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. This paper discusses findings of eeclogical studies
of Llassroom learning drawn from the fields of anthropology,
sociology, and ecological psychology. The aim of the studies is to
illustrate the processes of teaching and learning rather than to
establish generalizable rules for instruction by challenging the
methodoMgy and findings of traditional educational research. The
studies satisfy four criteria: .(1) Teaching and learning are treated
_as continuously interactive rather than as a 'set of causes and
effects; (2) Attitudes and perceptxon§ of all participants are
important; {(3) Teachers' and students' interactions with the social
and environmental climate are addressed; and (4) Ideally, ecological
research considers both immediate and extended settings and
relationships in its analysis. The sfudies are discussed in terms of

-

socialization in, the school, |socialization and academic learning, the
social patterns that perpetu te inequality, and studies of school
change. (FG) ,
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. Ecological research in schools 1S defined by 1ts proximity to the fql low=
Schogls are social organmizations. What teachers and students do can never be " P . '
. , 1ng criteria. (1) It treats teaching and learning as a connnwusly,(ntonctiv-
cocprehended solely in terms of teaching and learning academic subject matter. X )
. ' process rather thar as a set of discrete inputs and outcomes. Ecologists are

The formal curriculum of academic knowledge and skills has a counterpart "hidden R
! . ‘mé’prof.r to

.
trace the cxchanges and transformations occurring within a system until they cah R
systems of the school and classroom. Educational research and practice bas'e'd on ¢ v ! < . )
1 - descnbe the sys:m as a whole. Once the zultxplc, often reciprocal 1nnrcon-
the assumption that schools are only or even predodinantly settings for academic .

and another an “effect.

loath to label one event a “cause”

curriculum® of values and behavior, which 1s taught implicitly by the social
f

nections have been csublxshed within the synu-, it is u.nnocnury and lillud-

4 ing to isolate a few factors within it and label them “cause” and "effect.”

learning are severely limited i1n value, as ‘are research sethods and teachidg

?
This 1s the | «

* techniques .that treat instruction as a.primarily technical task.
- Ecological studies of schools attempt to comprehend the behavior of students and

v
message of ecological studies of schools and clagsrooms over the past 15 ygars - '
. quastion-

»

teachers in all 1ts complexity rather than in segments, such as teachers’

It is a message that must be heard if schools are to be improved in the future. .
‘ . ] ¢ 1ng styles or disciplinary techniques and students’

Ecological resarchers did not discover the social aspects of schools: earlier .
. effort can hever be totally successful because selection and interpretation are

thypkers and cbservers such as Dewey (e.g., 1916, 1938}, Waller (1932), angd Par-
P , . essential to understanding, ecological researchers try to minimize their imposition

sons (1959) pointed out what many teachers already knew, that teaching and learming © e ‘ .
- of previously deternined interpretive frameworks of school phencocena. I have argued

/
in classrooms are social activitiea, conducted in groups, and that such teacning .
elsewhere (Hamilton, 1981) that ecological studies can in%ludo assesswants of -learn~

md learning differs profoundly from that embodied in such powerfll 1mages as v
' 1ng, but to date they have paid much more attention to what happens in schools and

Socrates in dialogue with his students, Emile wir.h his tutor, or the paycholoq sr.
N classrooms than to how much is learned.
“shaping” rats and pigeons one-at a-time in the laboratory. Recent wcological ,
(2) Ecological studies treat the attitudes and perceptions of the actors--
| ‘ il

studies have revealed the operations of school socisl systems in sufficient de ail
teachers, students, administrators, pargats, and ofhers--as important data about

v
to provide a clearer understanding of how they work and what their implications Y

the school and classroom. This contrasts with the behaviorist princtple that only.

responges to them. Whilé the *

are both for the socializatior’of students--their acquisition of valies and behav-

iors appropriate to members of docul‘uni% -~and for their academic learning.

.

! X .

visible behavior 1s worthy of study. Formal and 1nf3'1n1 interviews and occasion

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

I

This

stand and feel about what ha{:pens 1n schools and its relation to their lives,

‘ .
) criterion reflects the anthropologists' wish to obtain an
* Note that socializaticn 1y 1 technical term for a particular kind ot nonacademict potog

“emic” or insider's per-

spective and the phenomenological school 1n psychology and sociology. perhaps best

learning. It 15 not to be contused with the popilacr usage of "sacialazing™ to
. .
-
»

n
y Thomas 's statement, “If men define situations as real, they are

represented b\y W.I

mean participation in fn:ormal sociil activity. In th:. faper, the term 13 ased
) [ = real their consequences.™ er, 1979 22-23.)
© first 1n its broadest medning to rerer tO Prepuratlon tor Member .nip i1 .ouiely, e eq (See Bronfenbrenner, ¢+ PP
° g : (3) Attent to pe they interact 1s the sine qua
and then applied to the process whereby children leatn o Doboawe upprojpriataly ufy B ! ton persons and environments as b4 q
. - -
classrooms - ©, ! , v .
¢ .
, .
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non of ecologicel research. While research Sn the tradition of educational
psychology has been most concerned with persons, sometimes manipulating small

elesents of the environment experimentally, ecological research attempts to under™

.
stand both human behavior and the physital and social context in which it occurs. N

and to trace the reciprocal influences of psrsons ,and environments. . This paper
will address studies att.‘ndinq pore to the social than the physical environment.
% e <
A recent review ol‘nsearch on t:h. physical enwironment of the school (chnstex(,
1979):cxtu only one study meeting the criteria ‘stated here for ecological research.
(4) 'm’e ideal ecological study c\onudor; pe{nonrcnvxronmnt Lntcractx:ons lnot
only within the irmediate setting--here the school and classroom--but the influences

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

ture, and socilo-sconcmic System, This 1s the wiew of ecological research presented /

N N

by Bronfenbrenner (1979). It 1s also the apéro:ch advocated by Ogbu (1981) in
opposition to the prevailing trend in ethnographic studies toward the microscopic
analysis of behavior in classrooas v‘it.h attention to the larger context only to
the pox.’nc of 18ant1£ymg the location, predocminant social class, and ethnic compo-
sition of. the setting. Bronfenbrcn;\er's treatment of this 1ssue begins with rhe
xmgxate setting (Mmicrosystem”) and moves proyressively outward, while Ogbu's
begins with the phenomena of racial and economic Stratification and explores the
consequenéel and self-perpetuating Quality of that strati:,cation in thome, com-
'

nunity, and 'school settings, but their exhortations to connect what happens 1n

< .
schools empirically with what happens bey'ond their walls ere complementary.
hd Studies satisfying all four chtana are rare, but most of those summarized |
in the following pages come close. They are trawn from the fields of anthmpoloq‘y,
sociology, and ecological psyshology. Studice that examine only a few variavles
by neans dta su;qle method of data collectton are absent, except for a few
citation§ when they directly relate to fandings from ecolcqgical research

The “reader should be warned that %coloqical studies represent more than a dis~
.

tinctive approach to research on teaching and learnirg, they are based on an emerg-
NS

v 4=

.

i1ng paradign (Doyle, 1978) that challenges conventional ways of thinking about

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

conducted 1n this new paradign to date has ?ecn to xl_lTn!mtc the process of
teaching and I;ammq rather than to establish general laws to guide instruction.
The discovery of general laws has notivated a good deal of social scientific
research. but the returns have been meager (Cronbach, 1975; McCeachie, 1;74.)
Urie BronfenbrenneT has proposed that the fgmction of social scisnce with respect
to-sccial Polxcy. "ls not to answer questions but to queetion answers.” This
aphorism 1S an apt Smtion of the contributions of ecolojical research to educa-
tional practice to date. The following pages do not offer rules for teeching or
generalizations baSed on large representative sanples of schools; they summarize
some of the challenges ecological studies have made 'to conventional research ar.;d
practice in education, and suggest by dascribinq}n detail what 18 trus in par-

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

to see. ¢ ‘

-

The "answers" that efological research has qufstioned are really assumptiopns
about the centrality of purely acadi?ic activities underlying both research and

practice in schools. For example, whén the Hational Assessment of Educdt ional

L »
Progress administers tests of students' academic knowledge and skills. the implicit

assumption 1s that these tests comprehend all of most of the important businees

L)
of schools; their scoreg provide a valid measure of "educational progress.” When

N
teacherd are.trained to state precise behaviorsl objectives for their lessons &

. 13
'similar assumption is made, along with a closely ralatog assumpt fon that teaching

'
1s pramarily a technical task, which can be adequitely performed once objectives
»

have been stated, dppropriate content selected, and the most ¢ffective instructional

methods fc#oued. Ecological research does not deny that academic learning is

critically important or that certain technical devices such as behavioral objectives

can contribute to impfoving instruction, It does, however, consistently challenge
A

simple portrayals of what schools do and easy prescnp‘tions for making them more

effective.
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Socialization in the School

visit a fouxr..h grad\é Cla;sroom with Jules Henry. A spelling baseball game
1s undervay. Two captains appointed‘by the teacher choose up sides. The teacher
"pitches” words to the nembers of each team in ord:r. A word correctly spelled
on the blackboard is a "hit” and the speller advances to first base. Four words
spelled correctly score the team's first "run.” Three errors retire the side.
Groans and cheers, triumph and agony accompany the lesson. What 1s being learned?
H.n‘:y proposes that along with spelling, children are learning how to write cor-=

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

[ noise and harrassment acccopanying their efforts, ax‘\d how to “"reaa” the reactions

of the teacher and their cls3smsies as they proceed in order to coOrrect themselves.

They are also learning to live \(n.h absurdity, both the absurdity of English
spellanxind the absurdity of the analogy between spelling and & basebau' qam:
They are learning-to deal with the 'hupilur.ion that accompanies being chosen last
and then letting the team dwn\ by “straking out.” They are lsarning about compe-
tition and the exaggerated gsgnificance of cuccess or failure when one team's
w;.nning requirss a;\ogl\or team to lose (Henry. 1963, pp. 289-290. 297-302) .
‘Henry's general puint was that human peings are "rolyphasic™ leacners' they
’
learn many thinys at the Same time. Thas quality of human 1camm; tmeans that
classroom¢ teaap more than sub)ect matter. Intentionally or py accident pupils
acquire ar.:'ir:udes and behaviors from their classroom ey‘;uzwr?\ccs. A classroom
where quiet pupsls sit erect with hands on desks and stand tc respond crisply to
)
their teacher's factual questions teaches attatudee and vehaviors as surely as
the ons Heary iescribed, but different ones. He wa» onoe’ ed that the “signal”
of the <pelling lesson was being drowned Out by tne "nul .t >f the tanientiil
lcarnu.xq, but the same danger 1o nresent 1n any t/pe of c/l.x:;/,room

.

} The socializatidn function O1 achools has 3Ome:times been termed “the hidden

. -6=
curriculum,” but 1t 1s hidden only when there is general agrmement on what it
should be and on the effectiveness with which 1t is being implemented. The
founders of public schooling in the United States certainly never hid their
intention to make children Lyt.o good citizens and hard workers (Cremin, 1977).
Neither 15 1t hidden from the pupils and teachers, who are aware that a good
deal of teacher time and effort ;oes into xnstr\ttilon in deportment. ‘But there
are hidden elements to 1t, ways in which the structure of the school and class-
room soiuhzc without the teachers' knowledge'or intention and sonetimes in

. >
conflict with stated goals. !

Jackson (1968) focusséd in three struct features of classrooms: crowds,

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

witich means that they constantly encounter delay idsuch matters as getting the

’

teacher to answer a question. This results in the necg of denial of their
personal needs on behalf of classroom order and fairness to others who also have
needs. Those are probably hard but necessary lessons; crowds and coordination

are factg of modern life. It 18 more difficult to see value in the social distrac-
tion from learning that results from being one learner among many. Praise and -
disapproval are ever-present in classrooms. Pupils can expect™to be evaluated,
often publicly, for most performances. They must learn to handle the stress this
entails and in some cases they must learn to balance the teacher's evaluations
with those of their peers. Few children care enough about the teacher's praise

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

know about from their experiences in families, but the power teachers exsrcise
over them 18 fundamentally® dxffe;:cnt from~that of parents because it is impersonal,
just like the power they will be subjected to as adult citizens, workers, and
consumers. (See also Dreeben, 1968; LeComte. 1978.)

* One reason why the socialization function of' schools has fecexv.d considerable

attention 1n recent Years 1s that there has been public dissension over its

goals and 1ts etfectiveness. On one side, critics see the schools as contributing
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to a breakdown in the éoci1al order because of lax discipline and too much student
choice. On the other side, equally dxssansned‘cnncs see the schools as
st1fling creativity and discriminating agaxnst'pq:r and minority students  But
such broad-gauge cyritiques ignore contradictions inherent 1n the socialization
function. As Jackson and Hor.mj suggested, there are both positive and negative
aspects to the process from any political or moral position.

Ona way to illustrate the Janus face of this 1Ssue 13 tO turn to a cCommunity
that has not been subject to such sharp conflict as the nation has e\xp rienced
over desegregation, vietn{m, and changing social mores, a community tha
the 1dealized America of our rural past. Peshkin (1978) studied such a community
in rural Illlnois, attending especially to its high school, which he found to
represent and transmit very accurately the values of the adult community, not so
much by conscious design as by the consistent selection of \tcichcrs and administra-

’
tors who shared those values. This .conqruence bcr.\_:ecn school and cornfnunn.y can
be seen as the achisvement Of an ideal Sought in many other Commnunities, as

Peshkin pointed out with referencd to Such i1nstances as textbook controversies,
) «

decentralization, resistance ty bussing for school integration, and parochial

schools, all cases in which people have attempted to make their schools fit with

their community. But thik congruence was not without costs. .

Peshkin identified fcur dileswmas crcat,cd'by the close fit &f school and com-

munity in "Mansfleld." Fl:st, the practice of hiring school personnel un the
bas1s of their compatibiilty with the community limited the academic quality of
the school. In hirlng a nev.schcol supennr.endcn;., for 'cxamplc. the board
rejected a candidate who ‘had tuo many new Ldeas and chose instead sne Who was
“country," who was lLike the board members and mpst of the other .itizens ut Mans-

field. A second Jilemma resulted from the first. limited emphasls on acalemic

achilevement, as exemplified in the selectivn of personnel, contributed to nigh

-
intergenerational stability. The children of Mansfield did not learn to jquestiun

.

&

-8
their parents' beliets or to rgject their way of life. This situation was problem-

atic, in turn, because of a third dilemma the values taught in the schs.:ol

included violations of important national values embodied in the U.S. Constituticn.
most notably the 1deal of racial equality. The majority of Mansfielders considered
themselves fortunate not to have any nonwhits residents; statements of racial
prejudice in class,discussions reflected opinions held by m’ny adults and were

not effectively disputed. Finally, the brospect of school-consolidation, which

S >

might have increased academuc quality a.rf reduced costs, was strongly opposed by

.

nearly everyone because of the contribution of the school to community life.
»

o

¢ In more cosmopolitan communities these dilemmas are 1nvi|1.bio. Since schools

are presumed to exist to educate chyldren, they are expected to pmviao the high-
3 N .

N

est quality education possiblp, even 1f that means importing teachers from the
city, exposing children to ideas and ways of life different from their parents’,
confronting the conflicts between local values and national ideals, and closing a
school building that 1s too small to offer a sufficient range of courses and mini-
mize costs. The dilemma 1n Hansf%old, as Peshkin graphically portrayed, was that
the school did serve very effectively to maintain a sense of community both among
the young and among the adults. .

Instead of "a nation of strdhgers” and "alienated youth, " Peshkin found in

~

Mansfield a comnunity of friends and relations who cared about each other and a

. .

group of youth who knew they belonged. Elderly widows in Mansfield could coynt

on someone shoveling the snow from their walkg. On winter evenings, many people
stepped outside before going to bed to make sure their neighbors’ furnaces were
op;ratmg. High school juniors and seniors typically went throuq?x a period of

restlessness, feeling the lack of privacy and chlfin;; at U;Q limited options of
a small town, but the majority of those who went to college enrdlled in the same

snall stafe colleges their teachers had attended and, upon graduation, lived and

worked 1n Manstield or a nearby sgall town, just like their classmates who went




‘. B
to work right after high $chool . Even thbse who left permanently to practice
. .
gpecialized professions ror.uml‘ed. in large numbers ¥or homecoming festivities,
- <
7
retarned strong zies of kinship and fnonashxp in P“-ansf;eld, and recalled their

* high school_(iayl fondly. when so wany personal and societal/lils can be ascribed

N v ; N,
to anomig-~the absence of interpersonal connocuov.-*che community-building
AY

. ‘.
.

tunc®®on of Mansfield High School cannot be'hqht.ly dlsmissedBr readily exchan/;ed -

for potential imprqvements.Th academic qualu.;', improvements that w%ﬁe‘mrqxnal

/
]
:,at best, if they resulted .n performance .i 5510 level :f most high schoels ln the
¢ -
. r ’
United States.. -

L

Thé limited aca%:nic power of typical high schools ;s documented by Cusick .

(1973) ., !nl the suburban high school where h® was a participant-observer, the kind

of high sdhool wifh large, numbers of students, a staff chosen for thcir profes-
.
sional qualifications, and no sense of cormunity, which would be created by con-

-

solidating Mansfield High School, Cusick. foand that .

The students’ most active and alive mocments, and i1ndeed the

great majority of the.r school time, was spe not with
M - teachers and subject-matter affa.rs, but in thelir own small- n

group interactions which they carried orf”simultaneously with .

their class work (p. 58).

. Al . R !
James Coleman (1961) demonstrated using survey data that high school students

> .

‘ﬁsualfy cared mor: about their .socxal interactions than academic performance
He laid th; blame fog this distortion <'zf the academic joals uf schouls on adults

. rather than youth. Cusick substantiated this attribution by specifying the
st.rucr.\‘xra‘l fcatur;s of the schooll that unintentionally g£reated this distortion.
"Horatio g'ates" high school, “ul(e most larje ,chools_, wi3> organized hier-

archically, with students clearly at the bottom. (ummunicdtion flowed downward

L.
- N -
from administratdrs through teachers to students the teachers were Lubdivided -~
!
4 by subject matter and ghe stulents were procesaed 1n groope A multitude ot
. . .
rules and requlatinns joverned ,tudent behavior ni their rewards fur complying
. a 'S . .
were almost all in the future. These oryanizatlonal festiwres had certain tnty fed
‘. - , - , ‘
consequences they resulted in restricting ,tudenr ' Tl ities and treating them
. e
. «
~ \ ’ . 4
12 \ ,
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as an ur&dti-ferengxatfd mass. But ‘they'alsg had unintended consequences.» little
stident-teacher Lnt:l"a{:t‘x)l:l. .‘iutle student involvement xd formal activities, a
fragmented schocl exper.ence, and:;uuml compliance by the students with the
achool‘sl demands, mc'ludmg the demand for academic achievement {(pp. 208-213).
The opporr.unu.{es forlpeer interactions in and around l.chooll as Parsons
11953) and o;he;s have pomr.;d out, ls ‘cnucal to socialization. Chil¥ren :\ud’

to xearrf td get along with other peoble who are not the.ir parents, $iblings, or
- v . 4

superiors. It is the )bal&nct between the socialization and. the academic instruc-

tional functions of the school"r.hat is at issue, Cusick’s most important contri- .
. [y .

bution Ls his insight into the way in which the school unwittingly tips-the ‘balance
’ .

away from academic achieverment. It is not sioply a matter of edolescents’' irresist-

. . -
ible attraction to each other, but the systematic denial of other sources of satis-

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

& L]
spectator most of the time. Attempts td express persondl concerns in class were
Q 3 4 '

usually ignored or disapproved. Correct and perceptive comments by gr.udanr.s were

¢
often missed, in the bustle of a large classroom. These flaws <¢id not result from

teacher ifieptitude, Cusick maintained, but from the need to maintain order and
1

deal simultaneously withsmany students {(pp. 49~56). ' 2
[
. - .
The picture of extra-curricular activities was dqually bleak. "A few ran

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

v - »
student leaders copsr.ir.\ir.od a small clxquo and dominated activities, to the exclu-

sion of-the majority of students, who resented their exclusion. The “l¥aders”

represented oniy the.r Gliques. The others were no more involved in student-run

actiyities than in any other aspects of the school. Furthermore, the special
7 ' 4

status of the activity leaders--athletes, cheerleaders, student government officers,
.
etc.--simultancously reinforced the peer structure and conflicted with the academic

N . v

goals of the school. They were., predictably, the students with the h;?holt status
' . .
among their peers They did not, for the most pdrt, value academic achievement
‘ Y
or work hard in school. They were allowed to violate mdhy rules of conduct with

-t ’

Y - . N
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impunity, especially the athletes. In contrast, students VQ‘quxcel.y com’leed

with the rules and did their assignments to the best of their abilities rv.exvcd
. . [
few rewards froa the school. . .

Cusick p@_ted out that the student friendship groups served an organization

>

maintenance function by providing informatiop, advice, and guidance about the

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

got lost 1h the organization because it E\_‘d no formal procedures to deal with

* * A ’
them effectively (p. 173). Sieber (1979), also found that elepentary school ~

4 E S
children‘s interactions with n;:h other suppo\r;ed the goals of a "good” New York

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

-

ness and cooperation. They t":ught each other by c,\arifymg the teacher's instruc-
F .

tions, providing assistance with school v:u'k, and comparing woﬁ( so t performance
standards were public. . :
1f student behavior responds to the organizational features of schools, as -

Cusick claimed, —(see also Schwartz, 1981) then we might expect to aee systematic
P

variation related to differences between schools. In many respects schools are

very much alike, npochlly;school; serving similar kinds of students. However,

substantial differences 1n "school climate” can be found even axong schools

in similar communities with students+#from the same class, racial, and ethnic

groups (Brookover, Schweitzer, Beady. Flood, and Wisenbaker, 1978). The most

powerful presentation of this point of view is Metz's (1978) comparafive study
of two Junior high schools 1n a city whare equal distribution of students by

race and socio-economic Status was requirec by the sc.hool board. Differences
1n axtitudes and performance of the students in’tho two schools could., Metz
.
claimed, Re attributed with jome ._qnixdcnce:_:o differences between the schools,
L3
since their student populations u‘ere nearly 1dentical®in family background.

And the differences between the schools and their students were indeed quite

.

pronounced. R
{ !

"Hamilton” was notasles t,r disorder., litter. nuisance fires in bathrooms,
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olass cutting., and conflicts arong students. Its teachers were polarized <

between yYoung and old, with each group advocating a distinctive teaching

]
style and tkacher lole. Dissension among the teachers »undcrcut, the A'ubhonr.y

of all, esbecially outside the classrooa. The dominant student group in

Hamilton could be charfecarized, as black dissidents, follc_wod in proainence

by white adherents to an eRerging “tounterculture.” (This was a university
. R N R

cotmunity,in 1967-68.) ¥ -,

“CRauncy® was a newer school building with a dasign much more condt;\;ivc

to adult supervision and contwl than Hamilton. A ntronq princxpal ‘consis=
tently suppresud dxsagre.&.n: or cven mbnnm.ivc discussion anong faculey

and equally cd\sunntly enforced an .xpocntion that teachers would naintain

order 1n their classrooms and in the hans. Copforming white students were

3

g the PQst promncn: group in Chauncy even though they were no more nUMrous

. o
than at Hamulton. Neatness, order, and discipline were as noticeable in °
A ) Al

Chauncy as their opposites in Hmntc;n.

This was not an Unalloyed blessing. Chauncy's order was ostensibly
. - 4 . -

naintained as a means to enable k:irning, but tcachal."l quickly discovered

that 1f they kept their classes quiet it didn't matter what they taught and,
conversely, 1f 'r.he principal judged their classes noisy, their instructional
skills and accomplishments uttereé not at all. Teachers in Chauncy had very

little 1nteraction with students (“‘bi" the school Cueick studied), the better
2 g~
to maintain the social distance undcr‘ryxng their aur.horir.y and to avoid ~

N
.

surfacing the racial and political conflicts that were overt at Hamilton but

suppressed at Chauncy. ;hauncy teachers were isolated from each other too
“'f R
tn che? efforts to deal with classroom problems, Tﬁix,_nnuud that such

problems were unique and tried to solve then individually, while Hamilton
~ .

R L
teachers knew that the problems in their classrooms were symptoms of larger
L4

problems in the school as a whole and could, as a result, seek advice from
.

each other and attempt school-wide responses,. v
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Another structural characteristic affecting™student behavior 18 school

size, Large sch%ls are able to offer a grelanr variety of courses and

N
activities and greater Oopportunity for specialization. These are some of

the reasons behind Conant's (1959) recosmendation that school consolidatzon
proceed at least to the point that a high school class have more than 100 .

‘ %

dation that both Signalled and contributed to a dramatic

J bers, & rec

increase in the size of schools over the past twenty yeags. Soon afcer

Conarfe’s widely heeded report was issued. a book was published reporting

research that challenged the agsumption of large school supenc;n:y. Titled

' .
Big School, Small School (Barker and Gump, 1964}, the book includes a series

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

students. >

m key 1nsighs of this,book. an i1nsight chat applxes to other instai-
‘tucLons as well u to cchcfols, 1% that’the number o? opportunities for parti-

cxpatxon ("behavior sottings") docs not increase ig fast as the nun¥er of

More specifically. while the largest high scnool studied had 65

. ‘.

times ds many students as the szuilcst. it had only 8 times as many academic

people.

»

behavior settings and 5 times as many ar.hlonc behavxor settings, Differences

batween the lardest and smallest schools were even shaller in the scope or

variety of activities available w:éhm tha’ﬂa:hletxc and afademc behavior
-

The reason for this f:nding 18 'casily explained. A tiny school

‘. .

settings.

. .
)h\held-sevenl athletic teams and offer the basic wath. English, social
studies. and, science courses required for acerodu.;uon. A large school will

ERIC
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have both varsity and junior varsity teams 1n severd. dports, and offer elec-

tive courses in physics and trigonometry. But tne ifAc-ea.e IR the number of
different academic and athletic opportunities availabli. L. the larje school

Tnoretore, the aumber of
»

does not Xeep pace with the increase 1n enrollment.
opportunities per student declines steadily.
.

- -
The 1ncreasing ratio of students to settings 1n the large schoois results

1n what the ecological psychologists call “overmanning™ or high "jensity” of

]

1 .

-1

N
population. The reverse Situation in the small schoods 18 described as
. .

“undermanning” and appears to be advantagecus in several te’hpects: In an
overmanned behavior setting, such as the varsity blskctbal\lt;an of a

large high SCh?L there are far more potential particxpantWtﬁan can be
accoemodated, Hence, tryouts are held and those jydged less ‘competant are
excluded fronm n.ze activity, A large proportiof} of students find themselves

on the outside of all school activities or 1ixived to the role of spectator.
L v .
In a small school, in contrast, the problem is not selecting participants,

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

and a fev sore or the bench, If there are onlyNaifty boys iné the school,

nearly every one who can run, Jump, and hold a ball will be needed to fiold
a team, .Rather than tryouts td select from among would-be players, ‘mn.“
L]

will be pressure on all who might contribute to coms out for the teanm.
Furthermore, the basketball players who can carry a tune will again be

pressed into servic® when it is time to put on the annual asusical because

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

who do participate are much more likely to :poculiz'o in one type of acti-
A

‘

vity.
Y 3

Barker and Gump and their colleaques found tihat bodW average numbers

of extracurricujar activities and the nunber Of differant kindd of activi-

4
() . - ’

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

ﬁoroov.r. the distribution of participation

1n the large ones (pp. 69-74).

»
among students was much mole even in the small schools. Students in the *

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

.

A\
‘one ¢nd of the continuum and a large group of students who did not parti-

.ipate 1in any extracurricular activities at the other, )Q the small schools
there were very few students who did not participate in anything.
The kinds of satisfactions Students yeported from their participation

also differed. .
2]
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‘v
Juniors from tho snall schools reported more satisfac-
tions relating to the development of competence, to
being challenged, to engaging in lmportant actions, to
being i1nvolved in group activities, and to achieving
moral and cultural values, while large school Juniors
rcported more satisfactions dealing with. vicarious
cn)oy'lent with large entity affiliation, with learning
about their school's persons and affairs, and with
gaining “points® via participation (p. 197).

This difference can be attributed to the 'kmdn of positions avaxlabﬁ to
students in extracurricular activities. Proportionately many more of the
students in small schools reported holding positions of importence and

.responsibility and they held such positions in a Wider variety of behaviors
d -
- settings (p. 93), When students in large schools who held positions of
’ ! s
.-importance and responsibility were compared with students holding similar

positions ,in small schools, the difference in satisfaction was considerably
<

-reduced, -indicating that it 13 the greater availability or such positions
S 4 13 . 7T
‘;}M #nall schools that accounts for the differences in satisfactions (p. 112)

When students were distinguished accc;rdinq to family backyround and
academic performance into those most likely to drop out of school == the
"marginal™ students — amg “regular™ students, the inv‘ogtxqators found thft
1n small schools marginal students reported both pressurc§ and attractions
to particxpage 1n school activities at about the same rate as rejular sfu-
dents, while in large schools marginal students rcport::d fewer pressures

and fewer attractions. As a rosu){:, the large schools idcluded substantiad

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

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

Thu findmg is gonsistent with Pcshkm 3 (1978) observation that Mansfield
ltudénts had a-strong serige of belonging.
A small-scale ana?y\s s matching Juniors 1a smlr schools with Ir

above 110 with large scho ..Nfuors selected by the sume criterion wvcalcd

that the small school students were enrclled in a larjer number ot classes
e ,

i L.
but that a greater proportion of those classes were nonacademic, suggesting

13
ERI!
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that., as 1n extracurricular activities, the larqo.: nunmber and variety
of course offerings in the larger schools leads to specialization rather
than to every student taking Aﬁeanugo of the greater number of opportu-
nities {(pp 169-170}.

The basic finding of higher levels gf participation and greater satis-
faction among $mall school students has been replicated in nubuqucnt. nt{hn
Willems (1967) confirmed that the effects of fchool size are greatest f‘ol-'
the marginal students. wWicker (1968) supporfted both the interpretation
that 1t 1s holding responsible positions that determines satisfaction Jlnd

the attribution of differences in this experience to school size, Baird

(1963) found that small school. students had-superior achievement in ert.

writing, leadership, and dramatics. but not in science or music. In a
second study, he found that college students from large and gmall high
schools did not differ in their nten of participatiqn in extracurricular

’
college activities but that the difference between large and small colllqn

was identical to that found in high schools. 'ﬂ'g}l finding can be r‘i two

-

ways. While differences i1n rates of participation do not appear to carry

over “1nto college, ang, therefore, wmay be less important dovolopuontally
than _Barkcr and Gump assumed, Baird's study supports t..h. theory of under=

& .
manning, that participation rate is determined by th:lxtultion rather than
by personal characteristics. Grabe (1981) raised questions about the desjr=
ability of students experiencing pressure to participate in activities for
w‘hxch they may not be well-suited. He found that l.\lf—concopt SCores were
more variable ;nd indicators of alienation higher among small school stu-

»

dents and speculated that those may result from sugh students experiencing -
.

. failuxe 1n activities' they would ‘not have, attempted in larger schools, where

. N
‘students can specialize in activities they do well, [
’ ‘o ’

The following propo'sxtions sunmarize the studies reviewed above of the

socialfzation function 3f schools: °
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Children learn more than academics from their school experiences,
. . )

%’specully how to behave in nonfamily groups: '

u

Congruence between a school and community can contnbuhsxgmfx-
cantly to a sense of cocmunity among both adults and youth, l
but at sowe sacrifice 1n academic quality:

The prominence of peer soéul interaction 1in s?hoois can displace

, the academic function of schools, especially at the high
school level, but peer interaction can also serve to rein-
force organizational and acadenic norms:

The prominence of peer interactions among secondary school stu-
dents is not solely determined by the students’ characteris-
tics; L‘t is a nﬁponu to the structure and tlimate of the
schools:

Marked differences in Stl;dent ber:avxor and school climate can be

. »

attributed to the beliefs and practices of teachers and admin-
N ’ .
istrators and the ways in which they interact to form a sociak
) -
system:

Small high schools offer more opportunities per etudent for partici-

pation 1n academic and extracurricular activities, especially

in responsible ,positions! small §ch:>ol students, ‘including

-

academically marginal students participate ir a greater
. N . A

. .

variety of settings and report morg and Jeepsd: satisfaction .
. . .

from their ,?a'rticipahon than those 1n larye schools.

.

v ’
Socialization and Academic Learning

Y v
’ . .
The Studiy of socialization in schools cited above referred to academic

3

.
achievement principally as a value sometimes compromised by the structure of

peoer relations, but they concentrated on the way i1n which schools inculcate
; .
values and behaviors suitable to maturing members of society. Most of those I'e
; ~

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

they are prcrcquxsxtes-‘to acaliemic learning ‘in a classroom setting.
Another set of ecological studies has emphasized the critical importance

to children's academic learning ofistheir learning how to behave in the

.

If we’think of socialization as being for irmediate purposes

L}
within the school and classroom as well as for adult roles, we can see

classroom.
‘x';:e clearly the link between social 'and academic learning. As Mehan has
written, 'partxcipltxon 1n classroom lessons involves the integration of
academic kgowledge‘md social or 'i,ntor'actional skills™ (1979, p. 341 see
also Florio. 1978; Mitman, Mergendoller, Ward and Tikunoff, 1981).
Mehan's study prQvides conpellaing evidence in support ot‘\s:m.s pro-
Using vn;oo tape to record teacher and student behavior during

. e

nine lessons in an elementary school clafstoom, Mehag and his colleagues

position.

first i1dentified the structure of t.lch.r-stud.r.lt verbal exchanges and then
~ '

of progressively larger ifiteractional units until they could describe an

.

entire lesson. They then used the vidéo tapes to confirm fhat the students

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

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

SCOP1C analysis revealed just how complex the implicit rules for pl'rticipl-
. ~ .
B -
t10n 1h a classroom are. Students must not only know: the content of the
e

lesson in order to partxcipate effectively; they must also understand how
tb be recognized and how o state what they know approprhtely‘. The

Amcreasmq competel:\ce of the students in the classroom Mehan studied was

-
indicated by the reduced incidence of student-initiated talk being dis-
approved by the teacher and a cort‘e\lpondingly greater responsiveness by

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

beqinning of the year, when a student made a statement that was not in
“~
s
direct response to the teacher, the feacher and other students would most
often i1gnore it. By the end of the year. students had learned to make

ipi1ti1ating statements in the "scams" betweeb lesson seaments so that thevy
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did not disrupt the lesson, As a res‘lt, students’cxcrcxscd 1ncrcasxngs
influence over the course of a lesson by introducing new ideas and
topics for discussion.

Mehan stressed that the rules for classroom participation are esta-
blished Jointly, which means that students influenceé the teacher's
behavior as well as the other way around. In another report of his study

(1980) he 1llustrated s related point: that competent stddents are able

to carry out':htir personal agendas while attending to the teacher’s

instructional agenda. He dtscr}bed one girl who carr}ed on an active

conversation and exchange of money and food with two other girls. while

rai1si1ng her hand and participating in the lesson. Though she was the

"ringleader” of her threc-pefson social group, the teacher reprimanded
a

the other two for talking but not her., At one point she told her CL?§5--

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

and then shrewdly volunteered to check on some Sports equipment the ',

teacher was concerned about at the soment, which gave her the opportunity
’ ndb ;
to take off sweater, replenish her supply of sunflower sceds, and
then receive the teacher’s thanks for performing the task that had hidden
’
her own purposes. thxs performance 1s a particularly dramatic example

of the ability Schwartz (1981) attributed to higher track £lementary
school stu%ents to carry on their pech; teractions Subtly, while lower
class students did so overtly and suffered the conse.uences.

A second way in which socialization to the classroom is related to
ac,dtnxc learning, in addition to being a prerequisite, 15 that different
forms of instruction encourage and allow different types of social inter-
action, which, in turn, facilitate difterent kinds wnd levels ot learning
Comparing a group of students ip two dirferent third-grade classroome and

then following them on to fourth-grade .lassrooms, Bossert 11979) 1denti-

fied two types of classrooms, “recitation” and "multitask.” on the basis

22
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of their “act® ity structures.” The "recitation activity structure” is .
found 1n conventional classrooms where a teacher stands at the front of

the room and asks questions of all the students at once, with the students
responding individually, “Multitask” 1s the label Bonloﬁé applied to

open classrooms in which students work individually and in small groups

on a variety of dxffe;ent kinds of jchool work .simultaneously., Bossert

noted that the recitation structure entails public'performance by both

teacher and students and 2 high level of teacher control. Since everyone

1s aware of what the others are doing, the teacher must be strictly impar-

e .

tial 1n distributing sanctions. The multitask structure, in con{rlltf

entails more private and noncomparable behavior, allowing the teacher to
£at

use personal influence as a slnctiénxng technique., For example, as other

séudopts are engaged in their t‘Sks'"fh. teacher can take one Student ll}d.

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

1f 1t continues, while in the recitation Structure teachers are limited

.

to short “desists® in controlling behavior. When asked which group of
students they provided with the most assistance, all four't.lch:rl studied
said the poorest, but in fact observations showed that only the multitask
teachers Spent .the most time with the poorest students. The recitation
teachers gave the most assistance to the best.students because they depended
jon their best students to keep the recitation process going.

In addition to restricting the teachers’ options for controlling student
b;havxog, the publiq and comparable nature of performance in the recitation
structure yielded a competitive status system among students, in which friend-
ships were based primarily upon levels of academic performance. The good h
students knew who the other good students were and they selected each other
as friends. These fricndshxp groups rcmain;h stable over the lcpool year,

and cooperative activities were conducted almost exclg;ivoly within them, )

friendships were more fluid in thg multitask classrooms ang/wtre based more

23
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on mutual interests than bn scademic performance level, Grouping during , area where instructions were delivered and the teacher reprimanded them, asking,
cooperative activitics vas heterogensous H.“h cespect to academe perfor- “whc told you 1t was time to move?” The authors note that she had, not in *
mance. The fourth grade recitation teacher complained that her students . ' vords but by a change in posture that had prc;lio\.u;l\y always signalled the end of
did not know how to work together even though some of her Students had been instrictions and the beginning of work time.

observed porfo:ning cooperative work quite competently in their third gradd . The mfxnc-g_rnned analyses of classmog:‘intcncnon done by ecological research-

multitask classroom. - - ers reveal more than teachers and students or casual observers.can oxplgin about
N wBossert's study suggests some hidden‘disadvantages of the conventional j what happens* and how learning occurs. The complexity of the pmcou‘qivos us .
: d greater app‘recl,atxon for what students have to learn in order to begin to learn

practice ofggecitation and some advantages to open classrooms that are not
iomediately obvious, Howsver, it 15 most useful in helping to identify their academic lessons and for what teachers have to do. Jackson (1968) empha-
poth the Strengths and weaknesses of the two types of classroom organiza- sized the complexity of the teacher's task, claiming that the failure of laboratory=

tion and in calling attentfon to the nesd to match activity structures derived learning theories to affect classroom practice is a result of the "over-

simplified- 1mage of what goes on in el.;unnry school classrooms” {p. 165) upon

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

zation. As Grannis hyvpothesized on the basis of his observational study . which ‘they are based. He argued instead that "tnchinq is an gPPOttunhtic process”

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

v

in differently structured Follow-Through classrooms: “Dif ferent controls . .

! -
of the conditions of teaching and learning are...appropriate. for different \ are complex but also because of the social aspect of the cln‘sroou. Teachers can-
’ ’ - »
awms” (1978, p. 32). , not simply attend to their learning objecr.l.'\fel as if nothing else of consequence

3

Gump (1980) has provided a useful synopsis of research on “the school . happened in their classrooms; they must also , .
as"a social situation,” especially from his field. ecqlojical psychology worry about whether they were just or unjust in the distribu-
. tion of praise and reproof, sensitive or insens:itive to the . .
Among the substantive and methodological points he made was that "pupils nuances of the events that transpired, consistent or incon- .
- sistent 1n the standards and regulations they enforced (p. 167). .

behave differently in different segments’ (Gump 1969 207) of a less n. He
Y e P o f Smith and Geoffrey (1968) analyzed this complexity from an unusual point of

offered this as a finding -from his own work that has been supported by 2
view, as$ a teacher-researcher team. Among the concegtions they developed about
L3

Grannis's (1978), It 1s nicely illustrated by Schultz and Florio's (1979)
teaching that indicate how complex it is are the need for the teacher to depart

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

from the lesson plan, the ability to anticipate unwanted occurrences and then
v a

behavior, including speech, voice level, location in tho ¢lussroom, and
N restall them or prepare for them, the flexibility to try out procedures and

posture, signalled transitions from one "sggment™ or t,pa or ACT1Vity to

Te their effectiveness, “ringmastership” or the ability to handle multiple

another. The point 15 brought home e.pecially by one viluo taped inc.- ’
. sets of interaction, the need to attend to CORtinuity, Sequential smoothness

. -
dent 1n which the teacher’s in.tructions to the tlass, wha.h Sne comsis- "
t roles (“gentle lamb,

and Pacing among lessons, the ability to play differen

tently delivered while bending at the walst were interrupted, Causing her .
A "ferociols tiger”), and the skill to organize the classroom to maximize opportun-

to change her posture. Some o't the students beyan ro move iway from the

ERIC - ~
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N ities for "andividualized interaction™ (chap. 4).
" Just as schools soclalize students as merbers of the latger society. they
‘u

X

socialize them to the mlniature society of the classroom  Ecological studies

of socralization for lgaming have yielded the follgﬂng propositions.

' Compatence as a student requires the ability to understand and parti4.pate
in the complex sys;u‘of classrocm interactiocn as well as knowledge
of the subjec:‘ matter; ’ N

. Distinctive activity structures encourage different types of Lntc'tacuons

among students and between students and teachers, consistent with

. . different ‘sducational goals; 7 .A " )

The nov' of a' churo«iﬁ day is gquite cwpu:x, it depends upon subtle forms
of. cou.ﬁncu.xon l::;l upo.n a host of teacher skxlbs and sensitivitles
beyond academic knowledge ‘and instructional techniques.

A R . ‘
The Social Organizacion of Schwl; and Unequal Educational Opportunity
Ecological studies have portrayed schools and clu;nzooms as complex social

r * ~
entities and they have begun to render some of that complexity understandable,

hence® cpen to change.

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

Nowhere is the/ possibility of g:bnnqe more 1mportant than

- demonstrated some of the ways in which the social patterns of schools and class=",
. .

rooms perpetuate rather than reduce inequality.
A study by Leacock (1969) holds a prominent pl.‘ce in this htcraturc.‘ She
and her associates conducted observations and interviews in second and fifth grade

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

class, black or white group of students.

She found that all iuur scpools placed
heavy emphasis on proper behavior--the ;ocialxza:xon tundtion-~but that propricty
was defined differently (pp. 155-157). [n the schools located 1m both black ind
white middle-~income neighborhoods, proper Lehavior was belng "nice,” demonstrating

self-control, and having correct posture In the lower-income ;chools, proper

.

~ ERI
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behavior meant submission to authority. The lower-income students, especially

in the predominantly black school, were peing socialized to deference according .

tu Leacock, while the middle-income students, especially in the preaoaxnmtly‘
+hite school, were being prepared for leadership and rosponni{}bxur.y. One indica-
tion of this difference ua.s that the suddle-ingooe schools cn;:ouraqod students
to take in.tiative and ipteract with each other ‘r.;:rouqh ccnlr.r:m and cooperative

projects, which were abséant in the lower-incooe schools, where teacher-student

interaction was much more prominent than st;.udont-ntudont. Moreover, proper

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

the means to establish a climate for learning, which it was in the middle-ihcime
P

&5 .

schools. Teachers in the middle-ingcame black school placed much more esmphasis on

-

acadeaic learning and were judged to teach more skillfully than teachers in the
‘(%owor-xnccmo black schoc%. Yet- another indication of this difference was that
* '

teachers in the riiddle-income white schopl profon:oa uuda'?\_r.l with the highest IQ

.

<,
scores but those in the lower-incoms black school preferred students with lower

IQ scores who were more subml;xvo (p. 136).

Challenging the notion that schools were less effective at t.;cthg low-
income childrén because they operated on a discrepant set of “middle-class values,
Leacock maintained that the teachers expected less of lowelf-clun students and v
comminicated to them their feeling that they would not amount to much. MHiddle-

class r.oach.ers considered lower-class, especially black, students inadequate and
f) A

transmitted that assumption through:

(1) derogation of children through negative evaluation of their
work, (2) negation of the children through failure to respect
contributions offered from their own experience; (3) relating
to the éhildren in ways that prepare them for, subordinate social
roles (p. 169). ? ‘
1
Leacock further argued that the teacheks' beliefs about the inadequacies of their
low-income students, when tommunicated through their treatment Of them, “help

-

"
perpetuate the very bghavior they decry” (p. 181).

L}
*This notion of a "self-fulfilling prophocyr'vas further developed by Rist
1
* ’

~
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11970, 1973; see also Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968: Seaver, 1973).' whd obse.:rved
a group ?f xindergarten children 1n an all-black city s.chool and followed thea
through secord grade. What he reported may be an extreme case and may not hold

1n different kinds of schools or cocaunities (coopare Hallercand Davis, 1980,

but must be taken seriously if it happens anywhere. <

The kindergarten teacher [who was black) divided her students into three
groups. la the absence of f{irm evidence of their academic ability, she assigned

them to one of three tables: Those Seated at Table 1 were clean and well dressed.,

[}

they were at ease in their 1nteractions with the teacher and in taking leadership
¢ with, the other students; thay spoke eas1ly using less dialect, and. predictahly.

. they were from families with higher income--none were on welfare and twice as
* (2
many had a father at home and employed as at ef{ther of the other two -tables. The

teacher described thosa seated at Table 1 as "fast learners,” duspite having no -
tests or other evidence of learming ability, and said the children at the other

'
two tables "had no idea of what was going on in the classroom” (1970, p. 422).
She consistently reserved privileges such as la(ldinq \r.he Pledge of -Allegiance,
taking messages to :ho office, coming to the front for "show and t€ll, " and stand-

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

to those children and seriously slight those at Tables 2 and ). PFcrhaps most
flagrantly, she did all of her blackboard work on a section in fr.nt of Table 1
that those at Table 3 often could not see. Rist quoted” from his field notes one
instarice in which a girl at Table 3 was prohibited from following the lesson.>

R . L1lly stands up out of her sgatz’gnrs.‘ Caplow asmks Lilly what
'shc wants. Lilly makes no verbal response to the question.
. Mrs. Caplow then says rather firmly to Lally, "1t down.”
. Lilly does, However, Lilly sits down sideways i~ the chait
3 ) (so she is‘still facing the teacher). K Mrs. Capl.w instructu
Lilly to put her feat under the table. This Liliy does. HNow
she is facing directly away from che teacher and the plack=- .
board where the teacher 1s demonstrating to rhe studdnts how
to print the letter, “O" (1970, p. 428}
Rist described with other vignettes thie way in which the teacher's treatdient
£ .
* of the children at Tables 2 and 3 was reflected in hostility toward thum from

’ -
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* children who had been consigned to low status by the teacher.
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Ch%? at Table 1 and in hostility among themselves. He pointed out that -

name calling and disparagerent were directed alrost ekclusively toward those

The next year, 18 of the 30 kindetq;n.en children were assigned to a first
grade teacher 1n the same schoo}.' The others either roved out of the district
or were assigned t.o'dxf‘ferenr. schools. The first gratie teacher also diVided
the olass into three groups. All those of‘r.ho ori;ina} 18 who were seated at
Table A* 1n first grfde had besn at Table 1 the year befors. "Table B" con-
tained all but one of the children from Kindergarten Tables 2 and 3. Pirsc-
grade repeaters were placed at Tabjle C along with one girl frcm Table 3 the
year before. .

+ An almost identical process occurred in second grade. Ten oé the original

)
kméergan:en group stayed in the school district and were promoted. Only those

who had been at Table A 1n .the first grade were assigned to the top reading

group in second grade. Those who had been at Tables B and ¢ were placed in the
middle reading group. The lowest reading group was reserved for six repeaters

and three new students., . .

¢

Three POLNtS 4re,‘espech11y Q?ewon.hy about this repeated pattexn’. Firse,

the initial assignpent to the top kindergarten group, which was based on non-
academic indicators of "promise,” since no testing had been done, becams & self-
fulfilling prophecy. Movement into the highest group a3 a result of improved

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

r.hx:oe school years was in «<he second grdde when two members of the first reading )
group were demoted and replaced by two from the second group. The teXcher's
explanation for this exchanje was based solely on neatness, with no reference
to academic performance (pp.-442-443). . '

second, the self-fulfilling prophecy also operated at the level of the
teachers’ treatment of the children. Rist found that the teachers expected

13 . .
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sore from ard gave more rewards to the students in the highest group and that
they in turn respondeé'vx;h the kind of behavior the teachers valued, setting
up a self-pcrpé:uannq cycle. The opposite cycle operated for the renamde.r of
the students The teachers thought of them as "slow learners,” treated them as
such, and they responded in kind, Just as Leacock (1969) [found school-to-school

differences in teacher emphasis on behavior, Rist.found teachers directed more

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

* .
basis for (,usxgmnq children to groups became progressively stronger and more

PP
'ob)ecr:xve.‘ when the kindergarten class soved 1nto first grade, their new
teacher had, xncaddn.ion to the xndxcar.c;n of social class used by the kindetr-
garten teacher, reports on the *children's work in kindergarten and test scores.
which demonstrated that the children 1in the top group had done wore alnd better
than those in the lower groups, though some of thas fhffcrencc clearly resulted
from the teacher's having expected more and done more with these children.

Some parallels can be drawn between the procc.ss Rist uncovered and the

.
results of tracking in high school. In an effort to disentangle the effects uf
race and class from the effects of tracking {(i.e., assigmng students to dif-
ferent classes on the basis of ability, perrormance, or aspirations), Rosenbaum
(1976) chose a high school in a homogeneous white working class neighborhood
and examined school records, administersd a questionnalre, interviewed administra-

rors and selected students, and conducted some informal cbservations. He cuncluded

that tracking Was a means of stratifying students -nose family backgrounds were

similar into groups with high and low probabilities of upward social mobility.

" The critical dividing line Was between the college and noncollege tracks. As 1n

f

the elementary school Rist studiwi, rouping by ability resulted .- 1 statug

» ¢ -
hierarchy xhat was painfully sbviais w the studer.ts In addition to being Suns

’
scious at their sﬁorgimate St atu.s otudents believed tney had <ho.en track v.n

the basis of their ibility arad rhererore telt thut rrey deserved thelr »tatus.

.
As o result. low track students opoke of rhemsels-. 10 the same pesgative »tereco-

-
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types that high track students and teachers applied to thes (pp. 162-168).
.
They also ‘chose their friends prizarily from their own track or an adjoining

one (p. 458) and participated 1in cxtracu’rnculat activities differsntially
the majority of college track students participated, over

80\ 1n two or more activities; the majority of noncollege frack students did

according to track

not participate at all, less then 30% in two or more (p. 156). Furthermore,’
college track Students' IQ scores increased from 8th to 10th grade while non-

college track students' scores declined. b

Rosenbaun’s main theme was that the tracking system worked more like a
tournament than a contest, the metaphor preferred by those viewing it as a
meritocratic procedux'e. Most students remained in the sampe track for all
courses and all through their secondary school years. Hovement from one track
to another was quite rare and seven tipes more likely to be downward than up-
ward when it did occur (chap. '3). As Rosenbaum defined a tournament: “when you
win, you win only the right-to go on to the next round; when you lose, you lose

forever” (p. 40). This ch’tactetization\of tracking in an all-white working
ot

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

¥

which stratified an all-black elmnnryysc.f\ool class.

Nepther Leacock, Rist, nor Rosenbaum proved that schools stratify students
totally without regard to academic capacity. That would require more v;hd
tests of capacity than have yet been constructed and a more controlled study.
Some of the differences teachers and counselors s\aw axmong sr.ugnnu' on the basis

-

of family background and test scores were, no doubt, valid predictors of future
academic performance and life chances. What these studies do y’fcﬁug\qut that
some of- the strategies -supposedly adopted to maximize the lnming~ of all sr.ud-}ms
1n fact reduce the opportunities and motivation for learning of those identified
15 less capable. This raises the question whether schools can be optimally effec-

cive and efficient 1n teaching the most able students without attaching invidious

\

-

+

.
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and self-perpetuating labels to the others. .

However . r:hcre 15 an even larger question. All three of these researchers
explicitly related their findings to the ncn{ and socioreconomuc stratification
pervading the United States (and nearly all od;or societies) . *What they did was
to show a part of the schools' role in csr.ux)‘.,lshmq and maintaimng that strat:i-
fication. The larq;r question is whether the amount and rigidity of that
stratification can be reduced and whethar the lot of those at tha bottom can be

improved. In order to address this question, One muSt move beyond the schools

to analyze the 30C1al, economic, and political structures in which scnools are

embedded .

This requires the insights of many disciplines and research methods, but a
clauio' study illustrates how an ecological perspective can be applied to the

phenomena of educatior and stratification in a comunity. Hollingshead (1949)
more than any other scholar is responsible for calling attent:xon empirically to
the influence of social olass on schooling. He and his associates were able to
assign ¥very teenager 1R a small midwestern town to one of five 5ocial classes

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

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

\famly's social class was a major cgrreln.. of what they dxd: how they were

treated, and how they interpreted thm situat:ion.

Higher class boys and girls gradu1r.ed from high school in the college pre-

‘
paratory course. Lower clag¢s youth dr:ipped out of school in harge number»--

almost 90y of those in the lowest class¥=‘w1d enrolled in v:tre general and commer-
cial courses. Participation in extra-cusricular acr.i/vxt;us was directly related
to class position, in numbers of activities, 'prcsnge of activities, and leader-
ship positions, with the c;ception that boys of all ciassus particijpated 1in

athletics (chap. 8). Cixques and ddtes were constituted of young people from

the same or adjacent classes, to the extent that 4 girl who accepted u date with

{\« .
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a lower class boy was ostracized by her higher class friends {(chap. 9). Even
the location of the hooks where students hung their coatsPin school was deter-
mined by social class membership (p. 167).

These class-related distinctions in the school were continued in the larger
community, where churc‘h dencainational affiliation and church attendance reflected
social class, as did laeuborshx;: in youth organizations and types of lsisure tisme
activities engaged in. ‘The higher class youth did not hold part-time jobs. Among
the middle and lower class youth who did, there Wps a clear hionrch;, of prestige
attached to the “Jobs, with the lowest class youth limited to tha least desirable
jobs (chap. 11). )

The picture Hollingshead painted of adolescent life in a small aidwestern
town-in 1941-42 scri:usly ch'alhnqod easy assumptions Ab.out equal opportunity and
individual :libezty. The completeness and consisténcy of t‘ho connections he was
able to make between what chlldn‘r} 1.eumod in their families and neighborhoods,

°
how they wers treated by various cosmunity institutions, and the pattern of atti-
tudes and behavior that they developed make his argunent a powerful cne. In
addu:.xon to.calling attention to the pervssiveness of -ocial class in a society
committed to democracy, Hollingshead dom&xstratcd that the school's contribution

to the stratification process is of a pirece with many other forces in the ca-unq:y.

R

while schools may be criticized for fairling to reduce insquality as much as they
rmight, they cannot be blamed for the structure of inequality created and main-
tained by a host of institutions.

Other community studies have documented the relation of schooling ani sociel
class (e.g., Havinghurst, Bowman, Liddle, Matthews, and Pierce, 1962). The
recent study that best extends this type of analysis is Ogbu's (1974) ethnography
of schooling 1n a poor ‘black and Mexicen-American neighborhood in Stockton, Cali~
fornia. Rejecting prevailing explanations of the poor school performance of low=

.
1ncome minority children as resulting from cultural deprivation, poor schools, or

genetic inferiority. Ogbu claimed instead that poor school performance was

-
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adaptive behavior on the part of young people whose life chances were severely
lin.;.:.d by discrimination. His jnterviews with parents and children i1ndicated
that both groups held high hopes for school achievement and upward mobility,
but the realization that discriminatory practices made these hopes almost umpos=-
sible to fulfill led parents to warn their children of the limited opportunities
they had and children to perform below capacity'u\ classwork and on standard-
ized testd. According to Ogbu, many children simply did not gake such things
seriously because they did not believe their results would have any significant
bearing on their parsonal futures. /

The school, as Ogbu found it, reinforced this pattern. Teachers, admin- .
Luntc;rs, and counselors held low expectations for the Students and failed to j
reward competent performance when it occurred. They treated parents as clients
rather than as partners and held inaccurate stereotypes about the students' fami-
lies. Guidance counselors defined school Problems as clinical problems and pre-
ferred t.o treat students therapeutically, even when what they needed was straight-
forward advice on course selection and career plans,

In a subsequent cross-national comparison drawing on available data, Ogbu
(1978) has made a sluihr 1nterpretat}on of the school performance of other "caste-
like minorities, ” attributing v_heuY poor performance to the presence of & "job
ceiling” that limits upward mobility and the rewards that are suppoted to accompany
academic achievement.

On the basis of these studies, we can state the following propositions about
inequality in schools and classrooms: '

* Schools serving children of different soc19-economic and racial back-
grounds emphasize different types of socialization depending upon
the children's presumed futute--tesponsxblixty for the middle ¢lass
and submission for the lower: '

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

establish a "self-fulfilling propheéy," first as they give more

N -32-
instructional time and effort to those they expect will l;pcc“d.
se;ond a; those expectations are communicated to the c.hildr.n
through grouping practices and the children come to accept the

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

N
LN

A ingly: 3

School practices such as counseling and tracking are sorting davices
thatcontinually remove students from the competition for upward

- »
sqcdal mbbxl;ty; movenent from one track to another is rare and
much more likely to be downward than upward;

The schools' stratification of students by race and class is consistent
with the }tratificltion accowplished by other societal institu-
tions; schools are fot solely responsible for inequality, nor do
they substantially reduce it;

School failure is adaptive for mindrity youth aw long as racial dis-
crimination, especially in employment, sevarely restricts the

rewards for performing well in school. : “

E’:coloqical Studies of School Change: A Brief Hote

The Xind of structural analysis of schools and classrooms as social systems
found in the studies sumarized above has also been conducted on various forms
of school innovation and on the change process {tself.  Such studies hive
revealed the formidable barriers confronting efforts to improve schools, bar-
riprs less visible and less tractable than achieving a.qm-m: on goals and
developing new instructional skills, which are daunting or:ou¢\ thamselves. Per-

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

and the Problem of Chanqe (1971). Defining the term “culture” to include what

nas been called in this paper the social system of the schools, Sarasom made the
N [ v

connection between the view of schools presented here and change:

Teaching any subject matter, from this viewpoint, is in part
,determined by gtructural or system characteristics having no
intrinsic relationship to particular subject matter. I1f this
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assertion is even partly correct, any attempt to change a
curriculu.-' independent of changing some characteristic
institutional feature runs the risk of partial or complete
failure (pp. 35-36).

In the case he presented to illustrate this point, “the.new math” Sarason found

that the only change actually accomplished was "substituting one set of bogks
for another® (p'. 48) because the changes in relations between teachars an;%
students required to achieve the goals of the proponents of the néw math were
never stated explicitly and no steps were taken to éncourage or 1mplement those

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

Alternative schools have provided opportunities for the kinds of studies

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

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

changing an existing one. One of the most thorough 13 'Swidler‘s (1979) study of
two .ltemativo‘ schools in Berkeley in the early 70's. She found that these ;
schools, in which changes in the authority relations of teachers and students were
central, found substitutes for formal, unilateral authority in teachers' personal
charisma and 1n norms of group solidarity and ‘strict equality. However, these
substitutes aprared to function more ;ftoctxvely in thé white upper-m:ddle class
school with its counterculture communal values and style than 1n the lower class
multi-ethnic School, where students still regarded school warily and expected

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

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

appealing to students, Swidler found that these schools taught social norms that

4
were distinctly different from those taught 1in conventional schools (pp. 142-148),

and Speculated that these norms mqu appropriate to societal conditions of

the near future. Other structural analyses of alternative schools written by
Hamilton (1981), and Moore (1980) confirm that problems 1n making such schools
]
both stable and innovative are not the result of "13ck of structure," but of the
. '
difficulty of inventing and Ma1ntaining Rew organizational structures that are

WOr peuar ot [ B

This brief section on ecological studies of the process of school
innovation will be summarized with a set of questions rather"th&n pro-
positions. They are questions that anyone hoping to 1mprove schools
*should consider carefully.

what changes m. social relations will b: required if this
effort is to succeed {(among studants, t.lc.htrs,

f‘adnmxstrators, parents, et al.)?

How can those changes be accomplished? (How will teachers
learn the pew behavior requh;ed? How will they teach
new behavior to the students? Will parents and the
community accept these new social relations?)

whit are the consequences of the new social relations
likely to be, both intended and unintended, for
academic learning and socialization?

Are those consequences consistent with the educational

goals motivating the -improvement effore?

<
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