgdagogy de@ands not only the-*

|

t »

ability to translate subject matter content to students in an accurate and .
) * ."’\"l&'

)
&

{
" .
. <
B ) /——P—A s . . , . ,
. \
. , 4 : . -
.
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made as relevant, stimulating, and .productive as possible.
. . S e - - . 'y

A e governed by this awareness-feedback capacity. P LI A ' .
. . » I3 - . N

d e : v S M - ' . o . e
'adequate but invalid, this tfeatment of the*concept of pedagogy leads me to

’ L., \’ i s .
clear’ fashien but alsq’the abllity to understand students' interest and
needs s¢'.that both, the' subject apd .their mode of'involvement in it can be

M * L . i

v . « . L
v ." , . .
, #‘Mhax"this suggests, then, 'ig tpat two different conceptions of peda-
. . \4 » a -z - « ‘l -

jogical skill.are possible.' The‘first is consistent_with the way I have.
< . . .

used the term up® to this goxnt and stresses the mastery of 3 variety of

techruques and strategies for managing students transactions with the formal

curriculum. The second reflects what I belieVe is implied in all(bf the

foregoing; enamely, that real expertise involwes using these techniques and

. - » -

- +
strategies with a particular colort of students in such_ a way that their ‘i)
¥ t——'y——

useful engagement in leagninq,activities is maximized. In other words,"ﬁedf

agogl.al exbertlse does not ex1st lndependently of the classroom context in
, . rl ‘f ‘\MN(

whx:n 1t .1s being used. "ynderlying the positive benefii of having technlcéiﬁﬁ
expertise 1s the teacher's ability téﬂperceive hda a'éiven technique seems .
to be-workxng with partlcularrstudents and to modlﬁy the approaqh ;f neces;"‘ F
sary_inire5ponse,to these gerceptions. The kind d% technlquef klnd and rn-\.bm

M ., . + '

tensity of affect, and kind 'and level of subjec matte;réontent used.are¢%}l

r.

-
v, .

’Although I may now be on the verge of rendering Figute 4 -not only in-

’

want to conclude that at an cperatlonal level it may be impossibla to separ-

e

ateupedagoglcal experthe from em athy. The reason\is simply that for peda-
R

v
-~

. - .

fgegy tf'he expertly manlfested th tedhnlques ,mployed have to ,be calLbrated

to the, ablllty and w11l&ngness of students to have thelr attention in learning

0y

activities- aptured and sustalned. 'While part of that process is the teacher's
'-

capacity to act in a way that enables students to engage compatlbly (both

- 1y v

N o .”"J‘“ \—

4 -

et




W
o O] X ‘. . . . 7 ' .
. cognitively and affegtlvely) in learning experiences, the underlying part .
' , s - > . . - e
J,'A of the proceés is the teacher's awareness of and sengitivity to both the
. !_nﬁ_
v, ’ ¢ . .

e

+ - :
- cognitive and affective states of their students. It is this awareness that

P -

enables the teacher to'shape instructional strategies and interaction with.

Y

students in compatible and effective ways. . . :
‘ o N ' ’

There Seem to‘be four major ﬁgiﬁts worthyébf summarizing that emerge

from all of this. The first is tha%,whatever teqhnical,skilfé'inhere in

. . d g < .

pedagogy itself facili%ateﬁthg instructional process only to-the extent that

. N - 5 .‘ . .
* ".' " * . . 1]

an underlying empathy capaci€§ exists that aids teachers in assessing the

© -
L4

aﬁpropriéteness and apparent utilipy of those akillg in the classroom. The

second'&s that this empathy appears to consist of two kinds of gualities:

l)‘awareness,.sensitiw}ty, and insight as to what is really happening, and
. ” M )
2) supportive and appropriate response to those occurrences. Third, within

A -

each of these two domains thegxe are two (often mutually reinforcing rather
PE_— - h )

than antagonistit) components that are called into play in the pedagogical

$ . . ’
process: . the cognitive (or intellectual) anq the affective.
»” ¢ >

In other words, by combining points two and three, it is apparent

-
[

that emizfgy involvésyboth cognitive and affective awareness and sensitivity

and some form of appropriate cognitive and affective response. This.set of*

combinations can, of course, be displayed in a 4 by a 4 matrix similar in !

structure to Figure 4. ‘I have chosen not to displgy this matrif'partly be-'
cause it is not exhaustive of what‘jeélly takes place in the inspructional
setting, especially whgn you considér the fourth major point: i.e., thaﬁ.
each component of awareness and each mode of fesponse‘relates to both the

d A
’

cognitive (or exiétential) and the affpctive nature of the student's per-

.
1

sonal and academig#situationsﬂ plus td the relations among them. . Conse-

’ . o &
A Y . . w
' 1 Do/
4 1 \ .
. / , N
o - 119 , - : '
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.

éuently, if one took the matrix game seriously, this analysis would require

.

P )

- o ' ‘ >
at least a 5+x % x4x2x2x2 >\2u3 2 x 2 or so matrix, but I may have -,
‘ : -z . ’ ) ' . . Y -
‘lost count, and I -doubt that its creation would make much sense or help any-[§

. J
one~anywhexe anyway. . . / . ¥$~/
i T 3 . ' * R % [\ ' "

. I3 ~

[ ‘ M

) ) Unfinished Business o " .-
¢ i . ~ . N .‘
While I have failed to do justice to the important subtleties tha
¢ ’ . )

-

. . - « - . v
irhere in the complex relations among social control, authority, teacher
N o

effectiveness, and empathy,,I hope that this analysis has stimufated more
w

.

+

ideas than cbnfusioq. i% not, I apologize. I have tried to suggest that

’ B

empathy.resides at the center of the instructional process because it both
N . . L . i

\ . . A )
allows for the effectiwve utilization &f pedagogical sKills in interactional

settings and facilitates the emergence of personally-based legitimacy as a
-viable mode of classroom cbntrolas\I have alsoltried to underscore the

-

: parochialism and futility of the war between the Cognitives and the Affec-
. . v L . . )
tives, by showing that both are hecessary elements in any discussion of effec-

'

- “ /
tive teaching and sustained studggt accomplishment.

- [

- N N o -
What I have failed to do, howeyer, is to provide the magic Jgswer about
N
how to make schoqis work far better than they do: for both staff and etudents--
. { .
J * e
despite my haviné suggested that the Type 1 teacher with his insight, compas-

¢ . .

sion, and expertise is more likely thah others to handle successfully the
|

inseparable proﬁlems of instructional effectiveness and ciassroom contrél. -
The reason forﬁmy.failure lies both in the limitapibns of my analysis and in -

" the structural constraints that teachers face in executing the totality of
I ' - \ “
their role. * .

v
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Although I went to great palns at the outset to suggest tbat the,

b > A
" .

v

1/ school perfgrms five major functlons and that the teacher is the prlmary'.*

‘/ agent for executing those functions, the analysis has rather deifberately ;
‘ ; 1 : . N
J' avoided dealind efplicitly'with three of them: socjalization, evaluation- ' - .

2

e . BN ' !

] . . v ) . . . .
/‘ certification, and selection. What it did do i$ suggest that some of the .

* o

e . . s t - . ‘ .
“/~ enormous difficulties assocxated with the structural constralnt of having

to control students. could be mlnlmlzed but by no heans ellmlnated by nu?-

-

turing an approach to the governance of the classroom itself that simultane-

‘

ously enhanced the performance of the instructional function. 5\5\ you cgh

* .

S

see, to do this requires enormous personal resour®% on the part.qf.the“,' B

- . !
teacher--in fact, more resources than fiost teachers possess. However, even

v, Ly . - Fen +

to the extent that the charisma .and empathy of the individual teacher are ~

-
. .

adequate to establish the personal trust and legitimacy that allow control

- “
-, . a . v

and.'instruction to proceed satisfactorily, the teacher canndt escape simul-
. T - v s
taneously se¥ving as an official agent of the school system with respect to

S » X ' - . -
all five\fqnctions, a constraint that places.the teacher in thg bind of having

‘e »

to uphold and execute & variety of practices that may run counter to their . %
‘ h A v
own personal judgment and the perceived interests of thelr students. " '

-

! B
This creates at 1east two major dilemmas w1th which socmologlsts of

.
'

educatign will have to grapple before their contribution to the solution of |

these very real problems is more adequate than the psychologiste' has been.

The first is that in upholdihg or contributing to organizational imperatives
) . =3

'

such as the time and standards constraints implied in typical manifestations

of the evaluation-certification and internal selection functigns of the

school (recall Figure 2), teachers may”be contributing to thesundermining of
their personal legitimacy. In other words, personal legitlmacy based on

ol

125 -
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_ lempathy and competence in teaching may be undermined by institutionally = .’
3 AM‘ . . N N . . N :no\ . A
o v mandated .procedures for grading and selecting students that teachers,panngt

ciscumvaent. This brings the teacher's institutionally based‘power directly‘ RS
o . '\V-.“" * - - ~ 3 /‘ - ) ‘U.&_‘ <
inté question. oy / : - . - N . - .

. The secohd is that the pressures on teachers from administrators and

§ !

‘ <

Ll ‘

colleagues to enforce, both inside and outdide the classrobmé rules and

. -
K3

practlces that cannot be justified‘or legitimated through '‘rational" dlscuf;

sion with students may be so severe that the best of lntentlons to play a . .

’

T‘ype 1 classroom role cannot withstand €he imposition of-Type 16 demahds or

expectatlons. Tojthe extent that suryeillance of the teacher is possible *
’ L]

- Y
.

IS

through erther h%s performance of pubIlc monltorlng duties oy procedures for

- v 4
/ ¢ L . = '..‘.

evalua.;ng claserCm performance, he may be compelled to act out his role as--;

r ¢ % S e v

.custgdlan of,student behavior witﬁ"an intensity that’ overrides his cradibifity

,.g ) . B P - ! - ;'
- .~ . "‘, . > e ] :
. as teacher. - - -7 . ’ T
q ’ ) . ’ } T
. —

- Although there are other majon\dllemmas ralsed by the analy51s that

L have not dlscussed.and several lmpllcatiens of lnterest to both-practl— *

>

. - * rt’

tioners and researchers that I have not mentioned, one thlng now seems clear.
. The solytions needed to solve the ;roblems'posed by the sohodl's having to | .
. perform five diverse functions“simnltaneously are‘not goind to be fodnd hy ‘
dealing with people or strnoturefalone. As "the goregoing suggestsLYstrength%g‘
ening.the personal performance c;pacities of teachers and<adminrsﬁratbrs may

reduce but will not eliminate the confllcts that arise out of the struc—

S

«

/ ‘2
turing of lnstructiOn,,custody;contfol, evaluation~certificatdion and selec-
. . i ‘ - a

~

, tion. By the same token no r#arrangement of structural conditions is going

school:, To the extent, then, that sdlutions

instructional mi;sion of th

4 o . .
. l.Crd o \
. "%nq-
. .
Y . ' K - -
- A - [ .
‘:)‘ - . « 122 A . ‘ LR
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g‘j; are possible they must be sought in the integration of these two components
ofvogganizational life. To the extent that the foregoing may provide some
+,.fruitful starting'poipts for this integration, it will have served a useful

’ . . . ——
' . 2 v .

« + purpose. Cae T - ! ’ :
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. ’ AA’UTHORITY AND EI(IPAT'HY IN THE CLASSROCM t ) )
- DISCUSSION BY ROBERT. DREEBEN, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
. ' .
DR. DREEBEN: When T look ét the diagrams and I listen to the expo-
sition, I become more and more gonvinced of one thing, namély, that the
schools can't exist; that the whole business is so incredibly complex, that
so much is being asked of a group of people--teachers, in particular--that |,
to'exg.st thié multipl%pity of things to occur at the same time in the same
place among a very diverse gfouplof kids, is highly unli&ely except under
very peculi§£ tircumsgances.

I think the reason I'm so pessimistic has to do with the socializa-

tion process, which I think is the place that we really like to “look, the
one bright spot on the horizon; this is where we look for the enjoyaﬁle in- -
tangibles of schooljng--things like originality, humaneness, tolerance,

civility, ana so on; a whole bunch of virtues that we would awfully much

like to have kids learn.

Custody we manage ‘Okay; we're able to.evaluate that more OJ less

Pl
-

well. But where does this problem of multiple goals, functions and taskg

5

v . . o v o L
come from? What ks the source of this "evil"? e .
- . - ’ N
_

I find the source of evil ln credentialism, inxkhe“fact {not based
&

&

on definitave ev1dence, but on a growing body of eyldenge)'that, partlcularly

4 \ he ,]
’ £
in this socxety, we re ho!reﬁdously over-schooled that most jObS in the . ' N
. S 'Q( g N ’ ot
occupat10nal order—-though that is not, the. only facet of. society that's gep-
. oy
mane to schooling, but as adults, the place where we spendfthe most of our
time--demand increasing levels of schooling, whether necessary or not. ,
1 C T
4 ’
L9

3] |




¢

But if every job requires a credential and you do not establish -
|

-

thetgelevance of the credential to the nature of the work (e.g., in order

Y . .
to sweep the floor you have to be a college or high school graduate) then
-things get absurd. ¥ \\
’ « .
4
I think a number of things follow from this. It means that thxough
- ' a certain number of years we have to keep kids off the street or at least
out of the labor force; we have to do this because of a Supreme Court de-
~ ’ '

r cision of some years ago that proscribed child laboi. We're very much

cammitted to orotectlng young people--you read Marx and some l9th century

European nlstory-—and we really don't like to see a lot of little. kldS sit-
'tlng 1n .small cubbyholes making lace. We also have a moderately higﬁ rate

.'of unemployment. . We can't flood the labor market with kids because there

L}

are too many adults out of work. 5
- And so what this‘leads to, really, ig‘to find an institution for the

mass contaimment and processing of kids. Ahd what I,think Bill Spady has

> - <
- . . ) kdl

come up with is a formulation that takes all of these constraints seriocuslyas

-
i a A . . A

You have to think about how to do the tasks well, how to. evaluate properly, . .
how to pull kids into the system so that they will conéider the rewards re-

. *
< 3]
’ o * LI - *

warding and the punishments-punishing. ) 3 h

- reow | N

e I have no sxmple answer to this questlon of how schools ;n be made

4

to work, out I thlnk what I can do is think of one way in whlch we cdn begln
< ,
to make’ the gap between what we know and need to know a. llttlé smullerx r "

- -

~

don't. have,an ansyegnfo% the\really large hole Ehat L have to~leave.

I‘will adopt the reactionary position‘that all 5chools should‘do is ) }
. . -~ .
teach the 3 R's. 'If they dld that and no more they would be doxng a great
»

? v a3ypbee - And’ Lt,yQp sag that all they bave to do i's to teagh the 3 R' sp then I ‘\ ,
. . W . . N \ |

e, "
10’1 s N . )




a ’ v

think you can consider questions of pedagogy seriously--to resurrect an old
and defunct term. I think it is necessary tﬂat every kid have these sort
of basic skills: they should be literéte, they should pejnumerate and should
know a, few facts and have a few simple skills at their disposal. Their
adult lives will make demands in these areas.

¥
How we reduce the constraints that involve kids in obtaining creden~

tials, I really don't know. I'm not at all convinced by these work/study

I really haven't worked this out in my mind, but again

{
I'm not sure that anybody else has either.

kinds of programs.

. I think I'm in good company.

. . K

.Qnd I have to leave matters there; but -it seems to mé that we need to look

Y

‘ ‘ .

. ’

LS

for some kind of a sold;;on titat reduces ﬁhe ooqstralnts of credentlallsm,

<,

L

that we think of schools érlmarlly a% Lnstqutlonal,,and then I-have a very

\ LR

\"

P

la*ge remalnder whlch i keally den"t know what to do W1th‘ and I'm*not sure ‘:

- o&

a-.

L

A

-

. &
Al %

S

I's

»

"aﬂyoﬁe else does elther.‘ s
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AUTHORITY AND EMPATHY \m THE CLASSROOM

’ * \ .
DISCUS%&PN BY-MIC&AEL FULLAN .
ONTARIO INSTITUTE FOR STUbIES IN EDUCATION .- "\
< . B
. ) - ., ) 4 *
< _DR. FULLAN: I think there's a lot\|of yalue in what Bill has pre-

. ) : \ '
sented, but I want to use my time to raise some dilemmas and cr%ticisms

’

rather than repeat.
. ' 1

* k I think one'of the basic _problems is that his formulation pretty
Ve ' (8

) . u
much is based upon a teacher-centered approach to learning. And let me try

AN »

to specify some of the aspects of that that I See ds‘'problematic. .
s I listened very carefully, for example, to his definition of empathy

because I think that is very crucial for what he has to say. Aas I heard

. 3
*

* . Thim %efine,it,‘hg talked aqu{ the teacher having the puise on the needs and

Iy
»

tnterests of the clientele. And I think the definitién in one of his other
‘ot -

2 b.paperstyés conceri fo;gshe personal welfare and interest of the student. .
. ; ": Now, ;%#seems'to me the problem is on whose criteria.are ye defining

. " . ‘ .

v empgthys'.It couid get very much like the participation hygbthésis in de-

. A !

= Eisig; mé;ipg, whgre one could say that "students should be involved and

N . .

participate in decisions," and then qualifying that by saying "provided that
: : 4

A

A .
‘they raise valid points that arxe workable," and that in practice, beccmes
. . . \
the criterion. \

If we look gbre closely, then, at the set of variables éhat Bill has

. N .

T talked about, I see the problem here as being that their focus is upon the
. ) , -

- teacher. It's the téacher's empathy outward to the student, but it's not

P A M el
. >

relational in the sense that it does not 'include the student's view of this, .

!

! or the transaction that goes on between the teacher and the student.

) . (,‘f
15U
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authority, as in the

Lo 1
v ) | - ~

d 3 " ‘; N
v ‘ \r-i

Kenneth Benny wrote a paper in|Harvard Educati&nal Review in 1970, I

[

!
i Ve ~ N
think, on quthority in education; and he made some distinctzéns betw¢en thre

itypeé of authority: exéert authority, rules authority and something that he

)

alled anthropedagogical.

\

Regarding éﬁft authority he uded the analogies of a doctbr and & ) )
patient and a dector and 2 med&éﬁl student. He poifited out that

ase of‘goingsto a doctor, yod're dependent orl the ex-

. N .

pertise of the doctor ¥ithout being too much concerned with learning that N

. & .
particular expertise. In other situations, for example where the L

4

\Student 1s relating to the doctor, there is concern with bringing along thgh o

studsnt, or the developmental aspect of what this expertise means for-the.

-
¢

medical gtudent as aelearner. *Now it's not partigularly a perfect analogy SN
, . N .
to educatlonf\éince much of education is not gearqd\tbward specialized learn-
) \ . ‘ , ’
ing. But Benny dwells considerably upon the relatiohaf components, and on how *

: ‘ .
4 " ‘ »I:- . ’
this ideally in;:}vss puch more of colleagueship. It seems ‘to me that "trying

\ . . .
to define more directly what you mearf by empathy-—particulafly how to measure

at--and what\it means from the point of view of the teacher and thé student ..
» - \ »” ) s
\ln ;\x\}atlona framework--ls a muth needad elaboration. As it stands,-
r ' \ - ~ t

K

see, the mpdel as falrly teacher-orlented ln vlew;hg empathy out toward tie \\*a
\ » . .

student. ‘ - ’ T \,
- . * . v . . . ’ '. »

. 1 “ . ) .
A sgcond point relates to the relationship beéweeq empathy and ex-"*

, !

» . . . - .

pertise. The question is, is a given expertise relevant to the goals, ob-

_jectives, and.life orientations of ﬁhe studéxf? And héré'I think the dis-
-\ - L
tlnctlon Benny makes betweén relatlonal contexts in whlch expertlse operates
LY - »

PEY -~

e .

makes negotiating between empathy and expertlse very problematlc. Furthe:,
pars ’
there's a very. critical question here as to whether the whole axea of ‘def-

.
. N 0 -

- . €, -~

’ ' w ot D‘ - . ‘ - . \ Y - .
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~ . ~ K ‘
v . - ' Ty ., -
: inition of expertise of the teacher is involved, and what is' the relative
: ) . hd - N - '
‘ weights in relationship between empathy and expertise if they‘'re incongruent.
\ . » - ’ - A

o

L Now, ﬁaving said that, perhaps I could just close with cme more

% . e N N N !
specific comments on what Bill has presented, and I do, dccept worth- ',

4 -

- -

whileness of his fgrmulation very much. "And in doing this>'anoth/§<;y§é of
elaboration is to ask him, or ask ouxselves, to try to spgll:out in 9';ité1éﬂ\ . '

more detlkil the causal ordering and reldtionship of the key variables that o
' ™ : ¢
he is dedling with. .

For example, if he is sugge E ng that emPRthy relates to motivation, .
. AN ' \

whith-in turn relates o achieVemenér—which\is implidjt in sdme of his state-
~ AN N ~ " !

Y
' \
\
N ‘ N N
.ments-~I think that causal connections in the core model should be extracted, ’ \\\

N . N N

~ ¢ v ©

»,and then perhaps we could get into the question Sf specifying causal patterns \\\
) ' -

\

N
-

. -

;:\Qizzder organizational conditions, such as the condition that Professor v

Clark has mentiched, the variability of role diversity. Also, there ¢ould be -

several contexts, of organizational_ﬁerxs, which %ould show under what condi-

-

tions empathy and expertisé'eperate in different ways. '

’ -

And finally, we might think of e research needed to show how empathy
o might change under certain condiﬁioné of re-education, or whatever. The whole

. ° resocialization focus here, if it is tb be a leverage for change, is very
. e . .

itportant; and Bill, I'm sure, has been concerned about this. But I think

that's an area that one should spend considerable time on for the purpgses of

. research.:

Q . v
ERIC. = ¥ . o ~ 3 N
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AUTHORITY AND EMPATHY IN THE CLASSROOM

+ DISCUSSION BY C. WAYNE GORDON- ' ¢

P

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGrLES

’ 4
v
N .
v
\

DR. GORDON : Q\llke the first part, where y#u remind us of the com-

plex1t1\s\of life in the c1rcular dlagram, and I t*lnk it's partlcularly O

useful to \remlnded of“the multlfunctLOns that we confront, because it
. ! y " ? ’

. . N Y ! T N . 4
does constitute an imposs}ble context, as Bob Dreeben has suggested:
ppi ,
. \ ]
\\more than that, its coercive implication is so.massive, that the rest of
I\ -
what happens 1 terms of the adaptation that a teacher makes or the selec-
[ ¢ ’
tion of style it

But.

, and so

N
’

to a l?rge extent a coerced one,,it.wouldJée

th¢ distribution

F \

. o~
AR . . ~

«

tute a hlgh degr
o 3 ’ \

perhaps almest inglependent of capabllltles in some cases.

of'nodvoluﬁfarism.on the part of the teacher.

that we will find .in the rest of the development consti-

e

This is

It also suggests'.

, that some.of thpse positive values are cbmpedsa&ory, too; that if it works,

\
1 . ; ? ¢ ,
you use it.

I think the only effort I might make regarding the

‘e

and the framework would be to try to get Bill to talk to us about some of

conceptualization

the implications of trylng td make some empirical tests of it. I have a

»

problem.with merging the authority dimension and 'letting it assimilate to

% * .
expertise, apd using legitimacy as the main.criterion, because you did de-
. - ' .o .

. )
- .

fine adthority in terms of uncritical acceptance, and I like that because
L}

.

it's unrelated to varying sorts of legitimacy. If uncritical acceptance
~ . M

is the sine qua non of the degree of authority present, then you will not

.

find all of these types of authority being assimilated to the expert dimen-

~ -

In other words, I would like#to keep authority as a variable by it-

N

P
sion.

~

s

I
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g ‘
4 ’
- .

: self, and let the expertise dimension vary independently of that. Then we .

can accept the empathy variable. The reason I want to keep authority sepa-

. - .

rate is because it's not linear in its effects, as I've observed it. I think
* ' 13 TS
it goes like this. You can get a iot of goodieg out.of low authority; you-~  ° : »

get a lot o goodiéﬁ\fut of high authority. And the middle is a disastex
area. So th dichotoﬁiggtion of this will leave therempirical problem very'
N * v N

- a .

unsatisfying toyou, when you try to figure out what the data meahs in ° .
. L] . M p

)
terms of the effects. So vao?ld hope that'\when you get ayound to]}ﬁk ’
- ri } A ’

. . L) . .
_dprlication, you would treat 1ti as a continuous var1abl%.aqd~not et the
f * ' » * /S *

\

.
: . Ve

polarities take over. . o ! -

|
!
I
. .“ .,~ ’ l, (1'
Then I would have no problem with éeither the empathy'dimehsidﬁ or *.l ..
. R T - t “ . -
the expert dimension, because I think they are almost linear. But i,thinf‘ 0

both of them f£all off in effect when you reach a certain level. In othex

~ « N . o ®

words, too much expertise in the classroam begins to have some dysfunctional -

effects, and too much empathy begins to have some negative effects--sort of -

4

too much mother in the classroom. There may be a point at which empathy--
and we'd have to hear more about how this is operationalized-~supports the

activities in the expert domain, but doesn't dominate it; and when it tends

N -

to dominate it, scme dysfunctional effects may occur. :

3 v

\y .
But I think those are the normal kinds of problems that will come

)

when you field the modei and Eind out what predictions you can makex

t»

v L4 -
My sec¢ond concern is the manner in which you value-loaded the No, 1 .
teacher; and I liked No. 1 also. But I'm not sure I like it for everything

thiat we want to have happen. In other words, if you would talk about the
u " -

effects that you're interested in, and it is pretty clear that you're

struggling with the whole area of alienation'and the potential negative

.

. - SR IO R 7 ~.

- ' 4
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» morale that comes with certain kinds of teacher behavior, we might be sur- / ;
. v g
"prlsed if we elaborate the number of effects under consideration. The be—’
.? A .haviors are not generlcally oon ory to al of the "good effects" that(‘ o

. “we want, and some thlngs that look quite unattractive to us, surprlslngly,

/

\ v . -

have pos;txve pred1ct7#é value. I think behavxors e generalizable, youJ

K BN I
|

know, in the sense' that one that will maximize the coﬁnitlve, W1Il also 'f
|
< * i
maximize satlsfactlons and voluntary compl ance, as well as other eff ect§.
P . N ( \
I.would be wllllng to go on to creatlduty, autonomy self-awareness. fBut

-
7 - |

I suspect that we ought to reformulate the statement tq say, to the exte#t

v . . ’

that you'want) to. predict certaln kinds f outcomes in pupilk, then there are
b4 P P &

¢ | .

eertaln kinds of behavxors that W111 maxlmlze that, and bdther kinds of be-

-~

& \ .
-

R haviors will maximize'something else, Because I think highjauthority, in

< -
theluﬁdrltical acceptance sense, at least enough mother lowva, you knog,rto

b e
N o h

lubricate the sistem, and some organization of the task, willl produce etty

high cognitive outcomes. And when we look at the kinds of fects variables
. A
that are correlated, satisfaction doesn't necessarily take on the highest

relationshiip to cognitive gain. The happy child may not be the one that

learns the most.

A 1 - . .

"l -’ 2 2
Now, I'm inclined to think there is an intervening consequence of

satisfaction oyer time for important outcomes like commitment, and if we

“e
. t

tonduct research long;tud;nally we may find that high satisfaction_wi what

the teacher is doing in the long run will pay off for building commitment,
' . re
and then the canltLVe sxde may pick up. .

- N . o ¥

That would be* aboutelt. I tiink sthat one o er.thing that you'are. -

B P "~
suggesting as behavioral reality isfa functional ¢ ation. That is,

- N . [
éhere are some things that not only work for the system, but they work for

'

- ' . , 1 » -
S S , S |
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v . T .
the main parﬁicipan;, the teacher; and that's the one we're looking for. .

And so there is an equilibrium involved in putting together expertise,

3

empathy and my preference for the low side of authority. What is needed is /-
. hd »
, the orchestration that not only maximizes outcome, but it maximizes survival .

value for the main participant, the teacher. '

(General laughter)

Ironically, it may be encouraging that the pfofessional model could

- '

be the only one that's viable, because those people in some of those other

cells are suffering as much as the pupils are. The.distributions that X

have locked at, even\with a limited amount of data, tell me that there are

more of the professiofal types than there aée of the other kinds, and that

3

surprises me. But for ‘the reason I suggested; it's the only one that rea ly

N
permits survival. - -
/ \

)

)

)/ . N ‘ - i . .
'y

i
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A “  BUTHORITY AND EMPATHY IN THE CIBSSROOM’ . -

+ ' RESPONSE TO DISCUSSANTS BY WILLIAM SPADY

- - .
»
~ . £l

. :NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

. 7‘ 7

DR. SPADY:  Mike Fullan has raised a numher of important points '
- S/ ;o -
about the model I have described reflecting a'strong teacher-centered and

-
~

teacher-manipulative orientation. He suggests that  there is not enough of
. - A ]

-

the, relational gquality between teacher and student implied in my analysis.
\  If that is so, I think that the cause lies in part from a lack of time to

present the full flavor of my model this morning. It.is not an arena I have’ .

- - -

{a}led oo} :onslder in evaluating the adequacy and implications of the model.

N In the papers. that I have written, as well as on the occas;ons when

I have presented this formally, I have tried to make flairly clear some of

the in erchanges between tedchers and students\ghat axd reflected in the

nthes s of elements that constltute\the model, éértic‘{arly the way in | .

"

whlch empajTy is the critical §recond1tlon for e tabil hf g the trust that

really facilitates a two-way klnd of relatlonshlp between people.

Al / .
.Also, in terms qf khe way I use expertise in this model--both sybject
. - .

- \

matter efpertise and pedagogical eypertise--I take a very broad definition

-r . .

of these terms, that is consistent with Morris Janowitz's definition of the .

»
* . . \

., way in which these two kinds ofuexpertise could be pfanifested. Jahowitz ) : |
/ = . ~- - ,\_" . Y |
stresses the nature of the teacher being gptimally effeative when he is 4 T
. ’h H : . P ' e g

resource manager, which does not’impky that he ‘s a dominant fxontatl i@acher”, ) .
. . s PR .

» -~ . /

ject matter expert, is capable

Instead it suggests that the teacher, as as

of locatlng a broad range of knowiedge resources for the student, Jat thatu ;

v
\ . - '

‘)he J.S the exclu51ve source ﬁf ipformation or SklllS. I;Ie is aware of what
’ . - N N ' T

- N
Y . .. . . i ¥ ‘

S
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and where the resoyrces are, so, when pecessary or appropriate, he can send .
3 -

the student to thase¢ resourtes. Futthermore, in Janowitz's view pedagogical i

. . . : 3 . i

skill is not blackboard technique, per se, but, in fact, recognition of how

-

N .

a variety of what may be 'self-learning approaches or other kinds of things

will work-for éerﬁain pupils and nog'work ﬁor'others. These are all part‘pf
N the repertory of these‘kinds’of ;kills that constitute expertise in my model,
4 . B .
End{ viewed that way, it does not imp%? a particﬁlgrly teacher-centered or
teacher-domibant modeApf 6peration.ab;rqm Fhis perspective let me xe-emphqg

' that empathy then becomes the key to what we.might call the sensitivg.and

perceptive tapacities af the teacher., It becomes, then; the key to the

. '

_téacher using whatever variety of skills he‘may have in a variety of peda- ®¥r ) ' .

e »

- v ¢
jogical approaches as it presumably facilitates achievement for particular

» -

kinds of students. ‘

So, I'll counter

y . \
..My presentation may have suggested. And I think it was dye mainly to lack

«

1

of time and my wanéing to ét least’hit the major points bqtqgot necessarilf

v : A UUETR . A !
all ,of the details. ’ " K '
1 * RS
¥ v
I am very"@uch interested in the question that Mike raised about \

. "

; whether these capacifies are changeable, .teachable, or learnable. .He and I

«

have, in fact, writtén an unpublished paper thch has yet to be dramatically

v
\

extent to which we could Iink some of the iéeas in ‘my
: g . .

o .
~r’ev:s.sed concerning th
LY <

1
h

* -3 ‘ ’ ‘ R -
16-cell table to Mike's- work on ihffovation in schools. In that paper we ex-
. » . [ ' ’ -~
: : . ' S o, &
/;f capacities .in people we would have to chahge ih order to
d h ]

. \ ly flexible,‘résponsivé, and Eruly innovative institutions. . \,
b P ‘ f e L

Although, w /quté the initial draft over two féars ago I think my'perspectiVes

- A .
; v N . N S
. . s ¢ M '

o N .
2 H :'(. .« ’ . .~ -‘-{i‘i . * : ~ }

e,

.\

) .
. .
- ‘ . ('S - “ ’ .
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. ‘ -

on these issues have not changed that much. FQr example, I think we clearly

¢an change the eXpertisé cﬁérac%giistics.of teachers; otherwise we might as T

well eliminate univérsities br teacher training colleées. We presum;bly ‘

ggally could do scmething i; the context of formal training t§ enhance teadhgr

‘expertise. , ' . ‘ ' ;
. L

The regl‘question is what can you do about, the two‘components of '

. | ' .
charisma? We haﬁqﬁgiscussed'this, and I concluded (which may betray my

' ¢ & b

causal ordering) that we‘cleazly can do some things about empathy. But I‘m ___ . -
‘ , '/ ] ’ ..//“ .
' / N . . . * N ' o
¥ .. not sure we can do t?lngs about the stimulation/excitement component of . , '

) - .

. N . v
people's roles. In other words, I'm not sure we can maka better actors iout

of them or change their persopali%ies.to make them liveswires if they basi- T

. 1
. ° 4

cally aren't live wires. But the place to start, I°thinkK, is tS work an. )_ ,
. . . ) : o .o
'incgeasing the dual component of the role, e.g., the cognitive and %the af—.'_ ,
e - ' P '

Kl B -
fective, by creating kinds of experiences that.would increase one's cogni-

o

. ~ : v ‘r
tive awareness of how things operate and how his behavior may affect others. >’
X . e c . - \ A
, I fhink the video taping kinds of techniques that somt teachers! coifege
‘ o .

[N
Zi

proggams 4barticplarly the pegformancé;based peqﬁi%) are dealing. with which

.« ~ !
allow trainees to seefﬁow_some of their pedagogical skills come across,

\ - N N ’

L3 « o e 2t "‘ -
should really be a technique uked to try to get them to recognize what they .
o < At i * . [ ’
B ~ ) Iy \ v . . 1 .
\ look like to an audience_ and make them aware.of‘fo& an awdience wesponds to %,\
them. ' : Ty . ‘ * | : ‘
. N r o I‘VN e <
. - . - . N . ' y
. * S0 I think whit you do to enhance the teacher’s*capaCLty to be more,
\ - . . : ‘ C
\ ¢ ‘. \ “ . ° ~ “n
\ v:uly affectively identified and COnFerne& abou%\the student, is to work on . .
‘ . .7 - ) \ .
L} ' .k - " N
the cognitive first, and at least makg him aware of the problem. The kinds . .
X % ‘ '
of techniques that we use to do this dre best’' left to other klnds of §peci§lf >
@ N ’ * T ) ° ' . Ty ) N LY .
. ists to prescribe. ' . o -y ) N
2 . ' . 2
y ‘ . . Lt . “
‘ N . l\\ N\ T
- ! » > ) :
g ¥ .’ . - N 4 > \ , 4 . 1' . . )
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. 4 If I'undersfand Wayne Gorden correctly, we~have a real problem on
odur hands that may be mine and.not his. But what I agree with him about is

that I am trying very hard here to stress a balance. I place a lot of

‘\

'emphasis on the Type 1 teachexn because I am trying to create a balance on
- 3 £ N
the use of comBinations of expertise and charismatic qualities and not simply ‘

advocate trying to rely on the daninénce of<any one element in the classrocm.

v

5 person. Neither of those extremes has any appeal for'h . Based on the kind

t . *

week, plus three years of thinking about this problem, I believe that there

»

aximize their learning. Hence

are real problems with rather exclosively relying,on either set of legitimating
capacities to really get students involved and/ﬁf/

L4
| my interest in balance. ‘

p However I don't understand Wayne's point about authority being a vari-

able independent ©Of these modés of legiﬁimacy. I was trying to emphasize

that these are ways ln whlch one can attempt to 1eg1tlmate or establish author-

»

. lty%\ If you look at my Type 16 teachers who presumably lack the performance

. X

. l
ba§ed criter@a for {frsonal legitimacy that I illustrate on the right side of

the authority table, it's not that*thej have no authority; it's that the kind

L. of authority_that they tend to e tablish is authority based on th institutioha¥
*u \ /

.’ Wt

(o what I call bureaucratlc) ch‘racter of the role. So in a sens , I'm klnd

.

of undermlnlng Weber's notion abdh bureaucratlc 1eg1t1mac‘ a bit. ﬁe‘says that
at -3 i

o ta ‘-’\ - i “ LS

N

-2
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bureaucratic legitimacy is the combination of legality and éﬁpertise; my_ .

.

argument is that bureaucratic authority really manifests. itself in the com- .
’ , ®
bination of trying to legitimate and enforce tradition by legal means. So,

1f you synthesize the Traditional and the Legal, that's how I think schools
act bureaucratically. And if you synthesize the Exgert and the Gharismatic,
that's how I think teachers legitimate themselves‘professionally. They are

Just two very different modes of eétablisﬂing and exercising authqrity.
* . ¥ f »

!
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’ - V. ETHNOMETHODOLOGY AND) EDUCATION Ce
, ADDRESS BY HUGH MEHAN
. ¢ / -

. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO

.
N

<

Traditionally, tlie research strategy in sociological studies of edu-

.

cation has béen to treat the age, sex, e;hniciéy or social class of students,
| and their school achievement, IQ level, or career pléng as socioclogical vari-

» Y “

ableg. The research task has been to'find statistical correlations among

these ﬁvariables.“ These correlational studies treat the v;riables as ob-

\jective social structures wﬁich stand independently of sociai action,
Ethncmethodolbgy suggests that the social activities of participants .

in social settings like the school are in fact stxucturing these objective
3 . ’ -

*

? »
social structures. "“School achievement," "IQ test results," "career patterns,"

» -

v
.

s are pro&uced hy the inferactional activity between teachers and students,

N

i . 3 ° )
;esterj/and studeqts, dounselors and students. Instead of treating educa-

tional /featurgs like test results and academic achievement as objective struc-

. tures, instead of seeking correlations among social variables, ethnomethodology

0

recommends studying the so¢ial structuring activities Whiph compose thege ) -

N social structures. - "~ N

Garfinkel (1967) phrases this ethnomethodolegy research étrategy as

TN
the study of the "practices" or "methods" which participants employ to accom-
.‘plish social interaction. -Cicourel (1973) calls this the study of the "in-

terpretive pgocédures“’which dre employed to make sense of social setting§.

4 N ¢

Garfinkel and Satks:(I929)‘sugges€ that.'social structures (events, ébjects) . e

stand qn behalf of, while being' made up of, interactional work, Garfinkel., z‘,‘

.

\ . .and(Sacks (19%0:352) describe t.he‘resé‘a%h task as th&gearch for the "members' . s
work," that a gloss like "gchool aéhievement,” or "IQ level," ' stands on behalf \
5 l . - . _‘ . “ ,‘ .
of. . . b L3O, . oot
~ . . -
- . . g‘
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intermediate leave school, graduate, drop oqut, take job
grades . . *

»
. v
;e
»
<

\
N “f . . . T '
The task of this paper is to review the ethnomethodological studies
« ‘e e

b

. o - .
in educational settings which have examined the way .educational "facts" are
assembled by the interactional activitie

s of tﬁe‘participants iBVQ&ved. ‘The
ethnomethodological research in education is éfouped'under the following

’

~

héadings: (L) étuaies of %gucatidnal.decision‘makiné, (2) studieé of lan-

- -

’

guage anﬁ meaning, (3)’.classroom interaction studies. After this review, I

’

-
’

! .4 Y .

will draw their practical implications fQr everyday teaching-learnimrg activ-
. p .

ities. ‘ '
- -~

Educational Decisian Making

' L
A
-
-

In American school systems; students follow various and different
career paths. For example, thodgh the§ must enter in the primary grades (K-3),

they exit at different points. Some of the possible "career paf;erns" through
the educational system ate shown in Figu

.
$.
~

leave school (drop out)

leave school (drop out)

<

Figure 1. Possible Educational Career Patterns

-'\\
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)
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portant question to be asked about the career patterns of stu-
N

through school is: how do some students wind up in one category

and not in anoﬁher?, How is it that some students continue through the sys-

tem to the final node, while others, fqr example, "drop out" in their‘junior*

. ' -

year of high school? ! )

Cne set of explanhtions of differential school performance patterns

deals w{th the characteristics of students who are in these various cate-

. A p
gories. School success is'said to be the result of the presence of certain
A%

, tnherent, natural hefeditary factors, while school failure is said to be
A

-

associated with the absence of these‘characﬁeristics. These features are

» D4

y )
seen to operate independently of social contexts. (See Jensen, 1969; ¢

Hernstein, 1972.) - . ' L .
- " t * e

1 [ [}
another set of interpretations (Holt, 1964; Silberman, 197Q) suggest

that school performance is a function of the structure of the schnq} environ-

N . ]
-

ment. The conventional school is characterﬂzpd as authoritarian, teache¥x
centered, and compartmentalized, an atmosphere which Stifles certain students
3 ~ q — : LY

and accounts for their poor school performance.

*

Placement decisions. The ethnomethoddlogical interest-in rule use

-

suggests a third approach which provides for both of the above accounts: -

Y

the student's careeriis a product of the educational decisions made about him
. » N . _,‘»1.\

by school officials (Cicourel and Kitsuse, 1963). This @erspect&ve suggests®
- " - . .

that the student's performance in school cannot be seen independentﬂy of the
’ ) . , - ’
school assessment procedures which produce the account of his %bilities,

-k
%

progress, or success. That is, the child's abilities do not stand independ- <:'

1)

ently of the social contexts in which they are assessed. The student's

|
|
abilities are constructed by the interpretive process engaged in by school *
rd . 4 ' . N‘ 1
. - . J.L/!) t |
. "\
N ) y /‘
. .
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* ‘o -, o, " . s M )
‘officials wha inheract with'the student and’each other. The” accouﬁt gen- . L, D
v, D . - » ” '
. A
erated by “this. interactlon indexes the chlld s ablllty, theuchlld s ablllty . o]
- hAt B {. . J’\z ™ ‘ ‘
cannot be Ibcated except by,Such an jnterpretive examlnatlon. - H

. : PV
together contribute to decisions made about the next step in the $tudent's

.advises studen:s ﬂoncernlng thelr,academlc programs, Qost high school-plans, ’

. -
y . . 4 ’ L. .-

qu exampl ,.teachers interact with»studentsf Ehey write reports on
L » - L) . ., ’

their perforpance. Educational testers and school psychologists conduct
I P . . ’ <
educational' tests of all varieties on xthildren. These and other assessments
LIy

of 'the studentyconstitute a version of 'his abilities. These accounts taken

v

7

, ¢’ . »

career. e

4 Cicourel and fdtsuse (1963) illustrate the power of this approach in
. h ]

their study of hjgh school guidance counselors. "The high school counselor

N .

and othef matters. fhe counselor helps the student decide which” glasses he

) . L4 .o 0

will take the following year. Often the classes available are arranged in a_

’ - [

hierarchical ‘order, such that one classrocm (or perhaps "skill group" within

a class) is reserved for the "be®wer" students, another for the "average"

students, d third for the "poor" studégts,'and SO0 on. The counselor's as- . ,/
) ' _4-_\

sessment of the child's record determines into which of these classes the '
+ ° /7 M

student will be placed the following year. The educational counselor, by

designing class schedules for the students, channels them into courses of : .
BY

instruction which determine the future c¢areer possibilities which are shown
y s ,

in Figuret 1 (cf. Erikson and Schultz, 1973). ’ S
- : W , N L7
For example, say that ,a counselor recommends that a junior hf@h school L______‘\\\\

~

student take "college prea" courses. Whethex or not thdt student has an in-

’

' @
terest in going to college, by the time he is a junior or a senior (and

assuming he has successfully completed the courses), he has.the academic

'
Py +

o 101
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- ' . / ¢ .y -
% . o

preparation“necessary fpo go to college if he phooses to do so; he is seen
" r . . *.

o 2384 "college bound" student by school officials and others. If, howéver{
a counselor recammends that a junior high school student enroll in a voca-

tional program or in business training, when that student becomes a juniqr

or.a saenio¥ and decides ‘that he wants to go to college, he doesn't have the

£ s . . . .
required academic training; he is seen as a "vocational student." The stu-
dent and his career choices have been defined by an educational decision
2 ' ‘

. making process.

/

Now the question becomes: what is the basis upon which the counselor .

s

\ .
or othgr school official makes such administrative decisions? Do Jensen's
“~ ?

\

"inhere v "genetically, provided" or Holt's “culturally determined" factors

- @

accountfFor these décisions? Leiter's (1?74) exfension of the Cicourel and
¢

. Xitsuse (1963) work indicates that neither of these clusters of,chtors,
either gloqe or taken togethef,~;re sufficient to explain hég educatianal
dec&sions~are made. He concludes inste;d”that the child's abilfties are
not "so much a product of invariant developmental processes as they are the

-

product of situated practices of interaction . . . .." Shumsky and Mehan's

ment decisions provides a description of these interactional practices.
Over 'the course of a two hour meeting of a Child Study Team, scme 20

students were considered for promotion to the next higher gradé or for place~

o -

4 .ment into a "special" classrocm. At one point in t{e meeting, the principal

Y

called for nominees for the special classroom. Jeachers respopnded with the
3 ' .

following descriptions: s
..
’jif)yr;ncipal: Mrs. Jones? (A first grade teacher)
42 Mrs. Jones: Four and a question mark °

> 4100
L J A
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. o

43 Mre, Susan: 1I've got seven.on my lis}
. . . '7
) . 45 Principal: Ok, we've got seven kids in Mrs. Susan's room who

- need special help, and five in Mrs. Jones' '
46 Mrs. Susan: And one who should be in learning disabilities ’ -
B N [ ' 4 §

\ . ..*** ~ . . ® . - '

"47 Principal: and Mrs. Real, do you have kids that you don't think

. ool : "*should go on to second grade? s ‘
. - . - . ) ~' T '}..” \ ) \ X -
. 4 50, Mrs. Real: ‘Well, Mike Brandon for /'gne v ‘ s
T ’# _S1 Mrs.-Susan: He's on my liat 5 o oo
’ o~ < » . ﬂo .
. . ¢ 52 Mrs. Real: ©Oh, he's on your list? - ;
: \\\- % . ) . P
- 53 Mrs.(Joneéﬁ Did he tak% the reading test? . ¢
. / -
54 Mrg. susan: veah  ° _
L] . .
55 Mrs. Jones: How'd he do?
P
56 Mrs. éusaﬁ: Wait a minute, I've got it here (pause) I think he
. did ok (pause), yeah, ah he got a 1.7
57 Mrs. Pollen: That's good . . :
. 58 Mrs. Real: Yeah, but I was surprised by that. He can't-read
' that good. He must have guessed alot. I still have
him in the Bluebirds . . . (60) the slow reading
Y group. . . “ . T
A .
* * % # t
- ) ‘ 1
60' Mrs. Real: What about rykand Mark? They are the pnly other two ’ A
I'm thinkiflg abSut. I think they couldfpse it, T
. really do.

6l Mrs. Jones; O&$ that's what I thought too P

62 Mrs. Real: Mary's the stronger of the two, but they both neeg \\\”
) another year,

* * *

v

64 . Mre. Jones: I'm questioning Irene too

J

Qv'v

4
A
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65 Mrs. Real: I don't think she s got it kid, I don t think she' ll
) . ever do any gbod. « L

-
]

* % & ., » . . ’@.
. . !

A
- 68 Mrs. Sanctiqn: I think three, not necessarlly retalned but,
. v . ‘ three that need mothers.d

+ v . ‘

The' following statements were made.about the children considered, but

o ’ ¢
-

not selected, for the spe;ial classrocm; these childfen were subsequently .

o

pramoted. L . ' « : .
"71 Mrs. Smith! How about Jim Mansky? ' " . ‘ R
- 0 N ' - " "‘ “' ) ) 0
72 Mrs. Light:  No, Jim Mansky's goinhg to go~on. He'll be all right.
P B Y .
¢k k% N . - .

v

. . v o
72 Mrs. Barder: Brenda? = ' | . Yoa s
'q
. - M X
72 Mrs. Jones: O©Only if she's been absent like she's been she won't

o
)

These descriptions accomplisheduthe work of educational placement.

Fifteen of the nineteen children .talked about were placed in the special

classroom without being named or~discus$éd at all. Statements like: "I've

[
-~

got severt on my list,” "four and a quegtion mark," "I think not necessarily
N N ;

retained, but three that need mothers," .were sufficient to place the children

referencgﬁ'ihto the special classroan.‘jsix other children, Mike, Mary, Mark,

Irene, Brenda, and Jim were mentioned by name and statements about them pro-

-

vided. .
* K ,\- k

"These descriptions appear vague, elliptical, abbreviated; they have
all the characteristics associated with "indexical exprgssions" (Garfinkel,

1967:4; Garfinkel and Sacks, 1970:348-30; Cicourel, 1973:56). Nevertheless,
. ! . : (Y
these descriptions d4id the very serious work of educational'placement.

If these deécriptions and . the decisions made with them were. compared

to a "rational® model of decision making (e.g., Parsons, 1951), they might

. ‘ 14
Lt
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. ¢ ;
be faulfg% for their lack of rigor, detail, justification. However, since
+ these descriptions &id make placement decisions, it implies that a rational

model of these descriptions would both distort and trivialize the educatofs'

educational decision making praétices. Not wanting to trivxallze, but to

v L

understand how this talk did the work of educatlonal placement, Shumsky and

Mehan (1973) looked to the conversational dctivities of the educators them-
sSelves to see what kind of work they‘yer% engaged in.
Although these educators have pfoduced statements that appear (to an

- .

outsxdgr) to be abbreviated:hhigh level glosses of the moment to mament,

day to‘day zlassroom activit§ that led to these descr%jfions, the educgtors
themselves were not bothered by the lack of scientific rigor in the'producﬁ
tion of descriptions. Stateménts like "three that need mothers," "they both
nee& another yg@r," "I don't think she's got it kid," did the work of lo-
cating candidiyég/;?r the special éiassroan and for promotion. These de;

. scriptions are allowed to pass without challenge. Presumably, the teachers

“ -

who offered these accounts have had exterlive experience with the students
e

in question. The teachers have seen the children in a wide variety of teach-

‘ing sitq@tions/ with different motivatlons and interests. When called upon

to report on the children's progress, th%y do not present this wealth of in-

1. ‘ . Moo .
formation in dktailed form.. The other educato;s,qhearlng a teacher's desrip-

. tion of_a,chlld; did not demand a retrieval of the stock of information about

each child which is presumably behind those descriptions.
P I
c o
These‘aescriptions are adequate, then, for the educators' purposes.

v

Their édequacy,Qs confirmed by the absence of challenge. Indeed, allowing

“the unstated® gartitulars about each child to remain submerged is the way in
) wﬁichitﬁésé educ;L;onéi‘decisions were que; it is,an interactional display
’ A ¢ I
of the ;eachers' expertise. as educapdrs.\ i
’ . . BN .
9 {\4 y ) N 1:)’.) ' . - . ‘q
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v This observation éuggests that the educators are’'engaged in "docu- o

mentaq; work." Documentary work consists, from the formulator's point of ‘-

[

view, in the production of utterances which stand oA behalf of an underlying

—

pattern whigh is not stated. Documentary work consists, frok the hearer's

s - . . . s ‘ k] 3 k] .
point of view, in identifying a phttern behind a series of utterances such

*

that each utterance is a document of the underlyinq pattern, while at the. Ty
same time, the underlying pattern is identified through its individual ut-

terances. The instance indicates the pattern, and the pattern the instance;

¥

 the pattern and the instance reflexively determine each other (cf. Garfi 1,
1367:76 ££). Although the contours which constitute the characterization ¢

of certain educational categories (the pattern) are never specified, qqd

although the features of a candidate child (the instance) are?ggver speci-
fied, the description is sufficient to index the underlying pattern which‘

: R ) . :’-r‘:—-—— -
1dentifies children.for educational placement.. - | !

’l

t .
¢

N v

In this meeting, school children were considered for promotion or in-'

clusion in a special classroom. The objective results of this educational .

-

placement were accomplished by the participants' interactional work. This

’
.

interactional activity is captured in the participants' descriptive accounts

about the children. The descriptive accounts constituted the status of each

]
I

child.

Testing decisions. Tﬁé‘results of educational tesSting are often

™ . o

stembled in tables like the fallowing.

A
o
C
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i
Table 1 Results of Language Testing in One First (;ra‘.de4

School Tasts Varistions P
. ontld rell Spring " Class’ Home' -
. P . 1 (Jaan) 13 69 .93 100
. 2 (Clars) 10 0 86 86
3 (Leslia), 46 16 4% 65
i 4 (Lors) 10 28 33 60a
. s 50 6’ 86 '
¢ 52 s ” . \
? 18 8s 73
- 8 68 70 80 .
. 9 60 18 18 .
10 50 0 0
N . 11 18 25 n
R 12 60 78 1)
13 s 7n‘ ‘ 7%
14 l” ss 8s 8
15 33 65 67
. 16 63 n 80
17 50 58 ~60 85s '
18 8s 95 93
19 6 86 ss 7%
\ 20 10 3 : 33 ’
‘ 2 8s 95 95 '
22 35 0 45 .
23 175 85 83
Total 1140 1512 1366
‘ .
: \\ . ®Tested fa Spanish at hous. \ E
\ - \ / LN
v ., I AN 3\ ’i .
Examination of this table shows children whgse first language is Spanish do

.-
¥
L

poorly by comparison with children whose first language is English. As the

épanish speaking children also come from poor homes, and the English speak-

ing children come from middle class homes, a classic correlation between

SES and school performance can be constructed. | ,
However, a table of scofes or.a correlation based on information like

this does not show how the tester made measurement decisions while scoring

-
3

each child's behavior as gorrect or incorrect. Each child's answer is a . ~\\
product of a‘sequence of,{ester—child exchahges. Each child's overall test N
‘ : / -
. score is a :anposite’of the sequence of measurement decisions made by the -
4
tester. ) '
. A
PRV
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Mehan (1973 1974) videotapea the administration ofyindividualiz;d
language development tests to the first grade children represented by this
table. That analysis exhibitsathe interactional mechanisms which conséitute
these displays. It shows that the chilé‘s answers are not the automatic
result of tlfe application of a stimulus to a child wgich the behavioral
model supporting educational testing suggests. The child‘'s answers and
accumulated test scores emerge out of the tester's intérpretive assessment
of the child's actions in theAEesting situation. More specifically, the
tester in this situation had to determine which of a number of acts consti-
tuted ‘the child's answers and when a child answered a éuestion. x

: ;hen answering questions on this test, the child is supposed to
touch the part»os the picture which best represents the question asked.
Many times when ; child answered a question, he did not touch any part of
the picture; or he covered more of the picture than was requiged by the
. questio;: Richard was shown a picéLre of a sﬁall chair, a woman, a boy1 and

a large chair. He was asked to find the one that is "not big." Richard did;

not touch the chair, iqgtéad, his right finger rested in the space between
5° b

the chair and the girl: ¢

-

(o)



Richard was scored wrong; however, if the tester had.assigned the space be-

tween the two pictures to the chair instead of- the girl, he may have gotten

this answer right. .

o

When Jenny was shown this same picture and was asked to find "she is
between a boy and ‘a girl," she did not point to the picture with one finger;
instead, she formed her first and second fingers into the shape of a fork

<
or a Y. She then placed her fingers on the page like this:

-

The tester scored this response "wrong." To do so, the tester had to assume

the child intended to touch the boy and girl, and did not intend to "frame"

“

the woman between her fingers. If the tester saw this gesture as a "frame,"

Jenny may have gotten this question right.




E

’

wait for the questions to be asked before (s)he answers. -

O

RIC
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During the course of this same test, Jenny was shown the following '

picture:
\
»
e ,a - NS
Basiq Coicept Ilnventory . ‘
© 1967 by Siegfried . Ingelzann .
Tollett Publishing Company, shicago - ot
> y > “1! >
She is asked to point ta the picture which shows "the man who is.chopping
. ! e
down the tree." As soon as the question was read, Jenny touched the thixd N

' - \

picture (of the man poised and ready to swing the axe). Then as the tester

began scoring the response, Jenny said, "no this one," and touched the mid-
)

dle picture. The tester scored Jenny "correct.”

q This‘examgzg\illustrates that the tester is interpreting the child's
behavior. The tester xpust determi‘ne which actiox} among many actions consti-
tutes a child's answer. Depending on where the tester punctuates khe child'¥
often continuous answering actions, different tables of scores, and hencg
different versions of the child's abilities 'can be assembled. Vo
The testing of the child is supposed to follow a sequence in which =~

the tester asks a guestion and the child answers. The child is suppoéed to

)
The six year old

) !
40 ' -
Loy o . \

I ' \ k’

N -
. -
. , - '
-
4

- , Y 1 LI
[
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. children pbserved in this study did not adhere to this "conversational )
. _sequencing, rule" (Schegloff, 1968). Many times they provided answers before
questions had been completely asked. The tester evaluated these interrup-
tions differently; the diffenential interpretations can lead to different
B | N W
evaluations of the child's ability as the ‘following éxamples illustrate. :
Jenny is shown the following picture: - K ) ,
. . ‘e .
. ,
\ /
\ : .
\ .
¢t
§ —
' " ~ * 1 —— - i
¢ i - §
. . . - " . ' - l
* ' - - <! /‘ ) “! ~ - ‘I
) % -. ~ ' ; 7 ) * :
i AN . L
. : s 1 N~ e v !
- 3esic Coocept InvenXpry
'@ 1967 by Slegfried \Z. Ingelxann N
w [y 7ollett Pudlishing , chalcago ¢

When she was presented a picture with two boxes, and was asked to locate a
R .

. ball in one of the boxes, the .following exchange took place. The tester

N -

said, "Now Jenny, there's a ball in one of these two boxes. The ball is not

in this box" (the testér'tapped one of the pictures with her pencil). Jenny
o immediately touched the other box. The tester said, "Wait a minute. Do you ’
know where the ball is . . ." Although the tester was still in the process
\ - T .
~ “ , ' j_()j_
Ls ‘ - . ) ‘ . Y
S , 154 .
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of)askxng the(qnestionv Jenny tou;ﬁed the box again. The tester then com-

pleted her question. She said, ".”. . but don't dﬁesq. Do you know where
N N . . ) . Co. .
it is?". Jenny shoock her head "no." Jenny's first two displays=-~touching
" . N
! ’ 3
\ the box other than the one the tester touched--although correct, were not *

. ¢
. -

ac ed. The child's answer was not acdepted until the complete question

N = . LY .
had ‘been asked. The response which the child gave after the complete ques~.
tion had been asked was incorrect. So, in effect, the child changed her
response from a zorrect to an incorrect one. Had the tester accepted eithér

of Jenny's first two responges and answers, she may have been scored "correct."
‘ . [}
This' change in response came after the tester told the child "not to
LERY ' . o
juess." It could be that Jenny interpreted this cammand as an instruction’

to stop what she was doing, rather than as a request to act out of the cog-
nitiye style o "knowiné"‘rather than "quessing."

3 . B .
Further evidence that Jenny may have interpreted the %nstructlon \

"don't guess" ag an instriction not to act comes from her reactions to the
o ! .
H ~ .
next question. \She is presented with the picture of three boxes and is told:

| S
1 .
-

FT - ‘ ‘
2:17 Tégker: There's a ball in ene of theSe boxes. The ball is not
. in this-box. (The tester pointed to the box on the
" . extreme left end.)
18° Jenny: I'm nif guessing. 1

/

19 Tester: Do you\know where the ball is?
& L]

20 Jenny: I'm not‘guessing. ’ -

21 Tester: ' Gdéod girl, ok.

22 Jenny: These are hard fgr me., . ,
" 23 Tester: Right! Ihere's no way of knowing, is there?

. 5
24 Jenny: Un Un

-

1b2
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When the complete instruction was given and Jenny was told not to guess, she
replied that she wagn\t. Because Jenny did not then todgh\any‘of tﬁe pitc-
-

tures, the tester interprgted her "non action" as an answer-to-the-question.

{

Shé'a;txlbuted to Jen tﬁe knowledge that it was impossible to‘answer this

ques;ioﬁ: The tester took Jenny's statement "I'm not guessing" (FT 2:20) as
documentary evidence of the fac£ she Qnéeéstands the instruction to d}stin-n
N juish between knowing and quessing. It is qually plausible that Jenny in- -
terpreted’ the lnstr;ction "don't guess" as a command not to act. The tester
reirfies her interpretation thgt Jenny knows the difference between knowing

y

. and guessing By saying, “there's no way of knowing, is there?" (FT 2:23).,

Because Jenny replies, "un un" (no), the tester has evidencé that the child
understaneﬁ. The answers reifi;s the tester's view that the child understood
the complexities of thé'question nd ehnecessity to distinguish between
knowing and guessing all aloné.

The tester also had to choose fhe child's answer from among a number "
of displays which the child presented simultaneously. Richard is asked to
find the big blaék ball from among the five balls shown in the piéture.

When Richard answers, both of hig hands are on the page. The fingers of both

his right and his left hdnd are touching the page. The right iédex,finger 3
»

touched the correct picture; the fingers of his left hand touched the other

pictures:

1()1) . k

. ‘ 156




. |
1
"l
T
,Thé-:;gter scored Richard "correct" on this question. To do this, she h;d
q? dis;e;ard the fact that Righard's left hand was also tduching the pic- . |
' tures. She had to attend only to Richard's right hand. That is, she as- . ‘
signed the status of "hand which is being-used to point to the correct pic-
»

ture” to the right and not to the left hand. It is unclear upon Qhat.basis

the tester decided that in this answer sequence Richard had used his right

hand and not his lefr hand to indicate his answer; he had used his left hand
s - : ' )

. . X ‘
on other occasions. There is no way to decide which is the "answering ges-

ture" by merely examining the placement of the left and right hands. Both

are .squarely placed on the page; neither were placed with “"hesitancy." It

appears that the tester's choice about the method of indicating answers was
\ T
not made on the basis of the hand placement itself, but on grounds extraneous

alo the display. It is possible that the presence (coincidental or inten-

16
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play the reasoning ability whic

'As analysis below will show, se

~.

tional) gf the child's hand on the correct&fure informed this choice

It
is possible that the  tester ignored the left hand and inferred from the right-
hand placement to the "correct" answer. That is, the tester's knowledgé of

what a correct answer looks like can structure the perception of the child’s

7 L "

The tester is not passively observing and recording the child's re-

displays.

sponses. The tester is actively engaged in assigning the status of "answer"

to certain portions of the child's behavioral presentation. The respondent's

.

answers are not an automatic response to the applicatiorrof a stimulus (the

N

test question) to the respondent. The respondent's answers.emerge out of

the tester's interpretive assessment of his actions in the context of the
testing situation.

<

These observations are not limited to these children or this test.

~

t
Virtually every guestion-answer exchange between the tester and the child

a8
representeds in Table 1 exhibits this interpretive work. Mehan (1974) re-

po‘rts similar processes opérating during an administration of the WISC, Roth
. ¥ .
(1974) with the Peabody, and MacKay (1973) with the California Reading Test.
t .
JArguments are often made for self-administering tests to overccme

this "testér bias." Self administering fests only further submerge the in-

»

@erpretive work by which the respondept obtains an answer and the tester

measures results. Furthermore, the/resulting test score st}ll does not dis-
)\‘.
e respondent used to answer the questions.

-

administered tests cbscure the child's

Al .

understandings of testin:; materials. The absence of this information pro-

y

. v Al
hibits classroom teachers.from diagnosing and correcting childrefs work

_(Ma,c'l(ay, 1974). In sum, while an objective sociaﬁ‘structure'li'ke a test
y . . . ' a3
) - 4
< .
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Ecore is composed Sf a sequence of interpretive measurement decisions, the
test score does not display these interpretive measurement decisions.

The interpretive determination of "corr#:t ang incorrect" behavior ig
not limited to educational testing situations, howewer, as the following

s analysis of classr%%m“lessons will illystrate.

. Classroom decisions. 1In a language development lesson designed to
\&each children how to use prepositional phrases, a first grade teacher di-
vided her :zlass into four small qroups. She instructed each group separately

in one corner of the room while the remaihder of the students worked at

theiﬁ desks. Each group was given essentially the same materials to work

.

with and each quup was asked similar questions.

In each lesson, the teacher demonstrated: the spatial relationshié of~

‘two,or more objects to each other. After she placed one object "over" the
other, "under" the o'the’r.{ "below" the other, or "above" the other, s’éle asked
the children to do the same. Then the teacher aeked the children to report
on their work. . . \

'Detailéd analysis of videotape taken of the Hesson (Mehan, 1974a)
showed that the teacher treated similar responses made by children in dif-
ferent ways throughout’the les;cn. For example, before and after theilesson,
the teacher told the researcher that she expected the children to report

-

about their work in a camplete sentence of the form "the square is over the

line." That is, the teacher was using the rule: “A correct answer must re-

port the facts of the matte§ correctly, and be 'in the form of a complete

sentence." However, on numerous occasions during the lesson the teacher

3 .

accepted less than complete éentences as "acceptable answers." Phrases like

"urder the grésé," "it's on tHere," and "thexe" were, according to the

“ -
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teacher’s stated goals for the lesson, not to be accepted as correct awswers.,
12 .
+Nevertheless, during the course of the lesson, some tokens of each of these
"deviant" answer types were accepted, and on other occasions, they were not

accepted.
r
The child was supposed to produce his answer in.a xomplete sentence

”

in one turn. He was supposed to say, for instance, "The tree is under the

sky" all at once. On six separate occasions during the lessons analyzed,

the children produced all of the correct parts of the answer, but they ap-

peared across two or more turns. (SW is the teacher; Di, Ro, JE, Ri, Pa are

the children.)
]
OL
. 3:16 SW: Di, where is the red flpwer?
(1) 17 Di: The red flower
18 sw: {The red flower
19 Di: is under the tree

7:23 SW: Listen, Ro, can you remember what I said?
24 Ro: Put it above -
! 25 SW: Above what? . R
(2) 26 Ro: The green line
27 SwW: All right, Ro, tell us what you did.
28 Ro: Put a square a:d:a Put a square above the green line

+

. 8:03 SW: Okay, JE, can you tell me what you did?
04 JE: I put a blue triangle above
(3) 0S5 SW: Above what?

06 JE: The green line

8:17 SW: All riqht, JE, tell me what you did
18 JE: I put a blue u:n:n //square
(4) //Ro: square //SW: square
19 Ro: I'm not g@ing to tell you.guys
20 JE: Above the green line .
11:09 SW: 1In some places I can see the rug is under the . . .
10 Ro: Cabinet . -
11 SW: Right \ .
(5) 12 Ro: Under the cabinet ~ od
.13 SW: Oky say it all by yourself pgw
14 Ro: The rug is under the cabinét)and the TV
14

MU




11:19 SW: Pa, can you tell me something that is under something
L else?
20 Pa: The boxes
N 21 SW: Wwhat are they under?
(6) 22 Pa: Under the flat blocks
23 Ro: They are under the wood ' 6
24 3SW: Ok, the big blocks are under the flat blocks . . .

When the child's answer was spread across a number of turns as these

answers were, the teacher's plan was to have the child combine the parts

into a complete sentence as she did in sequence (5) above. However, orf only

two of the six occasions where answers appeared across turns did the teacher

demand. the childlcomplete his answer (see (2) and (5)). On the remaini%g

four excharges, the child's incomplete answers were allowed to pass. Sim-

1lar results weré d?served when the children ;espsnded with other kinds of

%

answers that the teacher had‘said she would not accept. Phrases, pointingsu
* \
and pronouns were all accepted on many occasions by the teacher even though

she 2ad sai1d beéfore and after the lesson that these were nat to be accept-
- 7 ‘ *
able answer types. ) .o ‘ P

e ”.

)

v N

The procedures by which the teacher judges the appropriateness of the
: N
children's behavior in these classroom lessons have the same features, as the .

ocedures used by the tester discussed above. The teacher, like the tester, .

.

treats similar behavioral displays differently. This differential treatment - " .

t
. . . . “ 4
of answers occurred with all types of answers, with all children, and'in -

i

each lesson. Differential performance assessment implies that the detérmina- :

» .

tion of a correct answer i1s a negotiated process which occurs each moment of N .

educational interaction. ' '

Th'e behavioral theory supporting educational testing“and mich ¢lass-

room assessment treats responses as the product of a_stimdlus applied to a ,

passive organism. By this view, the evaluator {teacher or tester) has a ' .

<

»

-4 e N
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conception of a "“rule" fof correctness. When the child responds to a ques-

tion, the'evaiuator matches the p;rticular response with the rule for cb:rectf

. -

ness. Those responses that f;t the rulé are judged correct; those that don't
. ' )

ﬁit are judged incorrect, autamatically, uhiformly.

The negotiated performance asdessment observed in these lessons sug-

Jests that educational decision making does not conform to a matching model.

L3
é

The 'teacher or tester must inté;grét any rule.of correctness in the moment
to moment practigal oircumstances of each and every question-answer sequence,

»
< 1

. not passively receive a correct or incorrect response. The rule of correct-

ness must b;ylnterpreted against a constantly changing background of features

. 1n situations which might include the child's behabior, the teachgr's expec-
- tations, the structure oflthe Question.

Beforgy a lesson starts, the teacher may Qave an overall lesson plan

in-mind. She may be able to.say what criteria she will use to judge correct

»
a

Sl ~answefs;. But as. the lesson gets underway, the goals of the lesson change.

the decision. to accept or reject a child's angwer becomes influenced within
f tneksituatlon, by the child who is answering the question, when in the les-

Vo son the, reduest occurs, the child's immediately past experience, and still

-

.. other feat.res. Thus-pnegotiated performance assessmgnt implies the observer's. \\

evaluation gf‘the respondent's performance is an interpretive negotiated proc- '

. e .

N . ess, not i passive matching procedure.

Langquage and Meaning in Educational Testing

" . ] ‘Education%; tests are used to make critical judgments about children

~

in American schools. Test results often inform the placement decisions which

lead to the career patterns outlined in Figure 1. The Southern California

elementary schools studied by Cicourel, et al. (1974), used reading, intelli-

»

- . . 1vd ¢ .
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gence, ,and language development tests to assess the children's development.

LY

After these tests were giveén to first grade children {n the two schools

they studied, MacKay (1973; 1974), Mehap (1973), and Roth (1974) examined
L4 ’

the children’s own perceptions and understandings of test"g mZterials.

est/ consists of a

The reading compoqent of the Cooperative Primafy

number of words, sentences, and paragraphs along the lef
1

, > ., . ' .
contained in an arrow whic ihts to a series of three/pictures arrayed
L]

A

side of the page

dlong the'f&ght side of the page. The child is told td "mark the picture

8

that goes best with t_{'xe ‘words gn the arrow."

an elephaqtg~a-bird, apd .a dog. The correct answer to this question (obvi-

.00

:l/.

showed they had chosen the elephant alone or along with the bird as a response

to that question. When Mehan asked them why they chose that answer, they re-

plied: "That's Dumbo." Dumbo, of course, is Walt Dlsney s flylng elephant,

-

i B 1 - *

well known as an animal that flies, to children who watch telev1510n and read

children's books. -" o ‘ ’

Ih a.related classroom exercise, designed to acquaint the.children

»
’

with this testing technique, children were shown the picture of a medieval

" ) i F 4 s

1’0 Y
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<
fortress~-complete with moat, drawbridge, and parapets--along with three

' ).
initial consonants: D., C., and G. The chilldren were instructed to circle

‘

. 1 4
the correct initial consonant. C for "castle"

]

was the correct answer, but

many children chose D. Aftex the exercise, when Mehan asked the children

[ 4

what the namg Jf the building was, they,replied, "Disneyland."

The phencmenon these examples illustrate is found in a third test,

the Basic Concept fnventory (BCI), used by one of the schools studied to é
measure the chlldrg;'s “langu;ge development." The child is shown>a seriég
of pictures and rs\asked to{point to the picture which best represents the
questionfasked. 5qe questigé asks the child to "Find the ones thét talk"

1in a picture of a fnan, a boy, a dog, and a table. Children frequently in=-

*luded the dog a%bn? with therman and boy in answers to this quegtion. Fo

\

- those children who have ledfrted to say“that their pets "speak" or "talk,"

that is not an unlikely chbice. ‘ '

.
.

The test is designed to examiné the child's conéeptuai.ability, in
this case tife concept is "abstracting." Talking ié b;ihg,ésed as a feature
which distinq:ishes between humags and animals.
pointed to the picture of.Ehe do%, the test results indicate the child has

Be'cau;se the child has

“ .

nots yet developed the ability to use the concept correctly. However, when
”» [l

the child points to the dog, it is not,‘'as the tester concludes, that he
\v ~

does not know how to abstract and categorize. This answer indicates instead

2

that the child is operating within a different reality, one where pets can

J\ R ] . N
{S)he is abstracting, but using different features to do this work.

talk.
. ‘Similarly, when the child applies the word "fly" to an elephant, 6r

"D" for Disneyland to a fortress, this may be evidence to the tester that

the child cannot abstract the similar features of objects and has "impover-

»

v
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ished"” conceptual abilities. But this ca;:Ehsion denies the actual complex-
- ’ ity and richness of the child's day t; day li;ed life.
Drawing conclusichs abo&t the child's conceptual ability based on
the products of reasoning alone'?bscu;es the very reasoning process the
test hopes to measure. Furthermare, these tests are constructed from the
adult point of view, where the erlds of play, fantasy, and work are rigor- . \

ously separated. As this separaifon may not be the case for the child, these

tests only fault the child for not being an adult. They do not capture the

v
\

child's actual competence, the intricate and subtle ways in which the child

sees the world. ‘A few more ex%mples will make‘the character of this dis-~

tortion clearer.

~ Another item on the Cooperative Primary Test displays a picture of a

.; house cat foPlowed by a song bird on a perch in the‘first box, a tree and a
flower in the second, and a ball ahd a doll in the third. The question asks ’

"pets."” One child I interviewed after the test was over had indicated no

1, v
- \. :
' ;J,:.'« = o
SO0
,:”.1 o~ w2

.

PETS ' \
Niye |7 SIS
N .

L{d._f/

L

3

answer at all. When I asked the child what the word'in the arrow was, he

.

replied "pets." When he was ééked what was in each of the pictures, he re-
plied that the first picture showed a tiger and a bird, the second a flower
0 and a tree, the third a doll and a ball. When I asked him whécﬁ picture he

.

o AT D . ,:a
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\
had marked, the child pointed to,

-

picture of a baby chick on a row above.

I then asked him why he had chosen| that picture-and the child replied:

\
it belongs in the zoo." This chi%d knew what the word "pets" meant, yet he
, ! .
}
got this question wrong. His wrong wer did not result from not under-

standing the question, though this id what the theory of test would assume

when wrong answers appear. He got Eh S question wropé because he saw the
object in one of the pictures differgn ly than the adult tester who con-
structed the test. The child and thé tester inhabit different realities
(3chultz, 1962; Mehan and Woed, forthcoming). Where the tester saw the ob-

ject to be a cat, this child saw it as a tiger. Because the child saw the

. .

object in a different way than the tester, he was not able to link the ques~-
/ .
tion to the picture as the adult reality would expect. But he undertook.a

complex and accurate reasoning process nonetheless. He fouhd an answer,
. » c

v

eschewing the frame considered to be in effect by the te§ter, and consider-
. N T
ing pictures from the entire page in order to -find two animals that hé could

»

call pets. ) % .

rs B
“ 1

AN / ’ R R \l"\ .
The;g@are numerous other examples of the complexities of :these first
' ¢ : - ! N PR
graders' realities obscured by these tests. One queftion shows pkctures of

LY
? .

a girl walking with a briefcase, a plate of cookies, and a dog barking. The

+ . Ly,

ERIC
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question asks the child to locate the picture which best represents "bake."

“ n

. e Aol !
From the tester's point of view, the picture of the cookied is the correct
: - \ IS N v ‘

L

answer because cookies are the product of the baking procéss. Many of the
[} . <

o N .

children I examined after they took this reading test\choséagither the pié-

. P

ture of the girl or marked both the girl and, the cookies. My inQeﬁiogqtion '

¥

of the children showed the pictute of the girl was chosen because.ﬁhe child-

\ - " .

? M . N 4
ren 4141 not idenéiﬁy the $econd pic'ture as “cookies." Some children called
. . N 1y u v

. s

them "buttons”; others called th1: "potatoes," neither of whiq&\fre unequiv-

[

v .
- P

ocally assgsociated Qith the @éking process. Saome of the children' said they
L} ' Vo, 14 -,(-? vos
chose the picture of the girl because:"she bakes.": Othar children chose the

LI ~

¥

picture of. the glgl and the éicture of the cookies and constructed a story

arougd them. They“s;; thexgirl "walking to the store to‘be cookies" or \ .
T;OLng to the bakery." fhese children answered these test questions "in-

. h . . i
:orrgctly,ﬂ not because they did not comprehend the concept being tested:
but becausq'they did npt assign thé«same'meaning to the stimulus item” that

[}

the tester assig'ned,

!
¢ .

Cne question on'the reading test asks "the cat has been out in the

-
’

rain again." The first picture shows a dripping wet raincoat hanging on a

~
‘

coat hanger with a puddle of water collectiqg beneath iﬁ; the’seCOnd one
shows a cat playing with a ball in the yard with the sun shining; and the

]

third picture shows an interior view of a room with a door, a flogr with
v hd ' . . ? '

¢ " .
footprints on it, and a wall with dotted wall paper. The correct answer is

[

the third pacture, presumabﬂ' because in order’ to have'mdady footprints onx

a carpet, an animal (the cat) had to be outside in the rain. One of the

children MacKay (1974) interviewed who got th;s question right did not iden-

’

.

tify the third picture as the inside of the house; instead he said it was

. ? . \
‘ . vy & L\ ™~
1 \
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| _ the outside of the houss. }whqt the tester saw as "dotted wallpaper," he -
/- . T - : ’ ’o
! saw as "sprinkles." ' The child had marked the third box, and therefore got

- - ' * , . ..

the juestion right, Herg is an instance-where the ghild;s different defini- -

.-xﬁ « e \T\ \. :

. : . i SOE

. ”? ' ‘ \ o . 1‘“ % , \\\
'MOTHER SAID, "THE CAT ‘ '\' ﬂ\ \M‘
"HAS BEEN OUT IN THE . ”h :
RAIM AGAIN!" . . \ \\v/ Y -
R W., e

—_ . i

\ -
tion of test objects. did not prohibit him from obtaining a "correct" answer,

] i . . o ' s ;

ch . . N 13

m ’ Ol
but this instance still points gét that the child does not necessarily 3ee

> o

o objécts or use language in fhe way assumed by the test. T

I 1
. N Y @
-, Cne question on the school lapéuage test (the BCI) asks studeﬁts\to

decfde which child ;n a group is the lest. éecauséhthg childreﬁ)s heads'
. ‘ ' e ’

1 * ) K
arg obscured in the picture, the test fyaker is suppesed to.reply, "I' don't

M ¢
A3 3 -y kS ‘ 4

- ‘e -

know," or "I can't tell." However, mayy children examined selected one

v

1

sgec1fic chle in th picture as the tallest. . When I lntFrV1éwed the Chlld—\
' . l a 'll

ren after the test, and asked, them why they had choSep that: boy, they replled

»

ax

s, that he was the tallest because "his feet are bnger " Investlggtlng the

en s - 2
“ s )

thread of reasoﬁing gsed by the children, theﬁ, shows they understocd the

r . v, .
-

intent of the-guestlon,-to dlscrlmlnate and cqmparer—but they were not u51ng

~~~~~~ a % -
~ E) . 4

A
the: same crﬁfegla as the tester. The tester was maklpg gonparisons u51ng .

]
’ d -~ [ e & N

only height as a staﬂﬁa;d,lﬁhile these children were making comparisons

using shoeg sizéﬁas a standard. _Because these children ‘were not using the

- < o

criteria intended by the tester (but never explicated by him), answers which

~ . - .
' .1 Yo . “ ” L -
A o ! .
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’ ;’} .
indicated that one child was taller than another were marked wrong. In this )

o~ .0
1 N

' case, though, a wrong answer does not index a lack of reasoning ability, but

]

,* ~rather, the use of an alternative scheme of interpretation.
4 - ’ ' ) -
Another item in the Cooperative Primary Test shows the branch of a
. 3 ‘4 , . : ,
; tree in one boxy a birdhouse in theé second, and a bird QeSt in the third.

The qhestiqn agks "the bird built his own house." One. child MacXay inter-

e "viewed checked the third box (the correct answer), but when the child was

.

A . s 4

. -

. A

THE BIRD BUILT
HIS OWN HOUSE.

asked why he answered as he did, he said: '"Because owls are too big--they
o. ) . - \
can't fit intd the house." MacKay (1974) concludes: . .
[ ~ P
In this item, ;he student marked the correct answer, but the
_reasoning would be incorrect, I assume, from the point of view
of the test constructor. The student displays the correct
. . - skill--isdentifying ‘an illustrative instance--but does not know
ane word. The complexity of what the child knows is not recover-
.able from the test results.

i

\ . n
Roth found similar distortions of the child's world with the Peabody
. -

. -
3
v

) . L1 . -
Test, an irfividualized intelligence test: After this test had been admin- .
\ .

istered f a. first grade, he instructed his testers to inquire imto the

- <

child's interpretation of test items and. his reasens fog answering. He

* found that'regafdless of test scores, the children examined in depth per-

- . . >

formed conceptually in ways that were n{t recorded by -the test. The child- .

e - LY

" ren demonstrated abstract understandings\of the test items far gxeater than.

' indicated by 7?é’ﬁést scores. . 4
. A

»~ . -
<
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The child ;ho scored the lowest on the Peabody test wa; examined in -

depth at home. One of the pictures he was questioned about shoped a common

hou;ghold thermostat, a bolt with a nut on i;; a slide projectori, a fishing

reel without fishing line or pole. The coqventional Peabody instructions

require the child to indicate the picture which best goe; with the word read

by the t;ster. The stimu}jus word for this question is "reel." This child

had indicated the slid projector as his answér. When the tester reviewed

the child's ‘answers with him, he igdicated that he had picked the pictgre of

the slide projector because "you can reel this backwards. and forwards." The

M

ch1ld went on to provide relevant, although technically incorrect, names for
each of the other pictures in the test booklet. He called the slide projéec-
tor a picture camera, and‘ aborated the basis o% his choice by saying, "there

are lots of things you can show up on the wall." Roth, having observed this

H

ch1ld's class extensively, assumed the child'was referring to the movies and
i

filmstrips routinely showed in his)class. He called the thermoftat a thermom=-
eter, a choice Roth found reasonable because the picture included a mercury
- . a .

tube inside the metal case of the thermostat. He identified the nut and

bolt by the relevant term "screw." “He identified the picture that was sup- .

posef to be associated with the stimulus item as a "¥ishing pole" by saying
"this is a thing that you . . . fishing pole! It's.um, ah; a thing that you__

roll up the thread. Whatever you call it, whatever you fish with, the hook ‘ !

or somethiné. Yeah, the hook."
~~

Roth points out thé; this child's performance is similar to the child
‘ ¢
who scored the highest on this test. Question 93 on the Peabody presents the

I <

°

word "jubilant" to the child along with four pictures: (1) a young boy with
|

- %
anéiiz\in a sling and a faintly glum expression, (2),a little gigl crying

/.
ty *
()

(
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loudly and pointing to a broken glass on the floor, (3) a woman crying out
” [ 3

’

with pleasure and enthusiasm, and (4) a sc;}gd weman with hands in a reflex v

. [IERVEY )
position before Her face. The child reported that he had chosen picture (1),

an incorrect choice. When the child was asked the meanings of the other '

-~ ' .

pictures, he reported that picture (2) was 'break,' picture *(3) was 'sc:%am';

the child emitted a smgll scream when asked about the fourth pic%ure. When

’ N
<

the tester asked the child why he had chosen picture (1), the child reportéd
that he did not know the meaning of 'jubilant.' Wwhen he was subsequently
* L

told a synonym for jubilant (happy), he located the correct picture (3).
2

o

The reasoning displayed by the first child who scored the lowest on
the i1ntelligence test, and the second, who scored the highest, appear to be -

similar. Both children described the pictures in agprépriate terms, compat- !
: .

ible with conventional meanings of the items, although they did not use the
J

tems assﬁmed to be in effect by the tester. Although the first child did
not emp&oy the term ‘reel' when reéponding to tﬁe tester's question about
that picture, he 13Fer used 'reel' as a verb, a performance which is similar
o the second child's location of the correc; picture when given a meaning

of the stimulus i1tem. Their descriptive ability, their ability to perfarm \
- . .

4

the testing task in the face of potentially distracting background noise, and

their ability to relate information obtained from the past and relate iE to ‘ ",

e

4

the future 1s suppressed by sa!&ng these children got these questiong'wrong.

’ A . "

\ L J
The educational test is constructed with an assumption that the mean- -
ing of test items is shared in common among testers and respondénts (Mehan,.
. 9 »
1973). These and other examples 1illustrate the child and tester do not nec-

essarily share the adult tester's'horld view. This disparity between adult

and child realities in turn points out the danger of making policy decisions

~

\ I RS . '

' 171 g




i
A
*

E

' \}M‘ . . . . ’
RIC™ | L .

.
- - . . ©

N e
) N > L)

on the basis ‘of’tests ‘which have imposed "the adult point of view on the world

+
-

of the child. . - 2

! . > . [y
- Answers to tpst questionsg are regularly compiled into a table of test

scores (see Table 1. ,échool officials then use these‘tabulated results to
e N L > ; - 3

make ‘decisions about the cnild‘s progress in scnool'(see Figu}e 1). The

tabl%,ot test scores is presumed to stand on behalf of the child's underlying

?blllty.z The hlgher the score, the greater the ability. N

3 Ed

These examples demonstrate the danger in assuming correct answers in-
A 4 -

dex the child's abilities;nghese examples show the child is often using the s
’ P

[

R ] 'Y

,very cognitive operations the test is examining even when the child answers
s ‘,l . v .

incorrectly. Wrong answer$ were not the result of the lack of the ability®

4 1

. ¥ P
@upder'reVLewq Children got questions wrong because they made interpretations

. B
v . R . A

- Of the.stimulus items which were different frcy those made by the tester. To

‘

‘therefore corfclude that a wrong,answer is due to a lack of understanding is
» - — s

~

misquided, tor the answer may coame, from an alternatlve, equally valid inter-
y W~ [N g > N .

> . . . . .

‘pretation. - * * ‘% .

. T o d .
2 . .. - .
If the school wants -to know about-the child, not the extent‘uaemich

3

2

' b
(s)he is‘an incomplete versxon,of .an adult, then the,chlld cannot be tested

ln‘terms of his deviation from the mean of aduit ccmpetenc . The Chlld can-

not be assumed to be operating in the world of ' the adult (tester), the reallty

- X -
-

55 the child must be determined. .In practlcal terms,‘thls would mean,doing

\ -
» .. PE

away with educational tests which are only product oriented, adult centered,
‘and relying on those which measure the child's reasoning, taking the child's

. . : 10 . ' « . P
point of view into account. Short qi that, the .educational tester and

-

- ¥
teacher can alter existing procedures. They can begin to determine the

shild's 1nterpretations of@educational maég&iéls. They can assess his reasons
) y " + - N N -~

N

.
. I « .o N

y

A
x . e e C e




for answering Juestions and %ake into account his meaning of materials when

-

measuring his performance and conducting‘the educational enterprise.

In either case, this means taking the child seriously as a contributor
r ¢ .

v

0 the educational enterprise. It means recognizing that the ghild has a

v

-

way of gearing into the world‘ which though different from the adult's, is

° “ “«

equally val:id. v “,

i

P
-

~

The contributions that both teacher and child make to the educational

/ .
enterprise will be explored further in the following examination of classroom
L]

interadtion. . 2

-

Classrocrh Interaction Studies ‘ :

.

suestion-answer sequences. The ethnomethodologist studying conversa-

-,

o

tion {(notably Sacks, 1972a, 1972b; Schedloff, 1968, 1972; Sacks, Schegloff, R

and Jefferson, 1974; see also Churchill, 1971) has identified the occurence

. . “ I
of "adjacency pairs." Adjacency Rairs occur in a "conditionally relevant" |
- . < " ’ . - o
relationship. Thay are located in a manner suggestive of Pierce's (l957)b
®»
"abductive reasoning": having located what seems to be a related pair, the

. . °

second hal¥ of tfe air 1is used to locate the first half of the pair, which

.

then establlshes the f\ct of the pair. That is, given one item in a pair,

o

the second is expected to co-occur. The strength of this normative bond is

tested by noting coversationalists' responses to the absence of the second

half of a candidate pair. If the second half of a candidate paired utterance

1s absent, and its absence is noted, commented upon, or otherwise !'made
¢

visxﬁle and accountable" (Garfinkel, 1967:3-24) by the conversationalists,

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~ - -

then the pair can be called "conditionally relevant." / .
]

The conversational analyst mentions summons and answers;, greetings,

1dentifications of self and other, conversational closings, and question-
- / L] LY
. ,1./ N
) Lwy
v ’ 173 . )




-~

»

answer sequences as examples of conversational adjacency pairs (see especially

Sacks, Scheglcff and Jefferson, 1974). I have found the adjacency pair notion
- L
helpful when examining teacher-student interaction, for not onﬁ% do questions . ’

]

and answers form adjacency pairs, but kinds of questions form pairs with kinds

. . 2f answers. And the kind of knowledge the student can display is §Qgiirained

CR P . . ]
by the kinds of questions he is asked. , . S

Zuestioning styles and displays of knowledge. The following excerpt
frem a Iirst gqrade classroom displays wﬂxe adjacency pair notion.

NL O . ‘ .
1:7 Teacher: . . . . What does this word say? Beth.

3 Beth: One. .

9 Teacher: Very good. What does this word say, Jenny?

g NL
- 1:10 Jenny: One.

2

11 Teacher: Okay. ©New look up here. What does this word say,
' Ramona? :

12 Ramona: Ummm
13 Teacher:- Kim? ,
14 Kim: First:

15 Teacher: Okay. Let's say it together.

16 All: First.

-

s 17 Teacher: All right, say it together agatr.

L%
18 All: First. ¢

/ :
19 Teacher: ¢@kay, Lillian, what does this wgkd.say? v
/ -
20 Lillian: ® First. .
. Zézlﬂiacher: Richard, whgt does this word- say?
¢ [

22 Richard: First. °

©

23 Teacher: Oh7-youdséid it so n;ce arnd loud.. What does this
v word say, everybody?’

184 ‘
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The lesson is a series/gf/éugsﬁions and answers, questions asked by the

1}
teacher, answprs provided by the studentu: Each teacher's queghisn is fol~-

L2
lowed by a student's answer:

Turn Speaker Utterance
@ . .
, 1 Teacher Question \
2 Student Answer "
3 Teacher Question .
4 Student Answer
et cetera ~

In addition, the bind of question £he teacher is asking provides for the
kinds of answers the students can give <; these questions. , Ths?question
"what does this word say" not only provides for an answer to complete the
pair, but this type of question prgaides for a type of answe[: The- student
answering this question is constrained éo pgovide the name af the number the
teacher is pointing to.

The child is cénstrained in a simiiar manner by questions like Fhe

-

follewing:

~

» TEP 3

’

1:5 Teacher: Let's see if we can make compound words ﬁrom our
cards. Jenny, are you looking for one? (yeah)
Andrew?
6 Andrew: Cow boy
7 Teacher: Cow and boy make .
8 Andrew: Cow boy

Many: cowboy

9 Teacher: Ok, raise your hand if you see a compound word.
Perry, can you see if you see one? :

.10 Laurie: I do, I do ' N

.




12 Laurie:

13 Teacher: What is it, some and thing make . . .

“ 14 Laurie: Scmething

.~

15 Teacher: Ok, gnybody else? There are a whole bunch of 'em
here, Darcy?

16 Darcy:

1¥ _Teacher: Sea and shell make . : . 0

18~Dércy: Seashell
) ’ //Teacher: seashell N N -

——
\ ‘

Here ::j/Geacher has specified the answer frame by starting the answer which

the ebAld is to’'give. The child need only complete the teacher's sentence

.

to answer the question. <(‘ e

In the following lesson, the teacher is eliciting children's responses
. S N .

about the exploration of the ney/world. He asks:

. . TEP 1 ‘
1:12 Teacher: . . . Now,'did the people in Europe know about
.’ this part of the world? -
. L]
13 Student: No
f //Many: Nooo

:14 Teacher: And how about the %orsemen?

, . 15 Student: Yeah
. //Many: Yeah, they did \

16 Teacher: Yeah, the Norsemen did. But did they tell dny-
) body over in Europe?

.

17 student: Nope
® - //Many: Nooo
18 Teacher: That's right. That's why for hundreds of years,
no one knew about‘it... . . ok, ,what would people
say if you kept ‘on going west you could reach
India faster? What did people say to this? What
v ‘ were their answers to that, Lucy?

> * & %
. \
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- “‘
“ 32 Teather: From India! And how_did they do it? Did they

. ) fly over India? ~ /) l b
33 Many: . Noooo . a; )

Here the chilALen are only pro&ided_the opportunity of agreeing or

disagreeing with the teacher's formulation of the answers to his own question.

y

The child is limited to brief displays of\his factual knowledge when

- “ -
questions which ask for nominal definitions ("this is the first one")fk“yes/
no" answers, or invite the child to complete or "“f£ill in the blanks" in the

teacher's questions. " '
2 . » . . c .
Yes, no questions, sentence completion questions, and agree/dlsagre%

o

Juestions are eiamples of a "convergent questioning style," one which seeks

%
v .

factual information, usually in the form of "one correct response" (Mehan,
1

1374a). The convergent style contrasts with a "divergent style," in which a
‘ . L 11 t
wlde range of dlffé(ent answers to a question are encouraged. The follow- l

1ng lesson, in which the teacher is asking the students about what appears
1n a picture she is showing t@em, illustrates the "divergent" style. - : -
TEP 3 v :

25:17 Teacher: . . . . What is on ‘the picture®John .

18 John: A boy, sad, like this
19 Teacher: A boy, sad like that. Why do you ’think he looks
like that? .
) 20 sbhn: ’ Because maybe he don't feel good .
= o 21 Carl: Or°he got ; shof at the doctor's.: Or he hés to

14

get a shot.

Y

22 : Or his dog just died. Or his Mom. : ’

23 Teacher: His Mom or his dog jﬁst died, something likei'
that (laughé%%). Does anybody else have any- -
'[osher idea about what could be happening

~

h . -
Hey*that's not funny - )
a ' to the boy in the picture?
! . :
: . . 15
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P - ®  26:1 Joel: \\Nbbdé;,;;nts to play-with him

‘ 2 Teacher: Joel thinks nobody wants to play with him. What
else. Anybody else have an idea?

.

« 3 Student: ‘Mayb"he was sick //maybe he was bad in
. //no maybe school

' . //he,

has to sit down .
! 4 Teacher: He has to sit down. W&dhat kind of a story . .
The teacher's questions "what is on the picture" and “"why do you

think . . . that" produce a range of answers. Mény children re596nd with

v . . . .
L/ possihle reasons. The question-answer sequencing here is notably different
that the ZACA style identified with convergent questiaoning. After the

teégher's "why QO you €ﬁink" question, (25:19), a series of answers to the

14

question 1s produced with no intervening activity on the part of the teacher.

LS

The teacher's talk for the remainder of“this segment is essentially a reformu-
lation of what the previous child has said and a repeat of that initial ques-
tiqn. In each case the teacher is encouraging an expression of alternative

answers. When a series g?_answers to this question has been elicited, there

k]

is no closure, no choice of ;Re,as the "correct one." The teacher simply
R4
continued to the next phase of the lesson, an elicitation of kinds ‘of stories

that could be written about the picture. .

Juestion answerindpractices.. The examples from élnvergent question-

F

answer exchanges reweal other interesting features about the child's displays

o

of knowledge in the classroom., The teacher in the first sequence discussed .

above ‘dsks Beth the question "what ‘does this word say?" (OL 1:7). Beth

-

answers "one," the teacher coﬁpliments her ("very good"”), and asks the same

’
question of a second child, Jenny. Jenny also answers the question correctly.
w#hat is the basis of Jenny's answer? Did she answer because she "knew" the
. answer, or because she attended to the teacher's response to Beth's answer?

..
1iBv ,

178,
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The possibility of students "imitating" other answers occurs through-

out this exchange, and appears in the excerpts from the other lessons pre-
. .

serfted above (see TEP 3 T?%\;nd 1:14; TEP 1 1:12-17: 32-33). 1In the social
studies’lesson, each time the teacher asked a "yes/no" question, one child

answered first, and then the remainder of the class joined the chorus of
- A Y

"yeses" and "noes." Question styles which allow for imitating or “chorus-
' i
ing" make the assessment of the individual child difficult. )

I
The convergent questioning style can result in eﬁchanges, which, while
qu

Jhumorous, have serious consequences for the child. The following exchange

!

tllustrates this point.,

'

oL
3:4 Teacher: Make a red flower under the tree. Make a red flower
under the tree. 0Ok, let's look at the red flower.
Can you tell me where the red flowerris
Allf [right here,
N ' ) right here
Dora?

Dora: under the tree

w

- 3] Teacher:. Tell me in a sentence

' 7 Dbra: It's under the tree
8 Teacher: What's under the tree? [Dora? Tell mé, the flower . . .
Dora: The flower -
9 Dora: The flower is under the tree

10 Teacher: Where is the red flower, Richard?

11 Richard: Under the tree

% 12 Teacher: Can you tell me in a sentence?
13 Richard: The flower is under the tree. ..
14* Teache#: Cindy, where is the red flower? 0

15 Cindy: The red fzz;ab-is under rthe tree
Richard: ‘ [Hey, that®s not red

180
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@ The teacher was instructing the children in the use of prepositional

N ) '
phrases. She wantéd the children to report the result of their drawing in

a complete sentence with certain prepositional phrases, i.e., "the red

flower 1s under the tree." The first time the teacher asked this question,

the children responded in unison with an answer which JﬁeqUately describes

the Lciatlon of the flowers drawn: "on here."

Ho%gver, the teacher wanted complete sentences with prepositional

.

phrases, and so she continued questioning the student. Dora provided an

answer which employed a prepositional phrase, "under the tree" (OL 3:5),

~

but since this answer was not in a complete sentence, the teacher continued

v

questioning her:

Teacher: Tell me in a sentence

%

Dora: It's under the tree

Now, Dora has answered the teacher's question. She has provided an answer

-
L]

which, in fac?, 1s & grammatically complete sentence. However, this sentence

Joes not have the proper subject noun, "The flower," so the teacher continues

-

to question Dora:

Teacher: What's under the tree? [Dora? Tell me, the
flower . , .

Child: the flower

)
]

Dora has received information about the desired answer from two sources. .

? [y

First, another child supplies the missing ngun phrase. Second, the teacher, _..

.

employing a "septence comp;etion" form of question, supplies her w¥th the part

of the answer she héd been after.all along; in effect, the teacher has an-

Y e

“ .

’ .
swered Her own question here. ?////

. . : ‘ ’
X The tempo of this sequence picks up. Richard is asked the same ques-—

,tidh:

~

4 .

;o
¢ .

C

-4
A
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Teacher: Where is the red flower, Richard?

»

Richard: Under the tree '

<
- . li "
v

¥ Vs . ¥ “
Jne more guestion-answer exchange is sufficient to get Richard™o produce th
‘ . . . £, . o
£ P

desired answer form: . »f . -

¢

. ) Teacher: Can you tell me in a sentence¥ ¢! /
‘v’ ’ . L4 l" Y
[ . e .
Richard: The flower j's under the ttee, ., | ! "
. . . .
- Y 5 \ " , ) s " * . ‘I , .- N .
The tedacher now turns, to Cindy with the ;same question, d&nd Cindy, for:T the

5 ; » 4

*
Ve

. . % S i . fe L , v, . ° y o
, first time.in the lessom, provides the<answer that #he teacher has been -
LI é 4 ¢ ‘ . . . . N
F o o , ) N - a LTI X~ " ) ¢ )
‘ . e e . ' e g : :
LM looking for, all in‘ope turn of talk: - VI PR L
’ - > R . A .
"o, - L T voe T ey ‘ N
N s .« . B A Y . *
.oy . Teacher':'s Cindy,.where dis ‘Ehe{x;e flower? PR ' .
. P <
Ly . ’ o poov ot . . o

ate “

. , o (8 o ' - " . . .

oSN Clndy. The g:ed fldwez:’ls, under [the\tgee CNLL v

. . U8, .Richard:i - . Lo s, Lhey, tlza,t';s not red} .
N N Lo L N .

There 1s only oneqbrébl}a‘m:” Alt':hlough Cindy has provided éxactly the answer

~ @ - ~ > ‘

«

.
e e

+hat the teacher wants, it does not acc‘uratelx reflect the facts of what she

hgs drawn, Richaéd pointed out, and my eééh;nation of her work after the }
. lesson :onfirqed, Cindy did not, in facg, draw a red flower; she used a cray-
on of a different color. éeghaps attendingf%o the cues provided by.the other
d :h%fdrep's &nswers and the structure of the‘teacher:s question, Cindy was
abie to provide the desired answer’%orm. It is difficult to determydé whether
ih; ghild has a céngéétual mastery of the materials, or a surface ﬁastery of
\ . : .,

- demands of the question when questions whick} allow the possibility of chorus-

'1
ing and imitating are used: . .

o
.

- ” ¢ h
. N . a

° . Be¥ise convergent questions accept only one.answer as correct, the

Dt ~ .

for that 'ar‘xswer, while stddents

o}valn;ation as

. teacher df+ten finds him/herself "searchin

are providing various "trial" responses which are search.

N

the correct answer.

. o , $
' L 150
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TEP 1

N

1:24 Teachér:

25 Pepe:
26 Teacher:
27 Many:
28 Jose:
29 Teacher:
—
-30 Student:
31 Student:

32 Teacher:

33 Many:
2:], Teacher:
2 Student:
3 . Teacheér:
4 Student:

'3 Teacher:

6 Jessica:

7 Teacher:

&

Monsters, right. Ok, why did you think people
were so interested in getting over to a place,
remember, where did they get their spices from?’

from ?Nerea? (Near East?) o -

Almost. - !
I know, I know . s

From California N
Wo, they didn't know about Califpgniaoyetf Remem-
ber! we tal about it , r

From Europg _ ° . -

From India? - . . "
. /-\.’

‘

From India! And how did they do it. Did they fly
over to India? . -

+ Noooo

I ./ *
No. They had to go around what? ' &

The long way around -

They had to go around what? .
On a boat . ' ) '

On a boat, around what? Around what?
., . i //Student: .
A ‘ : Around Africa
Around Africa! Around there, up throuéh here, and

India was over here, see? Just pretend Africa's

“over here, ok? So they had to go ardfnd Africa

and hit India. Or they hdd to go where, where
else? What other way could they go, Jessica?

Around there

Yeah, okay, through the Meditefgjz;an, and/from ___ _
the Mediterranean down through the Suez. But they
didn't have a Suez’Canal, so they had to walk
about 300 or 400 miles. And then they'd hit the
Red Sea and come down. Is that a long way) 0 go?

“
)
o
.

~

18y . ’
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- . N :

. ~
‘4 v - [

. . ” X . . v ) “\ t
t The sq:uii Studigs teacher, looking for "India" = as the‘'place of origin
"' - ‘ ' q‘ : S ' - ' “ .l “ <. .
P £ sprtes, receives a series of answers. All were vffered equally hesitantly,,
4 rwith au€isus rising lntODaElOQ at the end of.the utterance. Thé teacher con-
. : " .. . . o«

wanpts is offered. The teacher

- - ) & . . o N . ) . N ., \
-~ then establishes thathﬁreSponse" as ap answer.’ Wifh.questlon-ansyer exchanges

like +his, the~§:uden£,is/;b;‘éo much énéwer}pg*thertéachef's queskions, as -
. "g < ] N . -
the teacher 15 creating. the student’s ‘answers out of a series of tegtative
- . - : ' . . .
displays.” | PO ' ‘ o ) - .

tinues to recelve responses until the®ope he

‘*

- g

. et N £ . i
' P w I chataczeriBed thie .conve
= N ~ * .

12 - -
ot X .

. ) N e . ! '
to,i <AZA sequence; the interrogator asks a question, the respondent answers,
. . fd v - ~

rgent'que§tioning<style above aw conforming

. L‘
. . . H
the 1nterrcgator 4sks a question, the respondent answers, etc. However,
\ - o - _
N juring the ¢ourse of a pest or legson, instead of‘"answering the question"”
had [N .t hd

. ' ’

che child can ask a question S Make a request ofigfhe tester or teacher that ! ‘;

7.

\

" A . * - Y . N .
2lizits the interr or's response. The interrogator has a num?er of options

v k3 [
when whis occurs: (s)he can ignore the request and continue the questioning,
- . Y »

LY

" w ' T s + '
Yie cancrepeat the question, make some comment, or, challenge the intervening . -
P o Mo > . - l

o

~ v ) A ~' - rd ’ *
activity, If fhe interrogator responds to the r?quest in any of-these or

other ways instead of going on to the next question, the QAQA sequence is

. - . . . . .
al-ered. ? 0 oo . : '

1 "~ 1)

- - . H
r &

- ‘ N N n 1 -
Scheglgff (1972) has proposed that whgn one question,follows another *

~ . J - . .

] h >
1n a conversation, tHe question asked gecond is answered before the one askad

B

-

first (cf. Churchili, 1971). That is,” whep the *child initiates a "req@¥est,"

h ° [/

- R » ot .
1% becomes the interrogdtor's "fUrn to ta&k"f(@ phrase adapted from Harvey
- . « M . K4 P . . €

. 3acks). Yo natter how the intgr;ogéto: re§oonds,,it becomes ‘a response to

Fa , . ¢ ’ .. .

y the child™s request.” The}requﬁfe to 'thre child's request makes the interro-
’ « . w> . . ,

*

"

‘ = > " y -
Jation sequedce into an tembedded question” sequernce (Schegloff, 1972), .
? \ ’ ‘ 4 S }‘ ‘
: : FRVAV) "o .
" . . x / .."v » * M
» 2w N
= ) ) ,
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% ‘Turn Speaker Utterance

[y

~ . -
] '\“-l__\\\ Interrogator Q
2 Stullent ~ g (request)
3 * Interrogator A (response)
. / *
v 4 Student A

)
That is, the student fs able to use the interrogator's response (turn 3) to

his request (turn 2) to provide an answer (turn 4) to the original question

v

(turn 1). A
An example of the child's “searching practice" occurs early in the

"orientation lesson" (OL) discussed above:

\
¢

oL
\ 1:1 Teacher: Yes. Let's take our green crayon and make a line at
the bottom of your paper. Just take your green cray-

) ) on and make a green line at the bottom
2  Cindy: Like that? ( !
3 . Teacher: Yeah . g
. . .
4 Diane: Now what are we going to do?

P

X
5 Teacher: Now take your orange crayon and make an orange worm
under the green line. Pretend that's grass. Just a
little wiggle. Here let me show you on this one.

8

A t

An orange worm. =~ .
5 Diane:  Hey, éan you-make it ;n yours? . . )
Jenny: ) under?_ . .
7  Teacher: No, I'ﬁ watching you make yours . . 63(,> , ]
. i ‘ .
8 Jenny: Over nere .

-~

9 Cindy: Under? .
10 Teacher: Lisgen, I'm going to say it jusf omce. Make an orange -
worm under the gr¥en line ¢ ’ ¥

- 11 Diane: Like that? ° - C
P . 4 .
; 12 Teachgr: Beautiful. Ok. We are going to pretend that green
// ’ ) line is the grass, ok? Can you preétend that with me?
All right, where is the ofange worm, Dora? .

~ ]
L

, . ’ ' . .
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in

sontinue with the next question.

13 "Dora: Right there ) \

‘
—

The teacher instructs the children to draw a line (turn 1l: question).

[
Cindv begins drawing a line across the vertical edge of her paper and asks,
v,

"lee’thdt?" (turn 2: quegtion). The teacher responds affirmatively (turn .

Al

3:. response).

]
rect response to the teacher's request, but was aided in that production by

! i

Cindy completes drawing the line. Cindy has produged a cor-

“ne *==2acher's ccmments. ,
E

Many vaivid ekamples of the consequences of the child's searching for

L

an.wers appeared ‘during my informal interrogation of some first grade child-

ren who had Jdone poorly on school language development tests. I was inter-

ested 1n “ntermlnlng lg\\ggslr understanding of locatives was influenced by

the testing materléls used, and so devised two and three dimensional varia-

t10ns of the standard pictdre identification tasks. I gave-the children a

~ .

. . .
- .

series of 1nstructions to draw or place objects above, below, on, over, or
A . .

-
» -

4 ~

urder a line or the table. The intgyro@ation procedure was supposed to fol-
L] t! | ]
‘e 3 N
I was to ask a series of questions and

>

low the ZAZA .sequence outlined above.

.

the uilldren were to answer,. However, during the course of this inﬁerrogation,
these vhlldren‘preSented many dlsplays that intyoduce arlatlon in the se~’

- .
- 1

auence, and ln*luenced the resulylng gnswers. -

[} /

wWhén I asked Chris to put his hand below the table,‘he\plécéd his hand

1

N

4

the air:*

o w w

[ . ’ . - .

*

-

v
.
\ \'

To this point, we ha;ﬁra QA sequence. Protocol would indicate that I should

_Instead, perhaps because I "knew" this child._
"knew" this answer,”I repeated the suﬁstan;e of the.question, saying "below

~

2

~%

-




‘ * ‘_____7_________________7Ti:_________________T_____W
the table." He then lowered his hand s%;wly until it was parallel w1th\and

off to the side of the table top:

&)

-
) ' N
- )
f
.

He paused there, then his hand continued downward until it was as far dewn

below the table as it would go: ' .
. ) <:> N .

. f ~—
. +
Realizing at this time I had influenced the child's behavior, I attempted, to

heutralize the influence by saying, "Put it any place you want." Chris left

”» ) .
his hand in that place, and I scored that "final placement" as.a "correct

. . 4
" answer." . .
. » . ]
But note that there are at least three separate displays given in %e-

[ 4

sponse to this question.. The production of multiple responses was obviously !

influenced*bgx the tester's comments. When the question was repeated, the

child changed his answer; the change was from an incorrect to a correct one.

t*

Had I recorded either of his flrst two responses as hls "answer! rather than

questlonlng them, he would-have been considered "incorrect" for this question.

When I asked Lourdes to place a square "under the line," she placed

the object like this: . , and asked "under?" Tnstead’of a QA 2y

O .
seqpence, we have a Q0 sequence, the child's question being accompanled by a
x . '
"request." I udders tood Lourdés' queetion to be a reduest for a comment on

the response she offered. The child's question demands a reply. I repeated

. the question, after which Lourdes 1ifted up the paget placed the object on
the table, 3and put the paper on top of the wooden block. Once again, when the .

5

question was repeated, the child changed her answer. .

194 L
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When Richard was asked to place a circle abeve the.line he had drawn, -
.

he touched the top of the'page near the top~o% the line » and asked

"right here?" Like Lourdes' request above, this question seeks validation

of the response. Again, I xepeated the question, and then Richard moved his

x

pencil to the right side of the line, . Richard, like Lourdes

'
i

. and Chris, changed his answer when the question was repeeted.
| Tyere,are other responses‘that the tester can make to a child's re-
quest. Immediately after Richa}d @béed his pencil éo the~right side of the
answer, I challenged his response by saying, "Is that above the line?" 1
Richard, at this pOlnt “changed his answer a gecond tlme, touching the line
with his finger, and subsequently drawing it there.
Before I had the children place certaln objects in relatlon to a line,

I asked them to name the objects for me. When I presented Jenny with one ) v

~ ¥
such object, the following exchange took place:

’

«Mehan: Now, what do you call that? *

Jenny: Um a square? R . : .
Mehan: Is, that a square? ) jk
Jenny: I mean a, unnn. , ‘ \
heha;: Wheq does that look like to you? -

Jenny: Circlel “ . ,
Mehan: '

Ok,,can you put the circle above the line?

v [ -
Jenny has made a response to my initial question in turn two; but I did not

"

accept that response as an answet, and*challenged the response. Jenny gives

In effect, I bestowed the steéus N

»

an alternative response, which I accepted.

of answer on the child's response. It is quite possibfe th&t ‘had I continued

questioning this.child's answer, it would have changed agai Once again,

\
N

* “ ' ¢ g j A v
) ' - ‘ 19 Y
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- ' -

" - the alteration of the QAQA sequence results in a change in the chilq: Q anr i

swer, this time from an "lncorrecé}\tp a "corfect" formulation of the pnswer.
Repeating the question or chalienéing é child's reéponse are ;wo ways
which alter the standard QAQA queostioning fomit anc.i’ inf.l,uence"tne child's
-
,produetion of an answer. ‘There is even a.more subtle way in which informa- -

.

tion about the status of a child's answer can be transmi%ted to her/him.

S

When I asked Jenny to name another object in this same task, the fo

lowing sequence took place:

‘
. . LY
4 -

{ . Mehan: Ok, what do you call that?
- Jenny: ,Tria}ngle?
Mehan: panse
: Jenny: 'Squaz;e? ‘
Mehan:

¢

Put the square over the line.
Here, after the child had named - the obje

] question, I paused.

-

In the intervening time, the child produced another re-,

.

sponse, equally as hesitant as the

rst. This response i,treated as an-

answer, and the interrogation-‘contind,ed. .

.
v .

In each of these examples a deva.atlon in the QAQA questlonlﬁg sequence

was introduced. When the q,ues}eioner dJ.d not go on to the next questJ.on, but
AN . ‘
-paused, repeated the questlan, or questioned a response, the child changedﬂ
’ ‘. ,

H4 . *
. . ¢ . 4
his answer. Sametimes the change was from a correct to an incorre¢t answer,
. - )

N N . , N » ~
b}%netimes from an incprrect to a correct answer.

¥

In both cases, the téster's




"b' ,
child's answer.

!

v .

tions between teacheé oﬁ testerand student

Not all tester actJ.VJ.ty in response

P

! <«
tion'changes a Chlld S response, however; c’
. .

can reify a tentative answer offered by a {

-

a circle above a line, he didn't respond di
near the top of the paper, and asked,
‘this is anpther instante of a child ésking

answer so that he can obtain information tH

L4

Once again, I had to respond in sd

answer, me way to this request.

‘the response, the child gains supp.lemental

the question. ’

~
»

‘In this case I commeénted on the chil

where ybu thJ.nk above is." As the child bel

s

his part.

comm.ent and quick scoring ih fact created h

Lg

hesitant response.

»

&

her hand off to the side of ‘the. ta.ble, and then mpved it over its top,

3

.

-

behavior i

v

comment :

: .
angle, and was scored "wrong."
AY

1Yo

2

Rather”than characterize g

sive production, t.hese examples recommend ﬂeelng answers as cohort produc-

"Is this above?"

of where he had had his hand a mbment earlif

That is, I accepted that tentatiye response as an answer.

When I asked Lillian to ".dfay a triangle belo

"What is below?" and then, as though answe}:'J‘.ng her own

Eok, you put the trlarfgle below the line."

o

n answer as the child's exclu-

o
»

.-, s
. . .
to a,child’'s request for informa-

£ten the interrogator‘s behavior
hlld\ "When I asked éhrls to draw
rectly, he placed his fJ.nger .

- It seems to me that
nﬁ\to comment on his prospecti\;e

afr will help him with his final

Whatever

information which helps 'him answer

.
3

& . .
d's request. I said, "You put it

N »
jan to draw a circle in the vicinity

.
[

r, I began to give him the next
1

question, thereby precluding any more searc ing or questioning activity on

My
is answer out of this somewhat

-ne’u

she inquired,

ion, first ~piaced

Thlnklng this mlght be .another J.nstance of a child presenting

=

search 'of confu‘mat:.on, I made what I thought was a "n'eutral"

She then drew t‘_‘né’ tri-

-, touy

-

4 ’
-2




N . . . ~\
, . i

/ v . - 4
If, ;h\faéf, Lillian was “searching” for information to reinforce her . -

M N

trial response, then'the point at.which/I said, "ok, . . ." was precisely

the incorrect place for a 'formulation of an afswer to a question about be-

~ b y
«

low. So, if Lillian took my "Ok" to be a reinforcement of her action, then

. » - - »
it is possible that the incorrect answer is not a sole result of her 1lack of

-

knowledge, buf is contributed tos hy my' intervening conversatiénal activity, ‘ .
~ Py e

When Lillian was asked to dréyza Ssquare on the line, she touched her ) ‘..

‘//finger to the‘line and said ""on?" I replied, "yeah," and she drew a équare'

——

/

// where her finger 'ééi ." It is more likely that my "yeah" rein-

~ " » . . ' ’ ‘-

‘ A . N
. ) . . N -

I Have said thjt the child can offer, "trial" sresponses which are in - \

N
~t A4

search /of confirmation as answers. This "searching practice" alters the

o . ”

t reépond in same way to the child's request. No matter how the interroga4
tor responds, the child then ha$ suéplemental information which aids him/her
»

in the production of an answer. .

. " The child's searching practice which modifies the standard questioning

sequence vividly highlights. activity which is normally‘not Hoticed in inter-

1
-

w
‘rogation encounters: the interrogator and respondent work together to jointly

®

compose the "social fact" we call an answer-to-a-question. An answer,like

4

an educational test or career pattern, is the product of interactional ac-
tivity. . - .
. - . .

The interactional accomplishment of social facts like answers-to-ques-
4

v . .
. tﬂons has implications for the methods used to measure the child's competence.

E%ch of these examples documents that an answer is more than the presentation

LY 1]
\

| 197
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* N ’ -

of a stimulus to a ﬁasﬁ&%e recipient. The respondent is attending to con-

.
’

: F Y
tQthfl cues as well as the stimulus. The evaluator is.interpreting the re-

’
\

< . 0
spondent's .behavior in terms of a context. Once again, these findings recom-

'

mend the transformation of existlng performance assessment models in the in-

’ >

terpretive direction. .. ‘

Summary and Educational Implications

This set of studies recommends that the structural facts of the school

" are composed of structuring interactional activity. This compositional work

»

is seen in the minute detail of each, questidn-answer exchange in a lesson or

[ .

test. It is visible assa series of answers to questions are summarized to

produce a ’hild's'test score. It is displayed as educators' .documentary

" ~
Ay

practices/ fortmulate the next step in a student's’career. ‘
eeing the school as composed of interactional activitiy implies a

transformation of research'strategy to the study of the organization of edu-

) Y
|

yt as The interaetional accaiplishments of the people involved.

!
Educators, like other members of society, are immersed in- practlcal clrcum-

14

stances. They have work to do, decisions to make, troubdes to face. What-

0y

cation as In'institution, the distribution of students, their performance,

and the re

-

ever they do gets done in these practical surroundings. The study of prac-
tical, daily work of ed&cators will reveal how the sociai facts of education
emerge in the first place. Studying eberyday educational worklas practical~

activities would foreclose invidious comparisons with rational models ‘of so-,

» ’ s > » N ‘

cial ofganization. Instead of faulting educators for "their lack of Sation-
L] . -~

ality, we could come to better understand the rationality the educators are

i ,
.

actually usinqv ) ) ’

h - ‘ 1UJ -
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) .
The 1nterhctlonal view of the school has practlcal impllcaﬁions for )
L3N
educators as well, Instead of ;seeing the child's abilities as private and
internal states, as his'exclusige‘possession, this view recamnends seeing

LI

them as interac;ional accomplishments, contributed to by the child, his

teachers, and other educators.' To be seen as "abilities™ at all . the child

M ,-‘/-.—_—.—4 .

must make them available to others. They must appear in hlS verbal or non- ¥
#gverbal dlsplays presented in a soc1al context, which perhaps includes a

teacher, other children, a certain classroam organization, his knowledge of

1
expected behavior. 1In ihat these displays are both elicited and-interpreted

)

by others in social context, abilities aye available only in the: 1ntﬁractlon.

Because abilities are interactional acqompllshments which can only .

-
i -

appear in scme sQcial context, educators cah examine the lnteractlonal demands
Al v - '

E of yarious class#com and evaluatlon arrangements. The chlld's d1splay of ’
knowledge is gbéalned by the structure of the questioning, the 51tuadlon, ’
the task. Ea h arrangement imposes some constralnts on the child. Because»

/no arrangemen a}mposes no constraints, the search for a pure environment is K
\
fruitless; 'but the educator can determine if any partlcular arrangeme t is
s \ ] .

con51stent with his educational goals and the chlld's previous experiences. ) 3

i
As varlous classroom and evaluation arrangements impose constraints on

[y

\ . . .
the child, He mu%t learn the lnteractional demands of ‘these arrangemenks, He j

must learn what he can say, how he can say it, when he can say Lt, how| he can ‘

move, when he can mave or be still. Classroom demands, like o er no mative -

L]
. . !

rules, have a tacit quality; they are not stated in so many words. Teachers

don't announce them as the "rules of thé game" at the'beglnnlng .0 the %chool
year or day. Thelr force eherges as children violate their tac1t prosc ip~

. A
tlon. Even if the rules of the classroom could be posted, the llSt woul

‘ - 1‘ " v M -
Y . ! .

2T . .
5 o AYY 4 .




. ' , 5_1 vy . o TS

)

have an ad hoc quality, as—ﬁhe rules would have to be interpreted in don- 8

stantly changing classroom\situations b& teacher and students.
This situational invocation imposes interpretive demands on the child.

Thg child who does riot learn' to adapt to situationally-hnpose@ constraints

will have a difficult time progressing‘through school."Teachers are not

‘

often aware that normative rules are/ operatlng in their classroom, that the ! L
‘child must interpret often unstated rules for appropriate behavior in con-

stantly changing situations. “The teacher who does not recognize that each

cldssroom arrangement, indeed, questioning encounter, imposes scme constraints

P K
on the child, may unw1tt1ngly hinder the child. The teacher, who becomes B .
> a . )
aware}of the demands that the social organization of the classrooh, any

classroem, imposes on the child, gains understanding of the child's behavijor y

and classroom organization. . . t

.

Ethnomethodology proposes ‘that structural facts are coamposed of struc-

: . : ,
turing social activity, but we are not hurmally aware og the operation of
these practices, in the sepse that we ¢an describe‘in so many words the
structuring practices that maintain our objective realities. .Awarenegg of

¢ : : .
. ) :
this structuring activit?, some of which has Been described in this paper as

.

. .
sdocumentary decision making practices," "measurement practicet," "question

L] A : []
answering practices," mdkes each person responsible for the actions of which
i t

~

they are a part. Our interactional activity has created the existing social -

structure*of the school; each of us has the capability of creating ‘alterna-

tive instructional, classroom, and educational structures. Complaints about °
school troubles and failures canhot be blamed on displaced bureaucrats. Each

of us is respdnsible for the world we live in and caéable of making others.

' o . vy,
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.. The social structure/social structuring metaphor is descriQed in . T

. S
.

mere detail in Mehan’ and food ‘(forthcoming) .
3 . 2 ¢

: ‘ . .
2 . * I
Although not doné explicitly from an etlinomethodological point of
- . o . - “ .

view, the ongoing inter-ethnic cqmmunication survey project of Erickson and
associates should be consulted as well (see especially Ericﬁson,‘l973a, 1973b;

-

. - . 4 .
Erickson and §chultz, 1973; schultz,, 1973), Erlckson and Schultz (1973) in !
partlcular talk about the verbal and nonverba "features of interaction in .
"gatekeeper encounters." Junior college counselors are said to formulate
: ’

) . f- s 2 L} ’
the counseling encounter. ' This conversational practice accomplishes the

activity of‘counseling.’ / ' -

!
|
! .ot
/ : / . :
3 / :
;The complete transgript from &hich these descriptions are extracted ) l

- .

.are available from Shumsky and Mehan. T ‘ ¢
. /“c ‘6 '
4 SRR .
This table is reproduced from’Mehan (1973) with permission of the

N
- v

.
., L .. .

publishert : . L. E e - . ) )
5 !“1 - B ~ . = " ‘ c . " ' . . - ) . \ , ¥
The numbers 2: l7 24»1ndrcate 11nes in the testing‘transcrlpt avail-

Y P ¢
-, . -

1 . . .~
able in Mehan (1974&)._ . . . ; s

-

LS
3

. , .
nn w 4 . o Ad
< “a wé i 1] . - - '

~ )‘ 6,, L] -n .., .‘ R - oo - » o ~,'t . R
T The complete‘transcript of these lessons 18 lanehan (1974a).
;(‘ A' -“ :n‘ “‘ T ““-‘ - ". « T N ) A " [A ' ' ’

3 LN v .

o o

;" Théré'were 74 answers to the teachex g questions in ‘these lessons.

o LS

>i ﬁhe th;ldren presented apswers wmth only nodn phrases (e 9., "the blatk") 23

ti.nms* four Qf these subm‘.i.SSmns were treatea as an '"acceptable answer." ’/

_'. ,.. 7 .

Protiggi ("Eheré?" "here") were submltted nine times, two were treated as

. ’
LN
.

acceptable answens. Slx of! twenty "locatlve noun‘phrases" (e.g., "under the

0 . _
, A oo, LT . o, '
P, : a2 2o -i.
Wt A ) .
n e “ R

? e -
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-

line") were treated as acceptable answers. That is, some 2 of answers

which did not meet the teacher's own criteria‘of correctness were accepted

~ »
during the course of these' lessons. .
€

-

"8

Pictures from, the Cogperative Primary Tests. Copyright @ 1§GS by

)

Educationai Ted%ing Service. IAll rights reser¥ed. Reprinted by permission.
* ‘ ~ - "
‘9 . ‘ . ,
Mehan (1974b, Chapter B) contains a review of studies examining the

. v

meaning'of educat}onal Eateria s from the chfld's point of view.

2
10

I am not just talking to the, "white middle class bias" of tests

which operate against "minority" students, although these findings could-be

»

used to lend support to that argument (see, for example, Mehan, 1973)# I am

-saying that regardless of ethn1c1ty or SES, the evaluatmon practice of using

test products does not reflect the chlld s abllltles. / ‘. ¢
4 / .

-

1 ~ . R , .
/ I have barrowed tHe notlan of "converge t" ard "divergent" questions

/ j
from Karplus and Thier (1967), although I probab y u%e these terms differently
than Karplhs and Thier. 1In addltlo , the formu. atlon of the structure of

these questlons is not thelr concerﬁ
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ETHNOMETHODOEQGY AND. EDUCATION

bIscuss;QN.By FREDERICK ERICKSON

HARVARD UNIVERSITY

v

DR. ERICKSON: I am not trained as a sociologist. My social science'
training is in anthropology, so I get scared when I see.a sociological audi-

ence, because I know I was trained to be atheoretical and sloppy.

-

(General laughter) . R

DR. EﬁICkSON: But people have been calling during the meeting for

ethnography“ and for gettlng closer to what it is that people do in every-

- ~

) day llfe. T would just Léke to talk a bit about how I think Mehan's materlal

\

/

gets close to everyday life and how it prevents us from committing what I cal;rS

the ethnographic fallacy. I would call what Mehan does, and what I and some

others do, not ethnography but microethnography. Earlier, Mehan said he was

- «

doing a more general ethnography of the classroom in addition to the video~

tape study. He made t distinction between "macro® and "micro" himself.
'S

yo

watch over and over again. 1In thiswcase, it is an audio®isual record; video-

It is a mictoet nography dependent on a behavior record that one can

g

tape. But in any case, microethnography as I define it involved the use of

some kind of machine transcription of information about face-to-fdce inter-

action. . .

.

I certainly would not want to say that records made by machines are
objective records of\what happ%ﬁS. They leave thingf out. Where you turn
L N -- '

the cameia on and off affects what it is you are going to see afterw ds.

But at least this relatively less "mediated" medium forces us to rub q

noses in the buzzing confusion of everyday life. \ . \

Uy
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v

And it,seems to me that everyday life is organi;ed differently than
what I learned in my graduate trainidg’about the organization of social
structure and the nature of’culﬁural rules. Mehan in the paper had, I thought:
a very instructive sentence about rules of the classroom: "Even if the rules
of the classroom could belposted, the list would have an ad hoc quality, ;s
the rules would have to be interpreted in constaAtIQ'changing classroom,
situations by teacher and students."

It seems to me that what is going on in everyéay life is geoéle cre-

-

ating a joint performance of everyday life; creating meanings, and creating

definitions of who each other are as social persons’,. ,We must get close
enough to the stuff of that creation, as well as to the behaviors that flow

from it, so that we are not laying kinds of frozen abstractions on it, and
\ .

then doing things like Bales Interaction Process Analysis or Flanders bnaly—

sis on it, or moving to even broader levels of generality to talk about 'social

-

class or whatever, and then not being able to tie generql categories of social

identification back into the more evanescent qualities of the continuous
!
creation of what is happening face~to-face.

I am concernéd that we stay close enough to everyday life and to the
, 1

. ‘

generative rules for its production that we do not commit the "ethnographic

N ~
fallacy" that so many, of my anth;opological colleagues dojwhen they go out

and look at the weird people. Thef come/back home and say, "the Bonga-Bonga

.

do X." And then the next obsexver goes, and he comes back and says, "Well,

I went there, but they weren't doing X." Aand the truth may be that the Bonga-

Bonga do X, but only under certain circumstances, with certain people.

‘/ L] N ¥ .

I think that xf need to stay closer to the kind of ad Hoc—ing and )

wo

creative improvisation that Mehan has shown us--the reflexivity of social |

action in everyday life. 2{) 'g‘




>

"

< This process is rule-governed,'cejfainly._ But there are also optional ! -

rules. I think William Labov's paper on optional rules in speaking is in-

structive. Edmund Leach, in Rethinking Anthropology, said that we have to

/  begin to consider partial order in systems; stop trying to conceive of sys-

tems as totally ordered. There are rules, there are optional rules, and

there are rules for the suspension of rules, or the creation of new ones,

‘That is what we were'seeing on Mehan's tape.
. . /

When we ignore the optional rules and the ways people get around the
¢ . @ ) \

rules and do Something else, that is where I think our quantitative studies »

keep coming up with large pieces of variance 'that we cannot explain.

»

Finally, on who people are and what such categories of ascription as

ethn1c1ty and race and sex can explain as lndependent varlables, one of the

; v

K2
things my’ colleagues and I have been looklng at in our mov1es and videotapes

is how the deflnltlon of the situation changes conﬁinually, as a kind of

cumulative prﬁgfys of interaction from moment to moment, so that -the social
£y

]

personage of tthpeople who are lnteractlng lS continually being added to by

_what is happening. LQur analysis follows very closely thet of Cicourel on the -

negotlatlon of status %n role in face-to-face interaction, Goffman on definj-

.

tion of situation, and‘garfinkel and Sachs.
I have an exampl® from one of our own films.
- {

. This is a counselor talking to a student. The counselor is Italian-

American, the student is Polish-American, and they are in a junior college.

-

The' Polish-American student has an qmbiguoﬁs grade point average, a lot of
# amay o » : -

C's.

. The counselor says, -"What did you get in Math .101?*"

Stlence. o '




“What'd I get?" the student says; in a fairly thici, non-standard

., B e

accent.

v "What did you get for a grade?" .
"C." '
"Okay. English 101?"
"I got some incompletes." . .
"You got incompletes?" N
"I--I (pause) did complete them. "
"Y01 didq't fail apythiﬁg, Qid you?"

iﬁ tWe student became a new .social person (person who does not know

‘-’
the idiom “what did you get?") and could not: answer that questlon, he got a
1
"minus 1nteractlon p01nt" The next thing that happened was a sort of pause .

- and ambiguity, "what are these incompletes?" At this point'we have the in-

fe}ence by the counselor, "You didn't fail anything, did you?d

.

That, in turn, says to the student, "You are someone who is a poten-
tial fallable.ﬁ (In Harvey Sacks' temms, “You are a stoppable and frlsgable.“)
And, hav1ng been stopped and frisked by a stopper anﬁ frisker, the rights and

duties of both interactional partners have changed. r?he counselor has become
a new social person. Now he becomes the "pig"; instead of the'studeot's 'so=-
eial structure coach" he has become‘the "social strutture cop." '
\\ Those kinds of changes are the way who we are for the pu:poses;of right

no get defined and created in everyday life. One more quick one.

[y
[

3

- An Irish-American ¢ounselor talking to a black student who\ has agaln

rathet ambiguous grades and has not taken the rlght course sequences.
- \,— ‘l
The counselor says, “Now, as far as next semester, let's give®some

thought' to what you would like to take there. Do you plan on continuing on
along this P.E. major?" ) . \\ " .

o Ruy
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AN
(He is a black P.E. Major. He is also wearing a turbah and attikis)

(STUDEN?)*PYe%h, I guess so. I might as well keep it/up, my P.E.,

v
]

o | o
and.I want to go into counseling, too, see.® ' ’

v

(General laughter)

(STUDENT) "to have two-way, like equal balance."

¢ (General laughter) ST i \
(STUDENT) "Nothing. I know you have to take psyc ology coyrses of
. someé sorts and counseling." ) .

-

catlon, state teacher s certlflcatlon. That :is, you agre gOLng to have to be
3

to be your bag, P,E. Secondly7 you are goihq to have} tp have a Master'sp

degree in counseling, which,das you-know, is an gdvarn ed .degree." N -

1

¥

(General laughter) .o e . )

DR. ERICKSON: ‘Okay. Now'Bales scores that.asg-"giving inféxmatioh."

{General %adghter) i ’

s g |

N

DR. ERICKSON: ‘_We shOWed a videotape of''this hack to the counselor.

)

He said, 'NQw, here I am explalnlng to him how you get to be a counselor."

B L]
e .

At the end of the v1ew;ng SESSLOn, the counselorbsaid, "Well, now, ‘he.knows

that there's somebody who,can tell him what hé wants {to know, and I'm sure

- . -

that now he'll be abie to come hack and know that thdre's scmehody here who

cares about him and who can help'hih.“ And he,ended'Jp his summary by saying,

»

"I think I redlly got to the kid." - ~ : ;

b r/‘ \ " '2&()
. , . ;

-

A




(General laughter) ‘

. DR. ERICKSON: The young man stopped the tagg at‘that point anqd said,
"He %Fsulteg my manhood. He doesn't think I'm qualified. And he doesn't
just come rid‘; out and say it, like, you know,. they would in the old days,
but he uses so;é\psychology--he puts ébme sugar\%n'it.“ ' | ’

So the young man was reading the social meanings. He was doing the

. ethnomethodblogical "work." He gog the metamessage. And Bales cannot ac-
’ . .. e . .

‘
J ‘
\ \ ] '5 L
‘

| . o :

count for that.

-




v, ETHNOMETHODOLOGY AND EDUCATION
! . - N » ! y

DISCUSSION BY DAN C, LORTIE

UNIVERSITY OF GHICAGO ‘ ‘

v

DR. LORTIE: Fred,(you are a hard act to follow.

DR. ERICKSON: You should see the tape;

DR. LORTIE: Talking about moment to moment interact}on, I'm wonder-

ing about my le?d foot and getting it in a tape recorder that is right down

here.” I am beginning to underst;a%\certain developments in the White Hohse.
(General laughter)

. D\% LORTIE: I want to talk about t:wo~thi;lg~s\. I have eight nihutes.

I~am going to allot ﬁyself two minutes to the first and six to a full-blown

Hegelian analysis. .

. \ \

The first has reference to method 'and to what ig, to me, a heartening

consensus that\has developed in the last 24 hours, that we need to get closer
¥ } . -

to the reality that we profess to be studying. . X
Now, always in any social gathering, when one. hears wo}ds repeated

frequenti&, one wonders whether they may have a certain ritualistic quality. -

I- suspect, though, that it might be a goéd idea fdr us to .test the extent to
which we are, in fact, committed to the notion of closeness By thinking

through some of the éostlf implications that this would have ¥f we really

!

started meaning it. . ’ A

\

For example, if we are going to urge young scholars to do close-in

hd .

wos} where they look fresh{y, one hopes with the Same‘freshness that we have
seen today, we are going'to have to give them more time thén we normally .give

' . Al
young schelars to prove that “thay should be continued as assistant professors
s ' T «
Rl
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.

and u.T:timately’g.iven tenure. In short, I think that the styles of work \ " N

which have developed in soriology are not unrelated to'the klnd of caneer

contingencies that we have in the unlvers1ty A
. i 3
Do we intend, then, to let young assistant professors fumble, get

overwhelmed with data, make mistakes, and produce a llmlted‘humber of papers

-

" at the beglnnlng of . theJ.r work? Because my guess .is that the leat? time for - ' \

productive work is greater in this kind of work_than in many.alternatives.

Related to that, I think, is the question whether we are ready to \
L . A . te
suspend, at least fo? a period of time, demands £for immediate and pnattical

pay-off. ‘I do not know what the pay-off is of the kind of work that you are -

T ¢ : ) \

doing here, but then nor do I know. what the pay-off is of inaccurate and - |
\ i v \ ¢ . i \ -
\ superficial work. I think to challenge too soon the ultimate value of new .
. X o %

developments which are' based on proximity and risk~taking by the resgarcher
)
-would be unfortunate. L -

at LI )

There is anothex qualntij’/gkthat I wonder dbout in the practice or

0y

career stages of our business, and‘},wonder aboutr its functlons too. I

wonder if Bud Mehan will be’d01ng close~in work ten years from now.

How many of you know full professors who get their own data? \
»  What does 1t'mean that as we get older and hlgher-ranked, we spend

*

less and less time in diréct contact with respondents and more and more de;'
’ \\\ ;
egate this act? . ,\ \ !

'y

. Is thlS, in fact, an indication of the tendendy to depreciate the : ﬁ

lmportance of experienced mentalitles interacting with the immediate pro, s \

Dy

of data?:Z ) ‘
i ‘ N
I suspect it is, but I might be biased. l ' ‘
In any event, I hope that we mean it when we say that we are going to . ’ 5
! LY
get closer to the things we study. \\ ’ i
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»Now, I amwery comfortahle with the kind of analysis that we heard. . : i
' Y

I find it exciting. Qn the other hand, I, too, am leff with certain kinds - ~!.:
. . \ *

of problems, and this is where I am going to d¢-a six-mlhute ﬁegelian analy- K :

© sisec .
. ] * R 9 §
There are some claims-made for ethnomethodology in t“f paper, and they

-kind of fascinate me. But first I would like to do a little 3peculatién.

Let us presuma, then, this Hegelian thesis. The thesis ltself is that over

4 7
the last ten or flfteen yea;s the dominant model in sociology has been struc-*j '

’

.-
tural-functional. .

hd 0o

) : .
And let us-~I hope you will forgive me-—indulge in just a little - '

. . £ )
.» caricature ahd*overstate that in this model the past is everything. There i

. ’
L3

»are not teo many.problems or puzzles, really. The prior dominance of thé * * !

‘inseen hand of the market has been replaced by almdgical wand which.insures o .
N, ; o ) R
that Rctions will find their proper_§tructures, ' )

4 (S
-« N .

< . .
It4is actually--and I.do not think this is too much vf a caricature-- . e

d historically deterministic point of view. The prghlem simplx€is toetrace ' . .':.:'

out the inner brilli nce of'our society. . ) T ' g :.' ‘f\" .
Or; the other }a;lés, when we turn tojethnomethodology or cdnstructioh " ‘ R .

\ T, R

sociology\ghat treats outcomei as on-the-spot, history is missing. I would - E§ ,O <
say we have a kind of radical ahistoricism. Every event is a new event. .We ‘ T

¢
t v ' v N '

*
look to see what people are doing now, how they are créating. fThese are-the

.
ol . R
.

verbs that we use. ' . ‘ ' ' v

2 1

o . . T e

Now, I am not comfortable with either extreme historicism \which
leaves: for me the problem of change, nor am I content with extremd: ahistori-

] . . 1 ’
. ‘

v

. cism. What teachers and principals and superintendents and profdgsors of Y

' education and'everfbody else does-is to some extent, &t least, predetermined L

A
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by the past and by the structures which pre-exist the structyral refinanents,' -

or whatever you want 11 it, in which they are engaged. ! .

v

I am puz'zléd d I do not really havé an gnswer, as to how wa move
. . __/\../

1y
«

toward that blessed state qf synthesis but I have just. 3 couple of hunches

¢
’ D)

" that weke st.unulatéd by Bud's paper. L . . o

Fl..rst, he has a' sectnon ‘that he did not read in whlch he reports on .

, teacher ,conferences about kids. The manifest context is, what will we do

~ .

. about these ch11dren, hew many are you going to hold back, et cetera. ‘And

L J.t Sou;xds fr;.gh‘temngly casual. . These kids' fates are being settled in a
N A .

. . .

L small conference by the teachers. L. ' N ’ ?‘ , . b *

.
rd ‘ .
N K ’ ‘

. " What ;.nterested me was a 11§tie dlfﬁerent £rom what interested Bud., - N
Lt was that theria were no mstanCes at°al;|. of ,mutual qqe'stiqning'. One : o
L4 , B Al - »

R - . - ! « ' A N

N v

,

v ttacher dld not question another. L N . , o

. . - “" A - . . . o , ‘1 » “ . B .
. .', * » '-

P 7. e Now, is this becaus€ teachez;s*”are dumb amd lack a.na.lytlc capac1ty‘>

e - aa H N ' -t

- That J.S .often tﬁhe ngl':i:catxon of what we read about~ teachers. But I think

. s el . 1. .
B “ S .‘s > P w : . P /

M‘.here mlght be qthir k:lnds of explanat:.ons., For example, maybe we have a

L . .
‘,_’ "; o . '.'o .

. . R \._.' [ 5

1eague, even if. you suépe&t he ot she 1s rea.lly morom.c. oY

oo N . .
R )
a. . .
0' e n . L . % "
Y - r . »

', o '». ,Olga.y. Now lét “us JU$t for‘ a;moment play. W1th the 1dea ‘that hat
-y s'.,’ ~-. - \ ~ -\-J—M- *

; U mlght @e goa.ng on 13- th,a{: there may be a domlnant norm which proscrlbes mu-

< \ oo .ﬁ' 'o«l
i .,

-‘nomat.wé or’do‘r here ln which the ma,in rul\e .J.s you do not chalIenge a col~ . Y. y
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those which are entirely inconsistent with ‘the observed data, come bacA again

. in subsequent close lnquiry, and test

.

among the remaj7£ng alternatives \ln

short, by moving outward, back to the %ontext. > ’ \

Part of our difficulty may Be t%at we st:;y/too often With structure

i

-
B

in the large and too infrequently with $tructur in the\small.- Perhaps wé
* ‘ * \ .

should work as often, at least, from close-in. observations about reallty, -

not1c1ng repetltlve patterns, asklng what f nctions may be served, and work

-
v

ing backwards in that way. - ’ /

at fascinated me reminded me very much'

. " . A

sectlon where he talks about the tend-

Another example in ‘the papef
L A
of Holt's Why Students Fail. He has‘

ency of math teachers, elementary
of chalk, and say, "Two and two }/é ffff--fff‘f—} " to keep cuing the answer.

Now this'ala%ms Holt. is is typlcal oppreSSLon,,the middle class .
b K

these varioyd kinds of 1nteractlons w1th klds. It mlght take e research‘in
quite a dxftere t directiony If lnstead of trying to re-prove at teachers

-are prejudiced gainst'blacks and people who are different from themselves-~

.

./ L -
let us try something else for a change.
. R J
What if, in fact, there are certain rates at which they use cues to
- : \ S -
elp kids- get the right answer? How frequently do certain kinds of teaqéers Y

. -
~

sé{hdlate positive rates of response? . . ..
v\, \ , ; ! ‘ v
_ . PARY ‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: a .

-

I suspect that history teacher we saw is a vexy dnsecure teacher. I

do not thinksthat he likes to feel that dke kids do not“know the answer. He

uses an awful lot of cheerleader tactics. I dg not know; at least it ig a
, . 4
gosS}blllty. p \ .

But rather than looking at' individuals, I suspect that loaki‘ng -at mair;y

|
casés over time, comparing,rates, might lead us in a Durkheiminian direction
where we are thinking about patterns in terms of needs of particular cate-

i H
gories of people. v '

Again, I do not wish é? pretend'that I know how the synthesis will

occur between a concern with the larger stxuctures and the past of our SO

03 -~ *
ciety and the emergent parts df it, but I hope that ethne%ethodologlsts will

not be as guilty as some structural functlonallsts of believxng they have the

Al

whole tfuth. ‘ i ) ‘i

(General applause)

L9
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‘ " *  ETYNOMETHODOLOGY AND EDUCATION . .
DISCUSSION BY JOHN KITSUSE

NORTHWE;TERN UNIVERSITY- _ .

&

DR. KITSUSE: Well, considering the time, I do. not want to belabor

some of the points that have already been made, and it will not sdrprise you
’ . 4

-

: that I join the chorus of the "get back into.the school” movement. ‘ L .
T I think th3t it is very .encouraging at this kind of a conference to L
h] 9 N

find that thls suggéstlon and propﬁhgl is not covered over w1th the rhetoric

+ that we”’ usually ‘get of the macro-micro and the quantitatiVe~qnalitative di-

o

chotomies to blur the kinds of issues that we have\to face; namely, to find~«
- out what some of the processes are that are producing the structures that wa
L J

-, are all presumably interested in, So I want to "sixth" that suggestion and
¢

go on to another point: the substance of some, of the materials in the video-
tape, particularly the testing, which I will comment on in a somewhat dif=

ferent hay than has been already discuesed.
Clearly, in our system,ﬁthe testlng results;are Very heavily weighted
g <
with regard to the kinds of dec1510ns that are made. And, as Dan Lortie

suggested, sometimes in véFy casual ways, important, fateful decisions are

processed with regard to where the kids &111 go, et cetera. ' ’“ﬁg
I think that one‘ofhthe things that one might infer or draw implica; rm.?»
tions from with regard to the materials that Bud Mehan has shown us is that 4 .
this whole process of testing is wide open with regard to the questionsof
rellabillty, and God knows about validity. It seems to me a very questlonable
s position to take, to.view the results of these klnds of materials as suggest-

ing that what we _Qt to do is to control more and more of the variables here--

’ »




A v N
ZT” Q

RS . -
-y

whether or not the tgster or the testee is of one sex, color, or race,xand

to lmprove the results of the tests. ’ -

I think that 1t would only lead to a more arbltrary sel ction from
thlS whole range of kinds of behavi¢s= ‘That Bud has shown us, as to what is
supposed to be a-significant characterlstlc Of the testees. I nk- that
what we all.have to undexstand frcn this is the interactional chax ter of

the product called the test score.. So I am not so hell-bent on moving in

Dy

the direction of improving:the testing procedure itself, but perhaps r§ise

some questions as to whether we want to go in that direction at all, and

to start looking for other kinds of results of educational procedures®

Dy

Another implication I drew from the tapes, and one I think that has

been alluded to here, is the kind o itude that the testing experience

»

genera?:es, Not only the testing, but the whole teaching interaction appar—
ently generates somethlng that perhaps We mlght call the schoollng‘kttltude

in, the chlld or the student. Most of us, I thlnk, see this schodling atti-

I4

tude at the end of the llne, or near the end of the 1ine, when we get the

students into collegeL/ There is a colleague lnnmy department who says that

education dummies everybody, by which he means the schoollng process dummies

everybody, and by the time they get up to the college level they are pretty

-0 . .
I experience this-~given the fact that I do feel thak it is important

»

that students have the experience not only of answering questions but of

dummled up.

\3

. questionlng questions-~when I lay on an assignment of that kind and make 1t

. -

much more open. The first response that I have been getting over a period

of quarters is, we% what is 1t that you want us to do? . And this is always~ :
> _ .
what you get back, and I flnally have taken the position of asking, well, what

N . ~ ~ «
:3 Lo )
’ N » *
. N '
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is it that you want to get out of this kind of assignment?' It is very, very .o
disconcerting. t

As I was sitting there laughing at how the child was being Gér? atten-~
tive to what the teacher wanted, one can cry a little bit, because it is a
very sad thing that you find this wnen you get to the callege level; that
students will not allow thamselves to question the questions, and to raise‘
the question as to what it is they want to do with assignments that they have
got.

Now, having said that, I think that one of the things Fhat we have
been talking about here over the past 24 hours has to do with policy issues.\
This is going to be a very thin and éenuous kind ?f connection, but I think Ic

s

that there is a connection between this kind of schooling aétitude that we
produce in the process of putting children through the formal educational
process, and the quesp%on of how we would deéi with thia problem of youth in‘
transition to aduéthood that was brought up in Bob™Clark's paper.

It seems‘tSAme that thege days, if you go around to campuses and ask
how are things on campus, they say, well, it is very qulet this year, with a
sigh of relief, as opposed to, presumably, thé late '60's when things were not
so quiet. And what Was it about the late '60's that made them less quiet,
apart from the fact that they were throﬂ!ng bricks and whataner? ' ) >

In terms of what we are trying to Jproduce, from an educational point, ol

of view, in the late '60'3 there was a questlonlng that had begun among
students. And when you ask what mi&ht we now do in picking up from thdre 7

» : -
and develoérhg that questloning with kinds® of concerns about being more rlg- - )
orous about tne kindsﬁof questioning you do, rather than just having rhetor-~

. .

ical flourishes on everything you are asking, I think that that is really a

. T Y,
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gepuine opportunity that we ‘have. And I thg,nk that we fend to sit back and, . '
with a sigh of re&ief ¢, say that evezythiilg is quiet now and we can go on

with the dunmyingj:rocess .. And I think that is a matter of some concern.

P .

(General applause)

~/
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ETHNOMETHODOLOGY AND EDUCATION > o ‘ CoT
L, -
DISCUSSION BY IVAN CHARNER

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF §DUCATION '

‘
«

DR. CHARNER: What this brief dlscussion w111,attempt to do is suggest

v

how a Q?ldglng of quantitative and qualltative methodology may help sociolo-~

gists and other educational researchers better understand the process of . .

. .
~ S
»

schooling., ‘ ) . 'K
It is interesting to noterthat the éiree previous paper presenters

(Cﬁﬁrles Bidwell, Burton Clark and William Spady), wha: I consider to be tredi;

\tional sociologists, each said that as socioloéists w ha;e to get into the

schools and classroans to study the social processes,F;ocial structures, and

1nd1rectly, if we accept &ehan s thesis, the soc1al structurlng of the school.

Espnomethod;lo?y, partitipant observation techniques and con&ersational analy-

sis are fhree qualitative approaches for stuuyitg these giocesses, . ﬁ
To show how a bridging of qualitative and cuantitatiVe methodo o;ies

can bé useful I would like to raise two questions and try to quickly ahswer

s . . ,

}them. . .
1. ) _In generél, ho& can ethnomethodology oe useful“to the more ,
quantitatively riented sociolo;ESt in the study of schooling?
2. . What-spec1fic characterlstlcs ag ethnomethodoldgy make it °
) uSeful to a researcher studying the schooling process?
.In responding to the first question I would like to raise four points.
First, I believe that ethnomethodology suggests a way of closely looking ;t . ,:. o B

<o the interactions and interactional processes that take place in classrooms. -

A researchef»utilizing ethnomethodology could study teacher—student, student~

v

215




. > ’ . .

student and teacherjteacher interactions in daily activities or takeya.com- ' , =t
' k4
© parative look at the teacher and student as sociallzing agents.
Second, ethnomethodology raises or tries to clarlﬁy some of the prob-

lems of schdoling. 1In th1s way’ ethnomethodology can be used as a .tool for

policy-analysis in that it rais‘scme of therroblems that policy i:ssues and .

analyses should be directed toward. T -
s . ’ - S
’Third, ethnomethodology may help in the quantlfylng of variables

such as "learning to learn" or the softer varlables which Bidwell discuss

+

“in his paper. From this we could start develoglng more quantitative me
‘of what are naw "qualltatlve varlables“ and build’ survey—type studles which' /
- - §
are more’ generallzable, and whose re ults could lead to program development

o=y,

and changes 1n classrocms and schools.

Flnally, I see ethnomethodology as a good evaluative tool It allows

"t ‘4 . .

the researcher to view the klnds of interactions and processes that are taklng
ot .

placewln classrocms and analvze the effects of dlfferent programs, or new:

second question, I feel that there is a mass of informa-

. “ N
tion available on the kinds of"videotapes} tapes and interactions which Mehan . .

- o

f . L.
préesented., leferent V1ewers of the videotapes ‘can view the same datd and e

L ’

/ see different kinds of,motlvatlons, reactions and interactions taking place.
This is a very important characteristic of this type'of methodology. While.
the qnaﬂtitative methodolegist is ‘concerned wfth replication, variability

¥

seems to be 1mportant in this type’of study; varlablllty in how the data are

. .
perce1Ved If we were to view the videotape again we would see many thin ,

. -/ . .-
that we missed the firﬁt time. This is one of the maJor strengths of this .
3 kind, of meth§dology A researcher can go back to the original data many tlmes ) )

; . ) . ‘ .
. .,2~u,.~.~
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. effect what is going on in the classroom.

to see how the different interactions and social structurihg ctivities

In viewing the-video'capes,.presented along with.this paper, I tried

~ -

"to view the situations a little @ifferently than the way Mehan was present-

ing them. I will how attemot to take the data from the tapes, as I saw it,

P

and relaté it back to the four points I raised in response ,to my first ques-

tion. 1In addition I will relate this‘to some of the issues that Bidwell and

Spady raised in, their papers. ° . g :

L]

"By prov1d1ng a way of takingxa closer look at the interactions and

or students as the agénts of socialization, or <) analyze rhe effectiveness
of a Eeacher,‘specifically.looking at his or her pedagogical expertise, sub-

jett matter expertise, charisma and empathx (the four components of an ef-

i L)

fective teacher suggested oy Spady) . ’

2 . ‘ : ’

As 'suggested earlier,'ethnomethodology can raise or clarify some of

the problems of schoollng. Mehan's v1deotape of a number of testlng sltua-
‘ , @

tlons shows how.problematic testina really is. By making us aware of the
’ J
speclfic problems such as tester—testee interaction we, as researchers, can

try and make testing a better and 1 more accurate,science. -

v
-

The quantification of'variaé*es through an ethnomethodologlcal analy-
sis is not as easy to specify. If we take Spady's expertise variable and

Bok at the+history teacher, fqom'thp vid%qtabe, on the dimensions of peda-
gogical and subjgp% matter expertise we coumq conclude that he'has some sub-
. o 7 A o
w .

ject matter expertise but he is very low in pedogogical expertise; I would

suégest that if Spady had the opportunity to view this bit of data, he could

_ 2% S

) processes that take place in classrooms ethnomethodology allows us to a) com-

.pare cofivergent and"dlvergent styles, b) study teachers as socializing agen&;,




\
¥

operationalize many of the variahles he would want to study in a more quan-

. , .
titative analysis of teacher effectiveness. With regard to “learning to |
| . ‘

learn," which Bidwell spoke about in his paper, I would say that Jenny, in

o

the videotape, "learned to learn" with the three' boxes. She learﬁed after

» 'y'

the first situation, with the-two boxes, that she does not know where it (the

«

objedt) ik and the tester does not want her to make any kind of statem&nt-
(guess) about where it is. I think she learned how to learn what the tester

really expected from het. While this does not suggest how a variable, such

PR

as "learning to‘learn," can be quantified it does help the tesearcher clarify
an idea which is a first,step in operationalizing a variable for a sufvey
analysis (quantitative method) .

‘* As a tool for evaluation,fthis txpe of methodolog§ can be very bene- -
ficial. If ye‘?erelinterested ih evaluating the use of rewaras.in a ¢lass-
room setting many of the interactions sho;n in the videotapes could be use-

ful. In the numbers lessdn, for instance, the following dialogue took place.

. Teacher:, ($° a girf in the class) "What is that ‘word?"

Girl: "one"

Teadﬁir:u\(To Jenny) "What is the word?" . -)
3 :"1m . et

Jenny: “one" . v e .

While the teacher rewarded the first girl for giving a correct answer, she
did not reward Jenny for giving the same correet answer. There was an incon-
sistency on the part of the teacher.

A second example shows how important rewards are to children. During

a lesson on comblniﬁg~§brds one child pushed‘anothers hand away so that the
v -
g teacher would cgll on him and he could get the verbal reward from the teacher.
. &
These two vignettes show how important rewards are in classrooms and could

i
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provide important information to a researcher who was evaluating the reward
\ ]

structure“'in classrooms, .

Another process which could be of interest fori evaluation is the ‘ ~

nature of classroam interactions. In addition to suggesting the r;ature of

-

-dents.

. ' . , \

.

the reward structufe in the classroom the previous two examples

portray two

PPN .

s

dlfﬁer%nt types of interacti ns\ The first was a teacher-student 1nteractlon,

whlle the second'showed student-stuNent interaction. By viewing these, and '

other 'interactions, we could get a gogd idea about that na'ture_of different

types of interactions in the classroom amd evaluate them on a number of

IN

criteria such as direction of interaction, length of interaction, roles with-
~ , -

R
% .

in“the interaction and intensity'of the interaction.

In this discussion I have tried to show how ethnomethodology can show

the internal variability of classrooms and.schools and help researchers and

.
’ Y

practltloners understand the schooling process and its intéractional com-
ponents. 1In addltlon, I h‘aveinied to show how quantitative methodologists
can benefit frgm the 'a;naches and findings of quali{:atiVe methodologist's.
The quantitative and qua];,ta&ve*"researcher should work together to try and

. b4

answer some basic questlons which will help to make schooling better for stu-

e " | ‘

S 090 ‘
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VI. AN EXPERIMENTAL APPROACH TO SCHOOL EFFECTS . -
ADDRESS BY ELIZABETH COHEN

STANFORD UNIVERSITY ’

(/;__i__/// Ve N o . e
Social scientists who do educational research on equality have been 5

,é//“ggling like worms on a fish hook ever Since the Coleman'hepor&sbrought
to public attention the findings on inequality of educational achievement
as measured by tests between blacks, and whites and between other ethnic

minorities and whites. The size of the difference in test scores when so-

v
<

cial class is 1ncontrolled is eE\rmous. The difference is unthinkable and

o
unbearab%e to a generation of intellectuals nurtured on the idea of environ-

mental differences as the major sources of IQ differentials,

,

What has really built a trap for .the intellectual is the patent fail-

>

ure of two major a%%eméts to "explain® this dchievement test diffexential by
demonstratipg that racial differences could be greatly sof%ened by equalizing ‘
school resources or by integ‘rating schools. ‘At first, social scien‘ti'sts‘
reasoned that(if they could show gross ineqtalities in school resources be-
.tween blacks a?d whites they could sxmply explain diffefential achievement in
this fashion. When Coleman et al.: (1966) failed in this attempt, they turned
> to the next enVironmental explanation, i. e.,if’differenc%s in resources be~-
tween schools woich blacks attepaed were positively associated w%th'diffe%L
‘ential achievement, holding constant faﬁily background chaﬁaéteristics, then

,one could argue for equalmzation of resources as.a simple.cure for black fa:?

\ g -

ures in the achievement area. Alas, one cannot read the results\in this

fashion;-schools‘seem more alike than different in their effects on pupilss

Y

A third attempt to explain black-white achievement'differential in

termg of environmental differences was the attempt to evaluate thé effects of

4

: . . .d )
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school desegregation. If we changed the enVironment of the minorities bﬂ

v

putting them in richer, whiterrschools, would we reduce differentials in

-

achievement? Sgrvey after survey has compared the achievement of blacks in

<

segregated Vvs. integrated schools.

-

in schools does not dramatically change black achievement scores--standing

v

Clearly, simple—minde& mixing of bodies

N ' - -

back from the current controversies,,-one can see that people are currently

'erguing over whethet or not there are statistically significant achievement

gains--not whether or not there are socially significant achievement gains.

, 0The failure of these environmental hypotheses has led to deep discouragement

Y L
‘ o

oRr the part of the educational resegrchers--in despair, some have even fallen

into the genethlg% camp of explanation of achievement- differences as a
i -

fun tion of nature rather than nurture. othesrs have turned‘ away from formal

» ‘«‘w
educ tidn*ﬁ&together and are sedrrhing the underbrush for a modern industrial

I3
b4 ~

-

equivalent of the "bush school" of traditional societies.
| My position on the question of‘explanation for black-white achievement
. ‘ N
differ nces and explanation for the effect of schools on students is at odds

I take the position that black-

many of my social scieptist colleagues

" r
ievement differentials,as well as the enormous differential in

-
~

etween individuals receiving the same educatioh,are the product

“ )

of the sotial system we have called formal education. First and foremost,

<

' _they are al product of that social construct of human ability usually

achievemdnt

Second, these achievement differences are a produot of

. .

the social system within each school which define the rules of the game, .

called int lligenc%

setting up a\conﬂest where winners are highly rewarded and losers ¢ame to be-
. <

f
»

|
liéve they deserve wﬁat they get in life because of their innate stupidity

1

The "g&me" played ﬁn each school has in association with it particular norms;

o _ I 2da _;., L.
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‘and these norms ‘are built into the social structdre Of each,classroom--into

» R TR
'the perceptlons of" tédchers and-students-—lnto the narrow range of tasks

0 >

called educatlonal--and lnto the éValuation sxstem of’gradlng and testlng

._’

Altbough there 1s no accepted theoretical deﬁinltion of intelllgence,.

. )

every school Chlld thlnks he' knows what\‘t is to be "smart" in school.

. N . ¢

Schools 0perate on the assumption of a gingle general dlmenSLon of human ,
ablli ‘ From early in-a Chlld S career, His teacher,‘parents and peers
attempt to divine whére he flts along ~this d;mensionx Once this is ad]udged,
expectatlons for futute educatlonal success are formeEg These expectations
have great potentlal in triggering selﬁ-fulfilling prophecies. ThoSe who

expect to do well at new intellectual tasks have' a.much better chance of

i

- t
actually doing so than those who expect to do poorly.

/ The exceedlngly narrow range of schooy“tasks, their common core of

support the bellef system that human ablllt is unl-dimensional.

< »

manipulation of abstractions: Large black-white achievement test differénces

taking school-related abilities as represenﬁative of human intellectual

abilities.

¢
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e Bowles (1972) advances the propos1tion that-the similarity of the

school's definition of "smartneas™ and m{gﬁle class soc1alization practices

-

. isij coincidence.- This is a device whereby the social division. of labor
. in the larger society is legitimated by the success of: the children of the
upper olasses and failure of children of the lower classes in the school

setting.. This makes all concérned feel that inequalities in occupational

success’which are hinged on inequalities in edpcational success are legiti~
mated and_have come "about through the' operation of a fair contest andfallo-~

cation mechanism. !

L} «

The idea of the meritocracy is in the very bones of the public schaol.

The fact that grades and IQ are not at all well related to succeds in the

]

adult labor market once you take into account the automatic benéfits of

)

holding a credential in gaining a job, does not weaken the faith held by

teachers, social scientists and psychologists.| what faith am I\¢alking
. \

. . { .
~about? I am talking about the deeply held belief that the kind of conver-

gent righu-answer thinking rewarded in school and the kind of fluenty in

speaking, reading and writing standard English w ich are prereqUisit

Success at glmost every school task, is the major characteristic of human
intelligence and is responsible for one's suocess in life. These'character-
!

istics will indeed predict success~-success at fuérre schooling and test-

7

taking experiences but not success within adult family life or success in
: (‘ -

political and community” life and so on and-so on. ~
L3

This uni~dimensional construct of general -human ability assists in

every way possible to activate self-fulfilling prophegies in the school.-

Thus teachers and students are not at all surprised to find that some stu

-

dents are consistently, good-at every new school task and some students are
)

. . . .
. .
_ . . 2U‘J N R
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T
/lpoor at every new task. fAs a nlatter of fact, the schoolrood allows one to
/ see such a limlted range of one's fellow stndent's\ébi}ities, that when

Hoffman (1972) did his study of Perceived Academic Abllity, he found that

students behaved as if they «new no more about thgirxclassmates than this

raqklng when it came to a new non-academic task. They écﬁed no differently

than laborato:z*_pbjects who only knew nalhes and test scores of the other
w1 - .
participants, ' ¢

The norms of accountability and evaluation built into each and every
scRool help to account for the fact that there is suc¢h enormous variation in
achievement scores within eich school and so little difference between schools.

Schools opérate as a selection and sorting device sepagptlng winners from

Y

losers. Students are allocated to success and failure categories in a uni-

versalistic fashion, rarely approximated in the adult world. There is no
¥ N 3

parallel in adult life for the clarity with which a child comes to.see him-

-

self as a failure--adults have freedom to withdraw; evaluation is never so
urmistakable and so publlc. In adult life there are many more bases for
preservation of self-esteem than in a competitive classroom situatidn. The

adult is Egrely fired for incompetence, but the school child eXperiences
N N o \
fdailing grades as a way of l*fe. Part and parcel of this evaluation process

is the no¥m ofy individual accountability, borrowed from early capitalist
$ociety. It is still the hallmark of the public.schaols for students, @U;;’
) g

though never for teachers or administrators. The student is Weber's classic

bureaucratic employee, evaluated and controlled from above.

N ‘ -~
In selecting out an area for proposed modifiication I am looking at the

* LY

variance in performance within each school. The researchers have tried to

-examine differences between schools where.blacks do better or worse. In con-
~ .

L ¥

o N
- N . '
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P ' \
s trast, I am looking at varia.nd@within,‘schools. ‘. I.am positive that the so- -

; cial system itself is responsiblg for much of the gap in achievement between
<

the top and bottom of the distribution within each school. Even on standard

*

N .
achievement criteria, My most general hypothesis is that this range could be

greatly reduded if the sgcial system were modified. .
e . s \ .
>If one look; at the variance-in black achievement, one finds that the

»

difference of the average ‘stident in a school from the average student of all

schools is not nearly as great as the difference of stdagnts from the average
1stu§én§ in their own school. Anothér way of putting this is that the varia- 1
‘éioq between ;ch;;is in tbglboleman data for northern blacks is only 10 %o o
| 1&5 of the total, variarce for fohr different grade levelT whereas variance :j

within a school accounts for the rest (Smith, 1972).

Traditionally, educational‘gesearchers have viewed this variance
[} ~N . “ . R ¥
" within a school as a, given, based on individual differences in ability. Even
¥ though I do-nbt !#eny that there are individual differences, I am asserting &
k-4

that th present choxcp of school tasks, social definition of human ablllty

' and_the competltlve évaluatlon system act to exaggerate injtial individual

differences by means of prodqciné,generalized expectations to do well or

paorly over a variety'of tasks.
: ¢

To put my proposition more experimentally, if someone would allow us

-

to create a‘school with an gvaluation system yielding a complex profile for
each child, where tasks were so varied that the evaluation profile would look

. like a range~of craggy mountains, a school where it was assumed that each

. L}
child ‘would reach a criterion level of performance on basic skills of read-

‘

ing and writing, a school where groups were held accountable for their per-
* q

formance at educational tasks as often as ihdividuals are he%d accountable~~

Toge ¥

b 2 1 3 . -
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I would predict that we would obtain dramatic achievement gains in biacks,

chicanés, lower €1gss children-~evén on standard measures of achievement.

' - v
"o I realize that.the burden of proof lies with me; furthermore, I real-

ize that the task of'demonstratihg theselpropo;itions is more than one can

. & . B
accomplish in a lifetime of reséérch. Fortunafely, I am not alone iﬁ my
hypothesizing. ' The impact of a study like Risf's:(1970) lay precisely in its,
hypothesg'.s that the organi:zati_on of the gaséroom i;llto winners and losers
was causally related to the objective achievement differences. This cla§s~
room organization, in turn, was based on the teacher's formation of expecta~
tions in tems of the child's social class. Rist‘i'llus.t:cated with his ex~ ' .
tended case study jusé how such classroom organization based_on expectations
could lead to proﬁhecies being fulfilled. Some educators conclude from Rist
that one should avoid agility.g;ouping witﬂin\classrooms and that tﬂis will
be sufficient to prEvent the operation of self-fulfilling prophécies. This'

. . a
is far too superficial a remedial change.

~

If the evaluation processeJ in the classroom remaip competitive and if

¥

the teachers and\students conti

L]
sion of huma ‘ablillity, public r
ous tomparis¢n i heterogetdj

" triggerdng sellf-

fulfilling préﬁheiies as ability grouping. This is

tracking vs. non-tracking' or ability grouping vs. non-apility grouping studies
. . ' . Y . , .
. habé led to ivocal results. THe social system principles remain the same

R
even though the me of attaching social labels of “smartness" and "dumbnass"

* -~ A

change.

4

The social system features I have.selecged as critical Zieraﬁe in an

all black school, such as the one Rist studied, to produce a larfe number of
L ) 3

‘ » : '232$;3 . N
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black students who feel incompetent and stupid at school tasks with which

N P .

they are familiar and at any new cognitive tasks, even those of occupational
training programs presented later in life. I propose that the same system
operates with the same effects in a middle class all white school; speak to
any teacher in the junior college system if you want evidence of the chronic
expectations to fail found in white students who‘have been cbnsistent low
performefs in elementary school and secondary school.' The main difference
between the middig,class-white school and the lower clase black gchool lies
i; the acthcrity system‘with.a much greater autonomy granted to children in
middle class schools. Cont;ol is the "name of the game" in the lower class

school. Also, the proportion of A‘s‘given out in lower class black schools:

is smaller so there are proportionately more losers in the lower class black
. : ~
school than in the middle class white school. ) '
. ;-
\ In the first part of my talk I Have been describing

\\ dimension of achievement status gets built up in classroos. |

A Slzed that those wqo have high achievement status have genera.

\

cognitive tasks while those who have
x i
pectations o do pdgrly. Furthermor

Si ns to do well on|ne \\ ve 1 |
Skciétave generalized i \ ‘ , ‘ '
tio are not only hel by ego for himself. hefself; others} in th : \

> . \
perfc;mance as ego does for himself or hedwelR The classroom isl a public
» Q ! 1
situation where evaluatlons by the teacher are oftgn public and %here’E;;;:;g

practices provide a single, simple basis for invidious comparison. Teacher
1]

3 .
expectations, which are the source of so mdch interest on the part of the

N

‘researchers, are only one variablé in this interactive system. Generalized
. ]

. expectations based on achievement status are capeBle of triggering self-ful-

- *
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filling prophecies, producing a greater corisistency in performance of the

high—rankAstndents across ‘a wide range of curricular tasks,ahd a greater con-

»

sistenéy in performance of the lows, than we woeuld see if we could prevent

these expectations from being formed and, activated.

When we come to analyze the racially desegregated-classroom, the
featurea of the social system I have been describing have an impoftaqt inter-
action with the presence of a sharp difference in social status, i.ev the
difference in racial membership. The difficulty of addlng social status
distinctions between the students to ‘this picture is that social stAtus can
act as a basis for generalized expectations for competence. What makes ma
tera worse is that when one ihtegrates a thior high school, one is often t't:'\\\

combining black children who are objectively les$ skilled in reading, writing
- . N N .

and speaking standard English. This means that the expectations based on
AN L

being black will operate to exaggerate the expectations based on being A low

achiever.
. . N
My own research’ and that of my associates has proceeded in the exact ' "
rkd ,
1 \‘ ’ )
opposite direction from my pfesentatlon this evenlng. We stdrted w1th the \ .
\ . “~ \\ N s . ‘.‘
effecﬁxok differences in racial® itatus on small group\interactlon (Cohen, ! ’- “
’

1972), and are only now working ouf way toward the rac1ally{;ntegrated clags~

v .t

room where we are forced to deal with already evolved differentiald in aca-
demic skills. 1In the article I have asked you to read (Cohen,-1973), ilde—x
scribe the research process by which we learned one way éo moéify expec;aéi;\
based on race a;\that whites would not dcminate the interaction process when
we brought interracial groups togesher on new tasks. %usan goper and ; (Cohen )

and Roper, 1973) showed in the experiment called Expectation Training Fhat we .

. ‘ ,
could modify these "racist" expectations only by treating both.blacks and
y B , ' \/\ , :“




' 4

whites-~by naving the blacks become teacllers of Fhe'whifes. In the field ex~-

periment in-Oakland, called the Centexr for Interracial Cooperation, Dr. Mark

-

Lohman, Marlaine Katz and I ghowed that effects of Expectation Training

could prevent a pattern of white dominance from forming and that the patterns
- -

. ] R
would not reappear even after several weeks of intense classroom interaction

(Cohen, 1973). ¢

It was in this ficld étudy that we began to expaFﬁnent with restruc-
turing the classroom in order to foster the prese;vation and reipforcement‘)
of equal status relations between blacks and whites. We reasoned that if we
Structured the clascrbcms of the Interracial Center conventionally, with
competition and conventional academic tasks, that we would create an achi'eve-
ment statuc c;raer which would be correlated with racial membership. The net
effect would be a reemercence of white.dominance in interracial interaction;
© -.'We would effectively defeat tﬁe purpose of Expectcticn Training--in other

1

words, having defeated the tendency to use race as a ﬁasis for evaluation we

st

would now see groups where evaluations were being based on one's perceived .

"¥

academlc ablllty-—amountlng to the same 1nteractlon/£3pfern of whlte dominance,

’

\\ I descrlbe 1n the artlcle two key theoretlcal Studies which led us to
choose theokey features.of 'the classroom whlch should be changed., The s dy

at percelved'academmc ablllty in an

“

. L]
* .

by qufma.v\:nq myself (197»2) showed

d on§oin§ classroom has the power, to act 'ust like a Staggs characteristic in

" > \ N

¢ trlggerkng s lf-fulfllllng prophecies on\a non-intellectual non~academic gam

\
- ~ \

of Seal Hun ihg, @hus we decided to avoi éonventiona acadépic tasks and

ich would\dct to ﬁuild up sutch

’

situations allowing invidious comparisons

an écademic status ordéring; Secondly, Awang Had's (l 2) expernnent showed

that when 1nd1v1dual accountabillty as opposé to group accountability was

250
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used, the effects of social status differences were greatly aggravated. Low
status children were much less likely to be active and rnfluential if they
were tole that their contribution to the group product could count negatively
or positively toward aﬁ‘evaluation of . them, .Tﬁerefore, in the cqqperative
classrooms of the field experiment we did not utilize'ineividual'accounta- ’ :

bility; the curriculum structured multiple groudp tasks, and the work groups

b

were accountable for their products.

B -2

Results of the field experiment indicated that Expectation Training

was not the only way to treat expectations based on race. The boys in our

Y

alternative treatment showed strong'patterns of equal ste{us behav10r which

-

N .
the cooperative classroom structure appeared to have effectiveness as a treat-,
\, .| N - M : . e
. . \ .
\\ment by itself. ‘ ' e .
. \ ) . |

It was really only after we had carried out this experxment of cre-

E:r51sted over the weeks of classroan interaction, Furtheﬁmore, worklng in

' . ST
ating a radical new 'social structure that we, were forced to realize just how

[ r

powerful a manipulation this can be. We' now feel that the key aspects of our
L] AY *
alternative structure were its ltlple task character, its use’ of groyp ac= .

fcountablllty, .and its use of hlgh- art1c13atlon cooperatlng groups. On a

- A ¥
more generaI level, we obv10usly dlg\not create a 'selecting and éorting or-

v

’ganlzatlon but’an organlzatlon ostensi Iy des;gn d to teach interraciil co-. -

op;fatlon, where everyone\was most dfrt inly expected to be succeSSful‘ln . | X

& . . \\ oo
vl I\ N \

\\ }learﬂlng ‘R alto cooperatex\ o ‘ X .. B . B ‘\ \ |

[T I

At the moment, We have turned bac to someSgloxe controlled s dies
LS \ \‘_

whjch ‘will allow us to capltalize on Just whlch features of the social sys- -

g a VY

i

- tem\were sgcceSSfUlly manipulated in the summer_school. , Then we should be

\ N . B . . ° . . v -

ready\to try ta combine the more conventional readipg and writing skills

2 ‘[ ’17' <
. ¢ - -

‘) | ‘ ‘ O ' |

[
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e
%

training with a multiple-task curriculum. In a multiple-task burriculum,

people do make evaluations of each other as doing better or worse on a given

>

task. But one's standing on one task is very unlikely to be related to one's -
standing on another task. !

In closing I would like rto make a plea for turniné away from surveys
of school effects, whether or nof:‘ the schools! are ‘inteagra'.ted or segregated,

I do not believe anything constructive will appear from such studies. Rather, ) -

we need to take a fresh look at what we have been calling sohooling and a

» “
fresh look at the zdnge of tasks we have been calling educational. We need

to coneeptualize social system changes within schools~-and this is far broader

“

gauge then trying.to manipulate teacher expectations.
\

\

‘I am talking about systematic experimentaition using rigorous concep-

tualizatioL. I am not talking about the creatlon ‘of "far-out" schools where

v

everyone opera%es in an 1deolog1cal fervor. It will be 'necessary to move back

and forgh\kéom laboretory to field settings and it will be necessary to re-

- F &

thlnk the’ whole issue of human abllltles in-order to create seriously mdﬁi’
l
fied school env1ronments. This is a long-range task made more difficult by - :

the unacceptability-of the premises in my argument to so many people.
«f .

As fellow sociologists interested in making a difference in the field

<

of eﬁucaFion, I therefore urge you to give up those endless questionnaire

! : Y \ o
studies on "school effects" and start to work in learning how to manipulate

the sooiak, system to\khe learner's édvaﬂkioe, IR ‘
o 1 VoW
\ . : ‘ ' ' £ t- LN
- L . - \ \
. , _ AV } .
' ’ ' \ .




Footnote

1. In this study groups of youngsters from the same classroom, whose .
different ranking on academic ability was perceived by all'four’mem—i
“ bers of the groups, showed\differenpial rates of participatfon on a
new task. ¢®iis differential participation was predicted byJ§lass-
room ranking. This occurred despite the fact that the‘criteripn .
task was a game involving mdstly luck, and was unrelated to classroam .
skills. (See Hoffman and Cohen, 1972). .

’ ) ) . - ;
- . - i K ‘ . L N
v Bw@?,Smmg D : . L. i A , ] ;
' 1972 "Unequal Education and tﬂ? Reprddiotion of the”Social Division -
‘ * - of Labor." In Martin Carnoy 1Ed.) Schooling in 'a Corparate,
Society: The Political Edpnomy of: Education.in America. N.Y.%

>
¥

- v

. David McKay & Co.,; pp. 57-60. . ", .
Cohen, Elizabeth G... ‘ I ,
1972 "Interracial Interaction Disability." Human Relations, \25:1,
" . 9-24. ' - ' \
: i . ' A

. “ \ | ) I
1973  "Modifying the Effects of Social Stfucturéx" American Be-
’ & , Tt

havioral Scientist, 16:6, 861-878.

Cohen, Elizabeth G. and Susan Roper. ‘ '
1973  "Mbdification of Interracial Interaction Dis ility,”
Amerisyn Sociological Review', 37:6, 643<657. .

\ ~ 3
Coleman, James S., et -
N 1966 QEquality £ Educationélkﬁpportunity. Washington, D, C.: U. S.
Govt. Printing Office. )

. Y

.Had, Awang ' . . ‘ : .
- 1972 "Effects ¢f\Status and Task Outcome Structukas uponl Observable

‘- Power|\ and Pristige Order of Small Task-oriented Groups." >
. ‘Unpub) Ph.D. Pissertation, St ford*Universi ‘

y

eth™g, Cohen . V\ \E
1972  "An Explpratory Study to Determiﬁ@ the Effects Af Generalized
Academic Rerformance Expectations Upon the Xctivity,.and Influ-

c> ence of Stident$ Engaged in-a Group.Simulation Game." Paper
presented af anrnual meeting” of Amerikan Education§1 Research
Chicago. T . .o
\

Association,

\ : R
t . P .
‘ - . .
, :}EZQJ . )
' ‘ 4
" -.o232 . -~




Rist, Ray C. \ . )
1970  "Student Social Class. and Teacher Expectations: The Self-
; Fulfilling Prophecy in Qhetto Education." Harvard Educational
Review, 40, 411-451. %' .« ,

*

Smith, Marshall s.

"Equality of Edugational Opportunity: The Basic Findings Re-

1972
considered.” In Frederick Mosteller (Ed.) On Equality of Ed-
§ o »
ucational Opportunity. N.Y.: Random House, p. 248.
»
'
L 4 -
\ :
" N\ . 3
A ['4 . . ' -
4 . ¢
. ¢ IS 4 \ ' K »
. | ‘"
ol - . > f \\
- ) \\. . .,
. o .
- P .
Al >
3 ) '
L] ‘; - -
v . - N v \ \ " ¢ '
v v L ’
B -
. [ * s
. - : , ' :
' ' <y » * v ‘e &
"o 4 . A ! .
' ‘. ° ’ N ) .
> . ) -
L] ~
v - o e Y ‘
. . - R . N 4 .
. - v [ - w . Pad . f] ,
', - . .
¢
- A E »
o 0 . LY . -
—_— . ! >
' v A . .
. - . ‘ N | . N
. .- . / \ )
. , ¢ . . + . . . ,-g’ . 'Y ) ,
v ,':\/ » / \ ’ '
v ' . d/‘ \\
» « - L ] Y i
" ' .
e . . " A .
1
. b
- 0 . . hd .
: 1l 4 .
+ . A
) \
-'~ , - )
et N
Qx ,
1 1
s 1]
* N { \“
233 .
\.1 L ¥ ¢ : “




' w

\

!

’aent that both parties to the social action must be given new expectations,

AN EXPEBIMENTAL APPROAéH TO ‘SCHOOL EFFECTS -~ - .
DISCUSSION BY CLARENCE BRADFORD (
UNIVERSITY OF CALTFORNIA, LOS ANGELES
*
DR BRADFORD: Let me differentiate the comments I hiave. The first
comments are aince;§d toward the immediate issue at hahd, Professor Cohen's’

work on the modification of the impact of sociaL structures. I imagine

L

civility would dictate this priority. My second set of cdmments are directed

at the informal agenda items, the dssue of policy-oriented versus basic’ re-

. . - M
“\ P

think that the tﬁo sets of comments can be meaningfully rela ed ’ e

)
.
3

9

Y
Let me say first that most of my rema}Ks on Professor Cohen's work

.
o

are based on her papers that were c1rcu1ated aL the beginning of the confer-
/
ence. I have not had an opportunity to digest her paper that was just read
. - .
_to us. But i believe my second set of comments w111 be aQ\least artially

{

. K

%ppropridte to saﬁe parts of it. “52?4" ‘ \

[ K f

turn, ‘Influence behavior in classroom-like settings. To” me, the findi

' p T . s I3
that may have been conttary to, the researcher's initial expectations ar

particularly of interest.' This inclydes the results of the first lab exp

not just the victim of the low status a351gnments. The other particularly

mteresting result is "the success of the alternative procedure in%he summer

school setting and its implication that the’ school authorlty structure is an
rd - v
effective determlnant of student perceptions of peer status.




2

. .
" The sum of these findings would seem to have a number of implications
for other research ahd let me comment on at least one of them. This con~-
" /
cerns the iMpact of the oréanizatlonal context Jointly with the effect of

group versus individual a countabillty. First as to uhe/‘iséct of the organ-

lzatlonal context. Thou htful school adminiétrators s be pleased to see

this context effect, foy the schools put a lot of effort into cre 'hg a

- AN

status system. Some off this is obvious; the teachers have titles, um&o\rms

. .
~

(in terms of their dress codes), and privileges that give them a higher "\

status than the students. (Most schools have given up the platforms from \\\
\ . : )

which the teachers can look down on the students.) In turn, the administra-

tors have symbols of a still higher tatus; privileges, servants in the form

of office workers, and private, socmetlimes posh, qffices\r This is supposed

to be a_functional status system. It|is upposed to impress students, teach~

ers and parents as to~how the system wiill operate best. The school organiza~

tion also lets it be known that it.has a %tatus system for students. Seniors
\

. ) \
‘ha¥e more status;than freshmen; students who obey the rules have more status

than those who don)t, and hard workers and achievers have higher status.
. “ -
Many peéople would argue that theae are functional and relevant status factors.

What I ink is the main issue for this cdnfdrence is that the school as an

% P .., \
organization lets it be known that there dre other factors to one's status;

~

factors I sure this group finds to be Joth irrelevant and disfunctional

o T
for the schools' objectives,. Many of thege are equally obvious; ri¢h over
the pocr, the\white over the~black, and the males over the females.

These preference systems of the authorifies are not lost on the kids.

‘The system, of rewards and punishments is handed out to the students in part

‘ . "
on the basis of' their acting within this imposed status hierarchy, which, I

o 2k

:\ ) 235 ‘ . , -
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. “,'..'. ’ s '. ‘. o . \

hope, brihgs m%,to the relatidnship of this té the issue of individual¥versus

group accountahilityi I could'a}gue“that Cohen'ststudies show'that organiza—

tlon of the summer school’ did in: factp commuhicate to the individual student v
v,

that he was to behaye in a nonctmpetltive way that the individual student

2

\- would be held agcountable for any behaviors that were not group oriented..

¢ ¢ . . » ' N ’ .
oI believes there are.a number of alternative ways of viewing the re-

. \ . e N i
.1

sults of these studiés. And ‘as ever, this implies more research is needed.

[ RS .

1

.

. Before leaving the academic comments, let me note two things: 'There is an

|
.

lncreaSLng amount of ev1dence frqm a 'variety of 'sources 1nd1cat1ng that the

RN

degree of control and the expectations,of the school authorJ.ty structure has

& 1]

L "a SLgnlflcaqt lmpact on the student behavioérs. Th7/other note is a caution-

ary one:. Thé results obtained in the study of special summer program

treatment vi riable in these ;iudies is a manipulation of student expectations,
.you must be %oncerned about whether’you have sel‘ ted studehts who are spe-
c%ally sensltlve to this kind of maén?ulatlon. ‘Alsd I might argue that \stu-
dents of junior high age whqg can be talked anto goln to a s er schoollare,
in’' fact, the particulgrly.manipulable ones. \ (

_And .now, let me make some brief comments. to the other agenda As

: \
the issue of action versus research, I believe Professor Coheﬁ\s\work is
‘ &

evant here. As a-group we have some status.{ﬁ? have tltles, We have hibli-

v

ographles and we have resumes, all of which show \re haVe spec1al powers, and

that other people recognlze and give ﬂeference to our expertise. That s -
' ‘ / ¢
\
status, This status gives us power, not much I admit, but some. Given this
bR 1 . , R : v
status, we caq‘sometimes tell other people what to da. We have the argument

. v b
- e

that we know morq about the lssue than they do, and we are really dolng what

' .
,\ “ ‘o v/" .
. - . by
: SR ".gid .
.

- . A

’a

»

o : .’ 236°




2
) . .-
L

'
.

is best for them in the Yong run. We don't do it this directly: But, we -

do havé the power to get to the people who are cqntrol ing‘thing37'the éd-
“ministrator, the media, the money. We can show Bur badges and ¢redentials
A3 - % .

and then %ive our views. That is real'pPQer. And I believe it is the most |
AR : v .

effective weapon that we as a group of sociologists, educators, stddéhts or

K , 4 ? ’
g scholars have.| I don't believe we have any choice between action add re—~

1 0 - [
‘ - %
search., It is onlg so long as we are 'recognized as having special, dbjec-

q}vely derived knowledge, that’ we have that spec¢ial powék to &hfluence things. -~

Give Wp research .and we give db our status. Lose the statis and we lose the

s

special power to tell other pegple what to do. . \\JJ
I said there ‘would be some comment on the issue of policyxversus basic

fesearch. To make it very brief,.I belleve the distinction\is offen exagger- N\
" ‘ , &

! a§ed. Much too often research is called policy oriented if it is asking for
. R Pl \

a simple answer.ﬁo a hard question that would\not have been asked if the'evi--\

] . 1
dence of long-term research had been examined. Still, the people who make \ i
. . N . . °

decisions should do it on the basis of fact. It is your responsibility to

° 3

give them the best answers you can within,the real world constraints of time
- |

and money. It also is your responsibiliéy to convince the policy-maker that

the quick answer to the seemingly obvious question may not.be what he really

.

wants. Use your status to convince him he needs the answers only long-term
- D -
research can givé. s

‘\




.cern was expressed for the effects thls flndlng might ?ave on the PreSLden-

* AN EXPERIMENTAL APPROACH TG SCHOOL EFFECTS

L -

A DISCUSSION BY W. RUSSELL ELLIS
— UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY g -
~ o i

e

- -
»

. . ‘8 .
DR. ELLIS: This.is an item fron-the New York Times, Year 2055V |
1 - . .

"It has been incontrovertibly discovered, proved on the Smith and ﬁesson IQ
. ) ;

v h ‘
test, controlling for' everything conceivable, that whité- people are more

intelligent than black people." You're in the futyre now. "Immedfate con-

Dy

’ \

tial asplraslons of Dr. Arthur Jensen, but even more ldportant was concern \

. . \
. . |
M }

for the massive unemployment among educational researchers that might ensue. i
But some concern was expressed for the possible politifcal outcomes, and im- .
act n other minorities, of this finding. .

‘ "Howe&er, there is some hope, based on research being conducted on
Vi ‘\ . . ) ) ’ o .
e West Coast of this country that, in fact, despite such findings, whites .

can be donvinced, and so can blacks, that the blacks are just as smart as whites .

Dy

if the school class is organized the right way. Dr. Jensen has pronised that
tne\cerree;ion of this particular nerveision of education fef white students
can bhe dealt with if he is elected President, and he believes‘there needs %o
be a e-educaFion of whites to their true superior genetic endowment."
The point is probably as multiple as there are those of yon out there \

to heaq 1t. But without lmmersing myself in the rellglon‘of science, which

upon Sp ndlng my time with archltects I have learned to ignore, it is ver;\////k
° b \
at there is some stupidity on our part ﬁn really doing this American  ° .

4

clear

i ) -
1

1

thing orce again to another issue. That is, we look to prove that we can act

morally|if we can demonstrate scientifically that it is a correct act. ——

243
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get it wrong, or if they do, we have ways of handling that..

1 Wéla like us to get off that roller coaster. We have jdbs that
|

are very nice; we make tremendous refinements in our measures. We measure.. |

what the community of our peers says is worth measuring, and that, of course,

-~

determines e view of the world we have.

But,jin fact, I would hope--although I have Jo confidence whatsoever-- \
that if sciénce-did noﬁ prove that I was equal to you, in fa¢t that woﬁld‘ﬁot.v\ \
. ) ) .

reorder your institutions. That is my basic point about the policy issues of
this. ) ' { ' . "
.« - \ {

Secopdly, I would like to comment, not so much,areally, gn.%be m;thod-
. . ’ o -
ology or the findings of the research, but on something else that has cd;g >

. ' v e
to interest me. ,
¢ ' . -
The par cular argument that I would like to make is that-we should

reach into the \rld of ummediated knowledge of the partic1pants 1n social

systems of schools and find a way to expllcate that knowledge; knowledge that
is not mediated by self-consciousness and training in universities. Because
=

whatever participants in social systems say about what they"doz they never -

s
-

{ - .

v

One *of the things we do for them as professional investigators of so-

‘ . I'd
- »

cial systems is to have an image of their world for them. That is what we do

4

as sociologists.. We look at the world, and then we say, ah ha, there it is; \\ .

¢ we

there is a norm, and here is, a role, and it is being enacted. Aﬁa we con-
& . .

3

strue the world and the order in the world for the participants in varigqus < <

social systems: :

Unfortunately for the social sfstems we look at,-we often impose on
. ' . T . .
the order out-there the rules, ndrms, and features of that society we live

in, 4nd that moral wofld\is very different from the world out there, so that
4, N

R4y
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the canons of science come into pIay. We cannot look at anything we cannot

-, ,talk about with same rigor, so that the social ‘systems ,we look at wind up

having features that are required by the world we live in. The people whe

lide in social systems cannot make that mistake, by and large, because they
De

haven%t gone through that socialization. . . )
' Al - N . .

.

The problem-I see with that is that the world of policy~makeérs is full
of images of social systems that have been generated by participants in the

social systems of soéialfécience. That is what they operate on. When they

. [
>y

want to know how to act*zn a moral, or at least political way--let S separate

thqse--what they- do 1& they reach’ back‘lnto their bag of official images,

’

pull one out and say look, we funded research, and here is what it looks like.
If they re hostllé\to race mlxture, they, say, 1t doesn't make any dif-
. fe}ence. Let's forget it. Stop those buses. _If they fund the right kind of

research that looks at a stéhgsgic set of variables that ignores that, they

Y

. . *
» can say, yes, it does make a difference; let's keep it up.

I think ‘that the broble@ resides in the fact that the canons of the -

social system of social science require that we have discrete and clear de-

~ scriptive images of social systems and explanatory images of social systems.

- 4 .
In other words$}as ethnologists and ethnographers, we ghould bé able to say
> as clearly as possible what is there. And if we}re re;}lyfaood; aﬁ some

point we tan say why it is there and why it functlons that wayﬁ)

Seldom are we held responSLble for hav1ng moral lmages. What I' mean
) .

by that is, seldom are we obliged to articulate for the general consumption

of policy-makers, or just plain old folks, i\wqxld informed by what we know
about man--man embraces woman—;whgt our best hopes are for humanity, to which

1
we refer our research. 244. e
' ]
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An example: At a recent meeting I atténded there was an intense

-

struggle gver whether to investigate segregated schools as well a;’desegre-.

gated schools. ) . -

One persoﬁ asked: "Would you ‘'study the relative merits of élavery
’

and freedom?" T

.

-But, in fact, what about that? Because What'our struggle was around

was, how about doing what some medical people are doing now? Let us focus

on health: let us take all our baggage, all our rigor, all our science, and

look at a good deéegregated school, an effectively--as we galled it, I be-
/

.

t

lie;ZP-an effect{vely desegregated schoo®. Pull out the stops. -
? 0
My notion was that we would look to the participants to find for us

whether or not it was goodwor bad, effective or not effective. So what I

-

would hope is that, primarily through the medium of the peopla~who have to .
Y ) .

. live out the stuff we're programming for them, we discover what some morally
informed” images of social life are and conduct our research through those we -

select, through those moral imagés we select as people.
n’.

Mehan anticipated a lot of what I was going to say. But the last

o

sentence in his paper is, "Each of us is responsikle for the world we live B
3

in and are(capable of making other worlds." "

Now, ‘he says he is not sure that he wants to determine what that world .

o

is like, and I know better. aAfter a couple of Scotches, I thlnk I could

>

chéck out where his mind is headed on those things. .

But whag I ask of Ellzabeth Cohen, if you Look at_the funny little

L]

mathematics ‘of my news release, is when you take out all the science, is the
moral image implied in the research you conduct and the results you come up

R
. with--does that come to a world you would like to see?
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What doés it mean to manipulate relationships, the social system. of

[y

the «lassroom,” that way? And if that could be interpreted into the world
of 2055, would we want that to take place?

. When we invent a social system from our investigations, morally in-
formed or not, we maﬁe life. Let us make sure that when we do research and

we construct new life, we construct life that is morally informed and pre-

dicts a world we wouldn't mind living in ourselves. .

N
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AN EXPERIMENTAL APPROACH TO SCHOOL EFFECTS

DISCUSSION BY JANE MERCER

—

-~ UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE { '
; , .
\ .

. nd
PR. MERCER: I would like just to share a few thoughts with you. 1I
/ -~
think my position is some place between Liz Cchen's and Russ Ellis' as far

*

as the way I seegthe role of the person doing the research in Q\\ool deseg-

-

\\\\ regation, wiich, essentially and 1nevf€ebly, becomes policy research, be~
cause I haye fqund that whenever you open your mouth, whatever you say,

there is somebody there from the press who wants to pick up something that

2

is relevant to policy.

I am going'to take these few minutes just to share with you a model
which we have been developing that I thlnk may be relevant in this context.
During the past two years, We;have been looking at desegregated schobls on
the West Coast, and we have n;w collected data on about 180 elementary
schools, and We(have'about 30 or 40 secondary schools. . This includes sam-
ples of about 30,000 or 40,000 kids. We have aggregated their individual re~
sponses to school level scores. :

,‘" N

We began our project with a model in our heads of what an effective
desegregated scho6{ would be like. All the schools in our sample are schools
that have been desegregated as a resule of social policy, because of buEing.
They are the schools in San Francisco, Pasaden&<\?xnard, Ménrovia--you recog-
nize the names of the towns.. So we had to begin with a model of- what a good

desegregated séﬂool would loock llke.

So we used a rather simple continuum. At one end of the continuum we

R Ve
said this is a segregated school; at the middle of the continuum is desegre-

»
LR )

* . | YAV,
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gation, which we defined as simply mixing the bodies, the act of moving -

& ]

kids, relocating kids in different schools; and then.at the far end of the
continuum, ﬁe used the termm integration. Integration is the process that
can begin to take place once desegregatibn has oOccurred, and which we have

found to a large extent has not begun to take place in most schools at which ' ‘

3

we are looking. '

‘.rv

This is why I fegl very strongly myself that research that focuses or .

desegregation as the critical variable, comparing with segregated schools, is

@

simply missing the critical educational issue. The issue is not relocating

children, ght\denelgping‘a process affer that relocation that might move

toward an effective deségregatéd school. I would argue that that is where.

-

research emphasis should be in this area.

s

Now, we defined an integrated school along several different dimen-
. ' !
sions. But, essentially, ;% would be a school in which there were quality
outcames that were equal for children of all ethnic groups, so §uality equals

equality, if you follow this.

Then we had to define 'the dimensions that we felt were significant.
We said,—iéll, academic achievement, YQ§7 the knowledge and skills needed .
to make it in an industrial society. an integrated school would be producing

these kinds of outcomes for all the kids who go there.

But what, in addition, would we expect such a school to produce?‘Q:;\\7

N

we got a list of about eight or nine outcomes that we considered rather rel-

~ . e 7

evant that would indicate whether § school was adequately integrated. We
felt that kids shoula have a positive self-concept, self-esteem, self-confi-
dence; that they should have equal liking for schpol, thaty they would enjoy . fo

school. We had found in earlier research, that ahxiety levels were different

¥
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would not find that some kids were more anxious in the schobl setting than

[ . .
others; that they would all feel relaxed and positive about the environment.

.

We felt that in an integrated school the outcome shonld.be that.young-- . \__/j

' sters would have positive identity with their own ethnic group and respect .

for other ethnic groups. The black kid would feel good about being black;

Chicano kldS would feel good about being Chicano; and that they would have, ) . o

v *
mutual respect for each other; that there would be cross-ethnic friendships !

v

and mixing. These would essentially be the ocutcome qariables in termsyof

the students. . .#/ .
« We theorized that the environment of such an integrated school the

learnlng env1ronment, would probably be characteflzed by equalfy positive .

attitudes on the part of teachers'toward the children of all ethnic groups;

that there would be critical var}ables in the school situation, and that

’

there would be a multi-cultural qurriculum. We had quite a few other vari-
ables reiated to the learning enviromment. .

I am going to,just jump on because I want to tell you hhat we found
in the schools that'we've looked atf First of all, we got involved in a
very interesting process. It started out t9 be just oﬁiyway of pa&ing sur
dues for?gathering data. We a;reed'with each of these_school districts that ¢

if they would let us collect data we would return profiles on the results for

their schools. This all started off, you see, to be a way of diving feedback

for the schools to become part of this process, and we hoped they would stay
with it year after year after year. . .

' It turned out that giving the profiles back was an infinitely more in-
teresting process than anythipg We:had engaged in before. We started by stand-

25

245 | /—\D




'
. RE TR .
.
. » : v
L » Y . \ L]
v

ardizing our measures across our populatlon, and then we developed ccmputer -

' '

proflles with Which 1t/was possible to take ‘the average for a school and seé

. . .R s

how that average-compared with the average for the entire sample. We showed
[\

. M ) -

the range of all.the school scores for the schools in our sample, and then

.
]

we did a little analysis of¥variance across ethnic groups, showing whether
. f
. N e .

there were sxgnlflcant differences across ethnic groups within each school.

.
N [y

) Therefore, people could see the outcome of schools in_their own dlstrlct .

compared to other schools, as well as the outcome between ethnic groups

w1th1n schools, . ' < : .

. * # a\
* We did this as sort of a service operation, if you will. And we soon

? ] -

v

became involved in a v fascinating process of going back to individual
3 ery p ‘L

' 1
schools with -these prdfiles to show staffs.what the outcomes were.

Thig brings me to one poiqt that I would like to make. We discovered. -

L3

that in-this process of feeding back.information, there were some persons who

completely rejected not only our philosophy of what an integrated school is, .

. & Rasdit ]

but, then, of course, would attack” the measures, and so forth. That was all
part of it. There were other schools that were interested and began to be *

very introspective about the results. 0verall we concluded that, thlS feed—

- i
back process could develop into a very 'significant mechanism for gaining

- ’

entree to social systems to help thensembark on the process of social change.

As people;looked at the profiles they would see, gee, the black kids really

don't 11ke going to school here, and that the Mex1can—American kids really
v L

“have dlfferent levels of anxiety in our school compared -to others; or that :.

3
our kids seem to be quf%e unfriendly, according to’the sociometrics. -

s Then they would begin to ask questions. Well, why is it that way? . »
Is this rea%}y true? And then they would begin to test the reality against
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their own experience, and then they would Begln to question, begin to set
goals. And we could see a very interesting process, a system process, be-

/ v
ginning to take place. ' v

A
Then, of course, the demand comes back. Alright; we don't feel good
about what is going onuin our school.\ Now, can you help us do something

about it? Where shall we go; what,kinds of programs?

We find ourselves now rather on the cutting edge of thig sort of >

thing,. because at this point, we say, yes, it looks like you have problems.

And they say, yes, we know we have prdblemé. And we say, well, we're n&t

7]

-

[}

-

really too sure what to tell you to do about it, because at this point in °*

history we really don't know very much about how peoble develop effective

.
“

desegregated schools. That.is sort of where we are. . :
» - 4
So at this point 'we felt thz need, which I thiAk is critical in this

sort of research, to develop some type of a model about what it is that is

’
L3

involved in effective desegregation. ‘

P 4 [N\ ' .
There were two'or three findings that I'want to share with you that
A

-

I feel are cr?%ical in this. First, we found that overall, when we put all .
- . B 3 LA
of our original 10,000 kids together in the eample and compared them by ethnic
; '

9
gréups, that the outcomes are vefy different. The self-concepts of black and

.

. .
Chicano kids are more negative; their self-esteem~-and those questions are .
4 . 1 -

related to the school situation--are more negative than those of Anglo kids;

that they have higher leveis“of schoel anxiety-~and these are all situational
questions, anxiety related to school situations; a higher level of what we
f .

are calling s#atus anxiety is the competitive situation in the school. . -

We find differences in identity, identification.with own ethnic group;

big differences in cross~ethnic friendship within schools. In general--and

.o 1 4
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——
of course the’ achlevement differences are enormous--the outcomes from deseg- -
. R L

N regated schools are very different across ethnic groups...
#e also found, which will surprise none of you, that most of the

variance lay within the school; that on *these measures only 5 to 10 per cent
? 13
, , v , ‘e , .
of the variance is between-school; the rest'is within school variance. <

Now, what, kinds of conclusions can we draw from this? Well, one con- f

I -

clusion could be that of Jencks, Jthat schools really don' 't make too much

4

difference. It is some place else. Howeyer, I think that this is a trap
-

that we can ea51ly fall into in educational research, because there is another

’ .

ssibility.
po i | 27

The other possibility is that there are institutional processes that
. ‘ , ' b
are so universal in all of the gchools we are studying that they are generat-

ing similar outcomes. . aAnd by looking at variance between systems thatﬁere

LY

essentially identical, we are not going to be able to anster anything; that,

in fact, we do not have enough variance within the schools that we .were look-

)
< - "

ing at. . A
4

.

- .
- Now, if this is true--and this is the way that I interpret our f¥nd-

ings--then thie demands a different approach. Aand the approach comes much

. 3
closer to'ethnomethoddlogy and ethnography. It is to try to identify those -
. . /
with regularized Jnstitutional processes which ate producing the differential

outcomes in every one of the s%hools that we looked at, with about three'ex—

ceptions, because the processes are very, very SLmllar. ‘ . ‘

So we are now--tha group working ,with me on thig--trying to develop a
model which we want to go back and'test. . o
~ - . 1./3 \

It is essentially this: our ba51c hypothesis is that there are ingti-" -

tutional processes operating in all of these schools, and that i5ﬁwhv we ﬁo -

¥

”
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not get between-school dlfferenccs, that essentially the schools are geared -
to reenact the unequal status\strqctures of the larger society, that the
schools have processes which redeveldp, which reenact in the school itself, !
thé differential status structures in thé larger sociepy; Because- children
come in and then are‘s;eateq.digferentially and unequally, as Profégébr

Cohen's research shows, children become socialized through the schools to

Dy . ) .

. accept the unequal statuses that they are later going to*occupy. o

——

So you have unequal inpyts, then the system itself perpetuates them

b

Y N
by the way it operates, and you gkt outputs that are perhaps even more un-

equal than the inputs.

I posit that there are probably nine institutional processes, at least

| -

in the schools that we are looking® at, that might account for much of the

variance. What we are going to do now is go back and take a closer look at

our most extreme social systems, to see if, in fact, there is enough variance

so that we can tease out whether these might be processes that are involved.'

*
I am going to list them as our hypotheses; as the institutional proc-

<

esses which are rééhacting in the schools the unequal statuses of the larger

‘
'

society.

First--you would not be surprised, because of my other research--we
feel that ugidimensional.testing proceéﬁres, focused on norm-reference test-
ing, themselves help to reenact the unequal statuses.

And we visualize that we can comparé schools that are very highly -

tied to norm-reference testing, and IQ testing of everybody right down the

line, with dome of the schools that have abandoned testing, and have gone'to

&

. : ¢

the other extreme. They are working more with criterion-reference testing.

We are hoping to get enough variation to tease out the effects of testing as

"
.

4 system variable. - 2b O
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The second process is” the grouping practices in the schogls. At one

extreme would be SChools whex® the grouping practices almost completelx re-

/

+
capitulate the socio-economic and ethn1c soc1al structures, and other schools

-

where the grouping practices are based upon sociometric choige and do not re-
. ‘e . ,
capitulate differential statuses. We have discovered one school that has )

been using the sociometric choice'approach to grouping that has some really
exciting programs.* I have one of ny graduate students tracking down what is

C)

going on in that high school.

The_thikg\thing We see ie aéult models. The adult models in the school
reenact the larger society. The teachers for the most part are Anglo; the
éara—professionals‘a}e black; the custodians are Mexican-American; the princi-

' pals a?e men. .

Thé perfect reenactment!

So we ‘would say elright, there is a dimension here. There are some
e;hools that we are looking At that aﬂ% desegregated but&bsfll have(aII Anglo
staffs. We have o ers that have highly-integrated staffs/ We'll see
whether these adult mpdels make a difference.

The fourth dimeénsion is parental participation. We found large dif-
ferences. 1In the schools that we are looking at, the Anglo parents tend to
dominate the parental structure. They have the power, the influence, the
clout. The Mexican-American parents are the parents who aren't thefe, who
have no clout. They are just seen as almost nohexistent by the teachers.
Black parents zary. In some schools, they are po\werful; in same schools,
they are not. So we are getting these differences.

Well, we would hypothesize that in a desegreggted school that was not

reenacting differential status, we would have parents of all ethnic groups

4
having equivalent clout; equivalent input into the curriculum. -

-~
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. The cohpetiFive structure of the school, the extent to which compe-
tition generates status anxiety, is anét.her dimension wogﬂlx looking at. |, .-
Another is the extent té which students are integrafed structurally
into the extracurricular activitiesbof the school; that is, *he extent to N
which the valued statuses in the school system are shared proportionately

L4
\
by students of all ethnic groups. This becomes a very easy thing to measure .

aé the high school %Fvel; a little kit more tricky for elemé;tary schools.

%he.pattern of busing is anotler very critical element. ‘In many sys-
tems, it is the‘Ainority children who are put on the bus, who are moved into .
the middle class Anglo schools. ?hey are the out;iders, so they start off,
you ses, as ou‘biders to begin with. They don't‘really belong there. We
think that this i; an institutional process that leads to differential status. I ~

The c;%;iculum content, 'of course, is mainly Anglo-centric. We do /
have a range here, from ;he mopo~-cultural to the pulti—cultural curriculum, /

And then, finally, an in;titutional variable is the relevance of the |
program to the needs of 'ndividhal children. There ‘are some schools tﬁat /
have a lot of special persons around to cater to the special needs oé Anglo | .
children--you know, art teachers, music teachers, speech teachers--but very |
little in the way of assistance for the special meeds of minority childken. .
For example, the Spanish-speaking child who is ju;t learning English; only \\
recently have California schools even aédressed that problem.

Now, we feel that these institutiohal pé;terns—;you can probably think

- ~ v,

of more, but these are the nine we are focusing on because we think we can

operationalize them~-probably have an additive quality. If we could spme

place find a school that was out ét—the far ernid on all of these, where the

y 4
grouping pattern:did not reconstruct the larger society; where. the testing

PHICEIN
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that we would find a sthQol that was getting quite equivalent soa;s of out-

comes from kids from all éthnié backgrounds, and the further schools are

[ ]

toward the Anglo-centric ends, the more different the ocutcomes.

Now, whether we have enough variance in our population ,to tease this
. , .

out, I really don't know. But I tﬁink Perhaps. these kinds of questions may

finally have to be answered within an experimental design, where somehow we .

’

would find some schools that would allow us to intervene and get rid of all.

~

of these institutional processes that are reenactihg the larger society and

see if we could, ig fact, influence the outcomes at the other end.
$s

like Professor Cohen, that eventually we have to go to an experimental de-

I feel,

2

sign, to get definitive answers. . . -

-y
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. VII. CONCLUDING SUMMARY SESSION
-4  ~ COMENTS BY WILLIAM G. SPADY -

,

. NATIQ;I:L INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION (SESSION CHAIRMAN)
: . ' \

-

DR. SPADY: I've been asked to Chair this final SeSSlon only because

I wds the only'lnvited speaker who was from NIE, given that NIE sponsored

the Conferené% as a }earnlng vehicie both for us as an institute and for you
as préfessional colleagues. . This responsibility I can manage, but I hope

I'm not given the responsibility of beiﬁg\the eltimate Synthesizer of all 0

that has gone on here for three days.

. N : 4
I thought that w& would try to have the people on sdgfzinal parel

this morning react to and extend same of the issues that were raised in our

.

T~
general discussion a short while ago. And if there was one major and over-
. .

riding issue, it seemed to revolve around the balance in the work we are an-
alyzing and proposing between a more, -if you will, ' structural," "sociologl—
cal,"” or "large-scale organlz;tlonal“ perspectlve and a more “"micro," "clags-
roam-oriented" or "person erieeﬁed“ research perspective.

Perhaps the issu? was originally phrased in a way that created scme- -
e,whet of a false’ d¥chotomy--at le;st our ;Z:penses tended to’emphasize that. '
But‘i would like to work toward an interpretive, if not synthetic, strategy
here iq the final session to see if thexe is some real common ground between .

these two opposites. Perhaps we can suggest a kind of research approach to

this set of problems tirat would allow us, in fact, to link these two domains

together. . : i . ! ,
Initially I would like to ask each of the panelists, in temms of the
ideas presented to us, if, they have some particular perspective that they

" might like to offer on this issue. Later we can allow for scme reaction

’ - ’\2‘) O . )

’
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from you in the audience to their points of vie%, how they see the work that -
- L

they're doing, or how they see their overall'interpretation of what we've

1

attempted to do'in the previous two days.

4 .

So allow me to turn fifst to the person whose work has been most

»

closely identified with a concern with the person and with individual vari-
ables and what has been described as a more psychological orientation (whether

. - * that' s correct or not) and ask Mr. Mehan if he would like to jump off the

L]

. cliff first. . . ‘ ’

\

.
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CONCLUDING SUMMARY SEVSSI'ON\ -

o COMMENTS BY HUGH MEHAN

2 UNIVERSITY OF GALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGQ

I find it ironic that I am introduced as sitting on the far right -

given the way ethnomethodology is genérally seen in the discipline of soci=~
ology.’ ’

I would like to respond to a number of comments made this morning and

yesterday about the status of ethnomethodological research in education. )

-

First I'd 1ik!:to reply to Mr. Spady's comment that my work and other work
in ethnomethodology is "person centered" and “psychological® in‘nature. I -

also heard it said ‘during this'morning's session that analysis done from

.

an ethnomethodological and ethnographic point of view is psychological reduc-
tionism. 1I'd like to say flat out that is not the case. Ethnomethodélogical

studies do not reduce anklysis to internal or private states. In fact, the
concluding point in my presentation yesterday was that notions like "abili-

ties" could not be seen as private or internal states. Instead, they are —

emergent phenomena available only in interaction.

¢

One of the many cogent remarks' that Professor Lortie made yesterday

in discussing my presentation had to do with a version ofka "Hegelian syn-

" thesis" between ethnamethodology and sociology. One form that such a synthe-
sis might take could be through cooperative work between sociologists study-
ing social structure and ethnomethodologists looking a£ interactional struc-
turing acFiy}t{esZ

*

I think I mentiongd yesterday that I found Jang Mercer's book, Label-

ing the Men%ally Retarded, very helpful in that regard. The ethnomethodologi-

)
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cal presentation of that study is of high quality in the sense that the re-
sults are strongly located. It seems to me that Mercer's correlational study

could be extended by an ethnamethodological study. The first stage would
4

B

be a replication of Mercer's study in another setting. The structural fea-

¥

tures which are associated with the piacement of students in educational
categories like the mentally retarded would be obtained. Then, ,the interac-
tional activities of school personnel along the various stages of the label-
ing progess would be examined to see how educational placement is ac;omplished.
In that version of Lortie's synthesis, a quantitative and qualitative study
«would be done together to locate both the relatiops among social variables

and the interactional work which structure.the social factors in the first

place.

o

A ﬁetaphor might be hg;pful‘to display what I mean by interagtional
structuring activities. A friend and I w;re walking on one of the 5éautiful
Monterey beaches yestérday near a pier. The pief consists of two parts, a

. .
fixed and stable deck that remains visible and a éet of pillars interacting
with the fluid environmegt maihtaiping that‘structure, that are not always
visible. I was struck by the fact that when the  tide is in, the pilings

which hold up the pier are not visible. The pier just appears to be on the

water. When the tide is out, the pilings which hold it up become visible.

My work is trying to reveal the activities which provide foxr' the visible
social structure. Often sPecial'work is nece;sary to expose the structuring
activities. A e \\5 o

A third domment made about interactionafistudies this morning was éhat
they are limited to the study of dygds. That is not the cas®~ There is

enough literature in qthnoﬁethodollgy’évailable that -shows that fa;@al or-

ganizations like the policezw?osbitals, small groups-like encounter groups,

decision making processes, information processing activities can be studied ‘.

256
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from this perspective. In addition to a.report about ethnomethodological

‘studies in educational settings, I was proposing a metaphor for research in

my presentation.‘ A feature of ethnomethodological research 1n any setting

is the attempt to 9et close to the phenomenon and capture it in its own terms

'wlthout laylng an alien structure on top of it. \\_;

I would also like to make clear that these studies are not being done

b

to criticize the particular’teachers and testers you saw on the videotape.

9 ~—~

And that misunderstanding allows me to comment on an issue that I have been

troubled by 'since the conference began. My concern is that professional re-

‘
searchers are at a conference like this discussing the issues of the school

separated from the people that have to live those ‘issues on a practical, day

to day, basis. .

~

-

It is easy to make glib, offhand, and critical comments about the way

* Y

schools are run. I wonder if the discussion we had this morning which was

.

very critical of the way schools work, would have taken place if it had been

in a school, with the principal and teachers sitting there. It is qasy to

go inte a school, do a quick study, leave that school, and publish an article

‘or book which says the schoo;s are not maeting the needs of kids. I wonder

if the participants at this conferenceé or members of this assoeiation could

not only gather informatiqp about schools, but could also: remain in the

schools to work with school people to determine the pnext step in improving

education,

Russ Ellis made an p&{tant observation this morning: We must never

) \
" ‘forget that people are ‘always living their lives. Teachers have to be in’

_schools day in ané day, out. Their lives are fllled with overwhelmlng practi-

; . N - . -
cal problems. Therefore, if we are going to do research in the schools that

-

. a “ 26“1




‘¢

is critical of people's practices, we must face the consequences of what we -

are- saying about the way they live their lives. Egon Bittner recently pub- 9

Y¥ished a paper entitled "Objectivity and Req;ism in Sociology”™ in whlch he « °

says that research is invalid unless the researcher can live the lives of ¥
4

thé peoplé (s)he is studying. That charge does not mean "go native." It

implies thatﬁthe researcher must/feel the consequences of the day to day ac-

tions of the people (s)he studies. If the researcher has not felt the weight
. 4 1]
of the practicalities of working with kids in schools under present circum-

stances, . then studies which.criticize the teacher or schbol are hollow and

t

empty. \ L ‘ :

I am calling for more cooperative research between researchers and
. :

practitionerg. My rule of thumb in research in schools is that I w1ll not
engage in a project unless it is supported by all elements of the school. I .-

seek not only school board approval, but teachers and parents must undenstand
o . i . '
%and accept the research. ' I Wwill not do research without that accephpnCe. -
+ ' * Y .-

Nor will I makeicomments on aspects of classroom or testing interaction at

conferences like, this or in published work unless I have conducted that anal- \
:.,‘ . . 4 . w
ysis with the participants. ) __— ’

‘ ' S— bl 3

' One way I have found helpful to make _the results ‘of 1nteractlonal re-

search available to school people is’ through workshops. After I have gathered

t

videotapes from classroens and analyzed tHem, I have presented the analysis ’

to the teachers in worksTops. The purpose here is to implement the resul

-

of research in practical settings, not just to have research results accumu

]
4

late in scholarly repositories. . . ) ’
. |
Another way to incorporate the results of interactional studies into
' »

school curricula is thropgh teacher preparation prografts. /Student teachers s
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at UCSD's Teacher Education Program engage in {:teractional analysis of

videotapes taken during their practice teaching field experience. Here the
’ 4.

purpose is not so much to report the results of resear

-

7 but to provide

z

prospective teachers with techniques by which they can fontinually analyze

%the structure of their classrooms.

L3

I think an prga;IEEtti\}ike the Sociology of EfAucation Association

can help close the gap between mere talk at conferences_like this and the

practical circumstances of teachers, children, and school offi igls. One

way tgrdo this is to take Michelle Peterson's suggestion and st p blaming

. . ~
the victims for the troubles in schools. That means suspending research

which’ exploits teachers and students, and instead, gpnducting research which

incorporates school people in cooperative roles.

One-of the things that I hope will come out of this conference is an

attempt to unify research and practice4 If theory cannot be merged with

.

everyday practice, then I don't find it to be very valuable.

)

2bv
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/ CONCLUDING SUMMARY\ SESSION
COMMENTS BY JANE ME

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE ®

. 2 . *

»

DR. MERCER: The conversation_this morning disturbed me somewhat, be-

cause it seemed to me that we were lining ugﬁglong the old dimensions of psy—

chology versus sociology; ethnomethodologists versus other typesqof people.
Actuéllx, I feel the sort'of!ihing that I have been doing is close to what
Bud &eﬁan has been doing. 1In fact, we've been éoréespond&ng, and I was ex:
cited about a paper he'wrote in which he was analyzing thé interaction-frame',
within which test scores are produced. And you kpow, I sa;d, my goodness,

he is descriging the process by which this score is generated and we get

differential outcomes that are very much related to the structures.

4 .
This provided an explanatory framework for what you can find in the

structures, but in the microcosm of the test situation itself and in how the

v

score is negotiated. The paper that I read was particularly interesting be-

cause he was analyzing the interaction between the tester and the Chiganb

ch%lé; a;d the misunderstandings and misinterpretations that were going on
there that all build up to a score that's‘ls points lower than avé;ZEe

This adds another dimension to structural analysis. I don t think we
neéd to quarrel with each other on these issues because each person does the

»

thldg that he feels comfortable d01ng. One type of research helps explain

what is found by other types of research at different levels. And so we

shouldn't emhaust ou ves with these types of arguhments because, you knéw,
. .

I doﬁ:t think we really have fundamental differences. ’




L g

* )

4
.

&£
.

L The other thing that troubled me was the concern about psychological -
Ao -
N reductionism or whatever. Are we struggling again with some kind of identity

crisis where we have to prove that we're different and we're special? I
think we have to build o%f own models. I personélly feel mqeh mofﬁhcomfort— ’ '
able with a model that's esséntia}ly symbolic interactionist, that takes the ~
social structure as the independent variable, that sees the personalities,
the behaviors, attitudes and so forth as outcomes of the structure. You put

’ ‘ people into certain types of roles with certain types of expectations,_ their

* sbehavior becomes molded EQSthose expectations, and the positive and negative
. P .
sanctions they recei%e. So thg behaviors are the outcomes of the roles which

are defined within the structures, aﬁfkif people behave in certain ways even-

.

tnally you're going to have to modify their attitudes orythey!re going to

L3 -

suffer from cognitive dissonance if their attitudes are quite different from
their behaviors. AaAnd in this way they're either go%pg to modify their atti-

tudes so they conform with the behaviors and roles, or they're 'going to get

-

«out. And you know, I really don't have any troubl? with this, because within

symbolic &nteraétiéniém, what is the personality structure but a reflection

of the social structure? Why should we be hung up on this?

‘ Bﬁt .each of us can select the framework we feel most comfortable with.

.

f feel most comfortable 'seeing the structure as an.independent wvariable, the

°

behaviors and attitudes as, over time, outcomes. Aou miéht feel more com-

fortable coming in from the other way. But it seems to me that we have with-

b4 - .
in our own discipline a theoretical framework that helps to integrate the
v

two, so we sHouldn't be arguing with each other about these issues. Theié’
are more gritical things,to be concerned with than our own identity crisis or
»

%hatever. I don't know whether I'm being fair or not, but I remember the

¥

* Rbo . a
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first night we were here there was a 115t of questions that we were asked to .

. - s
T , . .

con51der. And I don't thlnk we've gotten to the three quest.ions. We've ' v ’

4
v

gohe clear around.

Maybe this was a skirting of soqQ of the hard issues, which are xeally

value difemmas, whrch are concerned with policy research. What are the is- ‘
sues in policy research; the concerns for policy type models? should we be
involved in ?olicy research at all, or under what‘circumstahceé’.& |

And maybe I feel this particularly keenly beiause I've been involved ,
in the llaet three Qays, along with Russ Ellis, with what was-a very agonizing

process in working with the Civil Rights Commission sorting out values about

.

certain types of research and policy questions. We were deep in the field of '
1 . / - . , ] )

R -

ethicé and values, and decisions were made, not ‘on the basis of some empiri-

cal studies, but on some other basis, which I think we need to discuss as - ¥
socioyil\ogists, especially sociologists of education, because \most of what we
do\ is %.oxlnehow going to have an impact upon 'bolicy. ‘ AI{d I don't think we .’
should go into this will'y-ﬁilly. I think we should try to‘do it self-con-
sc1ously and™ Qzarefulaly, 1ook1ng for the hldden agendas, making rather care-
ful value dec151ons. ‘And it would help to have a group like this talk about
these dilemmas to each other; to have us sort out together seme of these very
real n;oral and:ethical probl-ems.‘ At least). I seem to face them day to day. \
I g;resume you do. And I 'wish we could talk a bit about that before this '

conference closes, or else have another conference and direct ogyrselves to
. ) -

" these ‘@es tions. . . . N

TA
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¢ CONCLUDING SUMMARY SESSION
COMMENTS BY. WILLIAM AG. SPADY

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION . . /

- o 4, '
3

DR. SPADY: Jane Mercer raises one issue which I would just like to
. clarify for a moment as a major point of the conference, and that's some-

thing that just has struck me for the first timé, maybe because I'm a little
\slow. In talking. about the effects of social structure on.people mediated
by rolle structures or what I might call normative structures that occur in

those systems, we have focused on only one subset of the relevant issues sub-
\ | ' .

sumed under the title of our conferencg,'"Sociology of the School and School-

. v | -

ing." Indeed, there could have been quite another set of problems th;t we )
paid é&os;£ attention to, which might servé as the' focus of our next confer=-
ence; there are other kinds of more "structurally oriented" pr;blems of

’scho;lin;, wher; we ﬁight talk about how certéin structural features affect

~

‘

. P .
= others; or, in fact, try to reverse the nature of our attention today and
\cénsider say, how, in fact, clientele or whatever affect the kinds of educa-
+ ¢

»

tional structures we create and maintain.
But we have, L believe, worked with that kind of causal model implic-

itly in mind." I just wanted to bring that distinction to your attention.

- B ‘ ~

-~
»
’ I

-t \ ‘2':0 ~
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CONCLUDING -SUMMARY SESSICN
M COMMENTS BY BURTON R. CLARK

YALE UNIVERSITY e

-
-

‘ L
DR. CLARK: We seem to be getting here, near.the end, to the problems

of level of analysis, which certainly id¢ a proper concern. My own levels of
ana}ysis happen to be a long way away from where the etgsomethodologists and
Jane Mercer are' ;'m off looking at academic power in national systems
- around the world at levels from that of the)Aepartment or the chair-holding
professor up to the level ®f the national government. That is a long way
away.- from the siguation of the.teacher and student in American scﬁgols.

Yet, in épirit, I feel cﬂlose to what the ethnomethodologists do and
what Jane Mercer does. M§. Mehan was indiéating that to ¥ork at a micro- ¢

.

level in sociology need not involve a psycholod&cal reductionism. I want to

I .

emphasize the point. If there are any violent sociological determinists

around, it is the ethnomethodologists and Irving Goffman. Goffman will give
\ I'e

nothing to psycholody. He takes psychology and pulls its subject matter over
' a

into sociology; and he won't even give them individual differences in charac-

ter and personaliy-determined action in the interstices of roles. It be-

comes a matter of individuals holding roles at a distance in highly predict-

able ways. So there is no giving away,'then, of sociological territory. )f
anything, it's just the opposite. * .
Now, in terms of levels, at any one tﬁge and at any one level, we have

to take certain things as givens. The PSAC Report op Youth on which I worked

had to skip certain topics and certain levels in order to concentrate at all.

.

It was almost barbaric not to have taken race and class more seriously than’

L2 / ", i . ‘ ’ . . -
3 ‘




wedid. The decision not to was a critical one and.was made in order to *o-

-

cus on all youth and at fairly broad .evels. You can readily note that we
A

never got down to the classroom level Sﬁ,interaction, leaving us weak in
the sociology of learning. Thus, there are huge holes in that particular
report, in terms of levels at which various social scientists are working.
It is simply the case that no one can work at all the levels. We
must expect people to specialize and to maximize their ways of seeing,
which will then always be ways of not seeing' \
Secondly, I want to support earlier comments about the sins of the
expert, an easy thing for us to begig to fall into in sociology, especially

as we attempt to catch up with economists and psychélogists in the giving of

advice to governments at the broadest level. We can easily fall into criti-

|
)

cism of individual actors, particularly the American school teacher, who hasa
come under violent attaqk from so many quarters in the last ten to twenty
years. The easy criticism is now probably counterproductive in a major way,
in promoting a loss of confidence and eliciting the kinds of reactions that
people mak2 from a defensive posture. But one of the things that we ought
—
not do in sociology is blame individuals: that's for béher people. We are
in the business of looking at structure-indﬁced behavio»eand situationally

&
, in terms of talk-

induced\behavisk. One of the great features of sociolo
\

' !
ing to and about individual actors, is how much you. take the burden off of

-

them, to %he point where we can more pererly be charged wi being irrespon-

8ible in letting the individuals off the hook too much. If we take our own

styles of analysis seriously and seek situations and structures that are

\

serious constraints and pressures on behavior, then we are not ing to easily

.

blame the individuals that we happen to be observing for what is

I
ong in the
- - ~

system. .
v '
Q' \

4
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, CONCLUDING SUMMARY SE;SION
COMMENTS BY CHARLES BIDWELL
. THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

DR. BIDWéLL: I've.been listening to the issues' that have been raised
here at Asilomar, and I've become a little uncertain -about them, maybe a
little impatient ;ith them.

We sociplogists like to form ourselves into schools, and we spend an
Qénormous amount of time and an enormous' amount of energy fighting one school

N
wiéh another, trying to establish some "true" pos¥tion for sociology--the
phenomenological view, tlfae .mict view, or what you will, Somehow one
point of vie@ must be overriding, and each is ‘thought to have its own metﬁod;-
getting in close, or sittiAg in the armchair, or doing surveys, or construct-
ing mathematical models. ' | f

Yet all this controversy is largely irrelevant to d01ng sociology. I
assume that our primary objectlve as¥rsociologists-~though of cotrse we may
have other objectives in other roles;-is to establish more or less reliable
and generalizable kno&%edge about social ;henomena. I also assume that there
are many wa;§ in which reliable knqwledge‘ézh\gs~?btained and that the choice.
of the method must be detérmiﬁed primar}ly by the problem that dne wants to
attack., « ‘

If the metﬁod chosen is .appropriate to the prob}em: then the task is
to use it so thdt éi will yield more reliable, more generalizable knowledée
after one gets through than we’had before. This is as true of,fie}d work-and
pﬁenomenélogical inquiry as it is on any other vafiety of soclal research.

. .

From this perspective Mehan's presentation yesterday afternoon was to me a
Y

r, o
f v \
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-

»
*

revelation, for it suggested one way in which a phenomenological apprdach ¢

. -

can yield reliable evidence. So, too, Dan Lortie pinpointsd'the issue of

reliable knowledge in field work when he spoke yesterday about the necessity

* v »

for computing rates from field work data.

. . -
There's a seduction' in every kind of sociological method, but a spe-

’ « >

cial seduction in field work: that one can know the situation, understand °

it, appreciate it--all intuitively~--and find a, self-justifying satisfaction
v .
in that intuition. Then the investigator forgets whether what he knows can

be communicated reliably, whether the work can be replicated, whether his

«

knowledge is more than private.
' -~
I'm as impatient as many others here with Bales' interaction pracess
analysij as a specific’method._ It has its flaws. The categories are crude,

and they are many times off the point. But Bales had among‘his primary con-

cerns to pypvide for replicable, reliable evidence. That concern we all

¢ -

must share. ) )
. . . ~
! We must be self-conscious about it, but not paralyzed by it. Some’ of

my graduate studeq}s become so worried by the thought that they\§omehow aren't

measuring adequately that they stob their research., 1In this connection I

can't resist telling a little story. 1In stone on the facade of the Social =
Science Research Building at Chicago is a quotation from Lord Kelvin: "If

you cannot measure your knowledge is meager and unsatisfactory.”
. . )
Frank Knight, one of the founding‘member§ of the Chicago school of |

economics, was standing in front of that building one day with a colleague

looking up at that quotation. 'He read it aloud and said, "Damn it, if you

can't measure 4ccurately, measure anyhow." fThere is a certain merit in what

Lt
he had to say. ' We must try to dev lop as strong theories as we ifn, so that
A

A

’ ]
AR
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We will have some confidence that because, in part, of what we will igsiore .t -

N ,

and despite the ﬂeasurementverrors that inevitably we will make, our research .

N . . . * * °

.will further knov'vlectge'. . ' S ’

~ 1 . )

Indeed hav1ng reliable, generalizable knowledge rests on the ability

toﬂabstract confidently from the confu51on of everyday life. It is not only °
P . '
a matter‘of Accurate measurement, but also of knowing what to measure and

L] -
E4 )

-

. - »
what to ignore. Nothing very fruitful will ,result if the investigator -is -
< ‘ ' — .
'preeccupied_with trying'tb describe everything, measure everything and be .

.

perfectly responsive and complete it his representation of "reality " It is
. . . . .
an impossible task. We doq t do it in everyday life, for as we have said

v .

tﬁlrepeatedly in this’ conference, we construct -the "reality" of everyday life.
We construct "reality" also in social science, but subject to specific pur-

poses, propositions «nd procedpural.‘canons . ’ M .

. -
: '

~», Now I would llke to make a few comments about the 1ssue‘of levels of
' +

' analysls in soc1ology W that! the s0c1olog1st is'animated %y an in-

terest in "social facts"~ let!' s say in such "structurallst" phenomega as the >

‘ - - »

relatlonshlp between complexity‘and administrative intensity in school organ=-

i\\tlons. Propos1tlons about relatlonshlps of this klné;;ay be testable and

useful but they are not,,by themselves, satlsfylng if the soc1ologlst also . ‘

-
s

is 1nterested in understandlng. He may know that the relationship 1s there,
but he doesn't know why it!s there. If you'll examine the work, for 1nstance, .o

of Peter Blau, you will discover that he makes Qerta;n assumptions about the

..

'actlons of people. Thus, he argues that structural canplex1ty induces prob>- _

.,

-~ Al

lems of coordinatioen, to which saneone must respond. Spans of‘control get

uv 03
-

_out of hand, and so more &dmlnlstrators are added. 4

’ A, - ‘e .
-

,;£here are, in shOFt, day-to-day Pr9blems that are confreifi:‘iff,RCted R
on’ by people,'and from’ these actions new structural. forms are Iikely to ) e

~
‘2‘/’:’ ' S . . \‘-

268 ‘ ) ] e




emerge, Uﬁderstanding the structural change comes when structure is seen as
)

emerging from the acts of persons. Yet if 'social structure em ges from
r

.

personal acts, these acts are constrained by social structure.
Let me give a simple example. In my work on universities{/f{ve dis~
covered that the interactibn between people is very important for the values

¢+ and noms that undergraduates learn. As certain values and norms are learned,
4 * e
the structure of interaction changes. But I also have found that structural

characteristics, for instance, of academic departments amplify, mute or
channel the consequences of interaction for the acquisition of values and °

—norms. Thus, a given rate of interaction between student and student will

“

have more powerful effects if the department has a lounge or a library wheré

¥

'everybody comes together.

-
.

Thls flndlng suggests thai ampllfylng processes are at work: a struc-

tural facllltatlen of- interaction that is not simply embedded 1n the acttons
a .

of people, though it affects their acts. The structural property of the de-

partment’(the presence or absence of a lounge or library) had resulted from

—things that people di¥, but it later transcended these acts.

a

We're beginning to develop relatively sophisticated statistical de-

s

signs for dealing with the connections between social structure and the acts

of persons. These designs may help us to understand social phenomena in
their complex:Lty without either drowning in data or committing ourselves to
llmltlng schools bf thought. Our task, after all, is to look at the real

world in an abstracting, generalizing, and relatively £eliable way. This
o, T

task demands that we free ourselves of the ideolegies of -schools of thought,

focus on the theoretically tough, but interesting proﬁlems, and use whatever

is the most appropriate methdd with as much rigor as it allows.

\\\\\\\ ) . I, . LY |
L] - - . - &
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~ I, CONCLUDING SUMMARY SESSLONW -

. COMMENTS BY WILLIAM G. SPADY ( ) .

-~

. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION ) ' \/—\

é °
. DR. SPADY: I will make just a very brief point to amplify one th1ng Dol

that I dldn t say’ yesterday about my own models, which bears on the <T\cerns

that weJe ralsed‘thls morning, both by some of the participants here and in

the general discussion. And that is what the 1l6-fold tyﬁSIBgy that I gen-

erated to‘dlscuss the nature of. authorlty qnd legitimacy as it apolles to !
the-1nteractlon at the classroom level between teacher and student/is some-

. thing that’ you might think of applying at one higher level of analysé\// I s
am referring to the nature of the normative structure of the school as it

applies to rélations between administraFors and teachers. This macro system

1

helps to create and reinforce that normative climate that we mentioned just

a while ago such that-teachers may well feel constrained about the kind of

a

control and authorily that they attempt to use in the classroom.

,

Therefore, at the within-school level we have at least two kinds of

sublevels to be concerned about: one is the closed-door classroom, if you

will,, and what goes on between teacher and student. %’t the model does not.
‘ L

imply that exclusively. The model in effect presupposes that the kinds of

approaches, norms, authority modes, as well as attemptg/at legitimating au-

4

thority, that may be used by the teacher would be constrained very much by

- ¥

the kinds of\.%entatlons and approaches to legitimacy and authority taken

»

by the admanistrators in the school _You ‘could take that 16-fold table and,

ask to what extent does this apply to school principals, in the same way that

\

. you can ask how it appiies to teachers themselves.

S




- »
. And, of course, you can attempt then to push the analysis even fu&:

in talking about,scheol principals themselves being responsive to an admi9£=

v

_strative hierarfchy that they want to climb and meeting the norms and expecta-
v Y . .

tions of ‘their, superiors, et cetera. Their attention to their role and def-

inition of their yole aré€ going to be predicated on their expectations abopt

v . i s L3 6‘
what their superiors are looking for and the kinds of rewards that they might
) '

provide. ) LT

All of this reinforces the points that both Bob Dreeben made yester-.

day in commenting’on my paper and that Dan Lortie made in é? i;ternoon about

the teacher being really at the bottom of this hierarchy and having to repre-

<

sent not only what he is as a person, but the whole load of 7tuff that comes

@
~

tumbling down from the top of the school system in tamms of mutually rein-

/- forcing expectations and demands.

The question that interests me most, because I will admit my philosoph-

>

"ical bias toward the Type 1 teacher, is if Type 1 teachers are good both for

' -

teaching and for Students, how many Type 1 teachers are going to survive in

a s‘stem that essentially is espousing 4 kind of e 16, highly bureaucratic
b4 Y RO S

orientation.

v .
. That is an empirical gquestion that operates at two levels. One, will

a Type l6-oriented system even want to recruit potential Type 1 GEachers into

its system; and two, then how do the potential subcultures within the teach- "

]

ing cadre--and I don't mean to imply in any sense that teeehing is homogene-

ous--how do the varying subcultures within teaching that may, in fact, coalesce

around elther a Type 1 or Type 16 orientation attempt to _socialize new tedch®rs

to make them either more Type l-ish or more Type .16-ish in the way they treat °

C

students. @ .

. . . \ . .
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So 'there are several different levels of analysis that one can use

{
in applying that model, which I hope helps to bridge someMof the gap between

larger nystem questions or macro lpvels of analysis and concgrn with the

more micro 1eve1 or classroom 1eve1 of ultlmate interaction that seemed to

be most implied in my discussion. . Uk
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APPENDIX

N -

. THE- SOCIOLOGY, OF EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

- /\ . -3
v, '

The Socio%ogy of Education Association is a non-profit voluntary association

formed by a number of California sociologists in the winter of 1%72-73. Its

* purpeses formally stated are:

(1) To advance the field of sociology of education;’ $ o .
\ (2) To foster intellectual exchange and social relationships .
‘ among its members; and ™ . o :
) (3) To serve the professional and scientific needs of people en-

gaged in the field of sociology of education.

To this end S.E.A. has held two major conferences. The first, at the Univer=-
sity of Southern California, Los Angeles, in March, 1973, was attended By about:
fifty people who enthusiastically endorsed the concept of such a® associa-
tion. The second conference, at Asilomar State Conference Grounds near
Monterey in February, 1974, was attended by three times that.ﬁumber. The
organization plans to hold similar annual meetings in the future as well as
one-day meetings' throughout the year devoted to special topics. -

, Membership in S E A is open to all persons with, an interest and involvement
in the ‘field of sociology of education. There is one class of membersﬁip.
Dues for students enrolled in g degree program are three dollars per year.
Dues for all others are six dbllars per year. .

"

, .
Officers and members of the board of directors of S E A for the 1974 yeéar”
are as foildws: P ' «:\

!
‘President: Audrey J. Schwartz, University of Southern California
Vice President: David 0'Shea, University of California, Los Anﬁeles

¢ Secretary-Treasurer: Dorothy Meier, California State University, Northridge
, .
Directors: ° ’ s
Dudley Blake, California Statg University, Northridge
Eleanor Blurfenbekg, Anti-Defamation League, Lod -Angeles )
Robert Calatrello) California State College, Dominguez Hills N

C. Wayne Gordon, University of California, Los .Angeles -

David McKell, California State Univergity, Fresno

-Julie Stulac, Stanford University, Stanford .
Richard Thiel, California State University, North¥idge

Robert Wenkert, University of California,9berkeley <
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