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ALL OUR CHILDREN
An Introduction

David W. Hornbeck

ATTORNEY, HoGAN & HARTSON, AND
ViIsSITING PROFESSOR OF EDUCATION AND
PusLic Poricy, THE JoHNs HorkiNs UNIVERSITY

had the honor ot serving the Council of Chief State School Officers as its

president during 1987. Each year one of the president’s responsibilities is
to identify the major focus of the Council. For 1987, we chose to focus on the
children and youth of the nation with whom we have historically failed. There
is no greater challenge nor more urgent imperative facing the nation and its
schools than to ensure that children and youth at risk of school failure become
productive workers, nurturing members of families, and effective citizens.

Most commentaries about at-risk students begin with a litany of statistics
revealing our failure to succeed with sizable numbers of youngsters. They are
statistics of poverty, school failure, drug and alcohol abuse, crime, and welfare
dependence. The numbers are grim and they are real.

But I want to introduce this book by presenting the message in a different
form, as expressed by a South Carolinian named Ina Hughs:

We pray for children

who put chocolate fingers everywhere,
who like to be tickled,
who stomp in puddles and ruin their new pants,
who sneak Popsicles before supper,
who erase holes in math workbooks,
who can never find their shoes.

And we pray for those
who stare at photographers from behind barbed wire,
who can’t bound down the street in a new pair of sneakers,
who never “counted potatoes,”
who are born in places we wouldn’t be caught dead,
who never go to the circus,
who live in an x-rated world.

We pray for children
who bring us sticky kisses and fistfuls of dandelions,
who sleep with the dog and bury goldfish,
who hug us in a hurry and forget their lunch money,
who cover themselves with Band-aids and sing off key,
who squeeze toothpaste all over the sink,
who slurp their soup.

- -3
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And we pray for those
who never get dessert,
who have no safe blanket to drag behind them,
who watch their parents watch them die,
who can’t find any bread to steal,
who don't have any rooms to clean up,
whose pictures aren’t on anybody’s dresser,
whose monsters are real.
We pray for children
who spend all their allowance before Tuesday,
who throw tantrums in the grocery store and pick at their food,
who like ghost stories,
who shove dirty clothes under the bed and never rinse out the tub,
who get visits from the tooth fairy,
who don't like to be kissed in front of the carpool,
who squirm in church and scream in the phone,
whose tears we sometimes laugh at, and whose smiles can make us cry.
And we pray for those
whose nightmares come in the daytime,
who will eat anything,
who have never seen a dentist,
who aren’t spoiled by anybody,
who go to bed hungry and cry themselves to sleep,
who live and move, but have no being.
We pray for children who want to be carried, and for those who must,
for those we never give up on and for those
who don’t get a second chance.
For those we smother . . . and for those who will grab the hand of
anybody kind enough to offer it.

I invite you to 1ead Ms. Hughs’ warm and insighiful words again. This time,
instead of "We pray for . . .,” think “"We accept responsibility for. . . .” Ms.
Hughs’ children are the children of America. Many, even most, succeed, and for
them we rejoice. But millions of others fail in schoo: and become the disposable
children of America, the children upon whom this book focuses.

Why are the chief education officers of the fifty states concentrating on
children and youth at risk of school failuie? And why now? One reason, of
course, is the humane cr ethical ore. Millions of America’s children, failed in
many ways by society, face a lifetime of grinding, debilitating poverty and its
dismal accompaniments. Mere decency should be adequate motivation to reach
these youngsters. Regrettably, evidence abounds that decency and compassion
alone have not been sufficient to generate the imagination, will, and resources
necessary to educate at-risk students for independent, productive, and effective
citizenship. Decency and compassion are now bolstered by enlightened self-

10

L I
*




Dauvid W Hornbeck + 5

interest—demographic and economic circumstances—to provide a clear imper-
ative. We must equip all Americans, as the Carnegie Forum put it last year, to
“work smarter.”

Real income is down; the incidence of poverty is up; job growth is concen-
trated in lower-paying, relatively dead-end private sector occupations. While the
youthful population is declining, the proportion of minorities and of those for
whom English is not the first language is growing. Minority youths and those
with limited English proficiency are disproportionately represented among the
poor and among those with whom schools fail.

Becaure of the decline in the youthfu! population, our nat.on can no longer
afford economically disposable human beings. We need the gifted; we need
the poor; we need the white and middle class; we need the black and brown; and
we need those who come to us speaking a first language other than English.

In our grand experiment in universal free public education in America, we
have fashioned a system that works relatively well, especially for those who are
white, well-m tivated, and from stable middle- to upper-income families. But
as students have deviated more and more from that norm, the system has
served them less and less well. We sometimes seem to say to them, "We've
provided the system. It's not our fault if you don’t succeed “ Whether that
attitude is right or wrong, the critical mass of at-risk youh has grown
proportionately so large that we are in some danger of being toppled by our
sense Of rightness and righteousness. Instead of blaming the studen’s for
failing to fit the system, we must design and implement a new scructure that
provides appropriate educational and related services tc those most at risx.

This book chronicles a year of growth and acrivity for the nation’s chief state
school officers. From the start, we were clear about our direction. We were less
clear about the steps necessary to accomplish our goals. Part 1 of this volume
consists of twelve original papers prepared for the Council of Chief State School
Officers. They were presented and discussed at our annual Summer Institute in
Wl.itefish, Montana. The papers provided the “chiefs” with a powerful
intellectual context for considering and formulating subsequent steps.

Debate and reflection at the Summer Institute led to the centerpiece of the
Council’s first year of focus on at-risk children and youth: the CCSSO Statement
" Assuring School Success for Students At Risk” and the accorapanying illustra-
tive model statute. Both appear in Part 2 of this book. Also in Part 2 are the
report and recommendations of the Study Commission, a Council-sponsored
group composed primarily of deputy chief state school officers.

On Monday, November 16, 1987, the Council unanimously endorsed the
Statement. If translated from rhetoric to reality, the impact on school structure
and, more significantly, on school and student performance, will be profound.
The objective is high-school graduation, with no reduction in standards, for
virtually all students by the year 2000.

As Education Week noted on November 18, 1987, "['Assuring School Success
for Students At Risk’} represents che clearest signal yet that state officials are
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ready to be held accountable for the academic performance of all students within
their jurisdictions.”

The Statement is rooted in four critical assumptions evident in the Summer
Institute papers:

1. All students can learn.

2. What each student learns must include a challenging and common
curriculum.

3. How, whe, , and when learning occurs ard who delivers the instruction
should vary according to what works.

4. We know how to succeed with children from diverse circumstances. To
succeed is not easy, and, in some situations, it is extremely difficult. But
the routes to success are nct mysterious.

Without a fundamental affirmation of these four assumptions, a commitment
io ineet the needs of all children is probably folly at best, and hypocrisy, at
worst. However, to affirm the assumptions without a new and fundamentally
different commitment to serve successfully the nation’s children and youth at
risk of school failure is immoral.

Thus the Council calls for the enactment of statutes in each state that
guarantee to young people at risk those educational and education-related health
and social services reasor.ably calculated to yield high-school graduation. The
notion of a guarantee is not merely rhetorical; the Council affirms its truest
meaning.

In making this Statement, the chiefs express their willingness, even their
eagerness, to accept the school’s share of the responsibility for reaching all of the
nation’s children. They recognize that any successful strategy will include the
school as the fulcrum. However, it is clear the school cannot do the job alone.
Thus the Statement calls upon the state, not just the state department of
education, to stand behind the guarantees.

The guarantees include enrollment in a school that is making substantial and
sustained progress; appiopriately certified teachers; safe facilities; systematic
instruction and adequate material; quahty prekindergarten programs; meaning-
ful channels for parent involvement; appropriate health and social services;
individual teaching and learning plans; and data, and the capacity for its
analysis, to determine intelligently which schools are succeeding and which
need help.

The call for such guarantees concludes most unusually. The ch,ef state school
officers declare that at-risk students and their parents or representatives should
have the means to enforce the guarantees. The chiefs recognize the seriousness
of the challenge and have confirmed their commitment to meet it. It is they, as
much as any other local or state officials, who would provide administrative
procedures and be the object of any necessary judicial initiatives.

: 12 -.
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The Statement is clear. However, since rhetoric alone dces not always fully
explicate the breadth and depth of policy statements, model legisiation was also
prepared to illustrate the guarantees in statutory forin. Others throughout the
United States may design better, more inveative ways to make the guarantees a
reality for all students in a timely manner. The model statute is one good way. It
has the following features:

1. The model statute guarantees an effective prekindergarter program for
children at risk. Owen Butler, Chairman of the Commuttee on Economic
Development and former Chief Executive Officer of Procter and Gamble,
has said, "It is economic ‘ tupidit and a moral blunder for any state not to
provide a quality prekindergarten program for all its impoverished three-
and four-year-olds.”

2. For children and vouth at risk of school failure between kindergarten and
the twelfth grade, the statute guarantees three special measurcs:

a. The statute requires that schools follow practices that generally result
in success with students. Such ”promising” practices would likely
include appropriately certified staff, planned instructional strategies,
adequate supplies of up-to-date textbooks and other materials, affir-
mative efforts to involve parents at home and at school, safe facilities,
and a system of school-based administration with greater flexibility to
make decisions.

b. The statute guarantees students at risk the right to be in a “successful”
school. Such a school is defined as one in which more than 75 percent
of students are performing at or above a standard determined by the
proper state and/or local authorities to be appropriate to satisfactory
progress toward graduation. The standard may be based on test
performance, dropout rates, attendance data, extracurricular partici-
pation, and other measures that school authorines determine to
indicate successful momentum toward high-school graduation.

Recognizing that many schools with large concentrations of at-risk
youth would not initially meet the 75 percert standard, the statute also
provides that a school will be deemed in compliance if the proportion
of its students meeting the standard increases by at least 5 percent per
year. The point is that a school should be either “successful” or
demonstrably ard measurably en route to being “successful.” No
student should have to bear the burden of attending a school that is
neither.

Thus any at-risk. student enrolled in a school that, after an appro-
priate phase-in period, meets neither the 75 percent success nor the 5
percent improvement standard should have a right to transfer to a
public school that does meet those standards. The school system may
determine which public school is appropriate. If the school to which

.
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the student must transfer is outside tiie home district, the home
district will have both tuition and transportation responsibilities to the
receiving district.

If a school persists in being “unsuccessful,” the statute requires
action by the local system; if a system has too many “unsuccessful”
scho. 1s, the statute calls for more substantive state intervention.

Clearly, monitoring of outcomes would necessanly continue. But
how one achieves the outcomes—which curriculum, what classroom
organization, the character of the teaching and adminustering force,
the length of the school day and year, what textbooks, even where
learning occurs—can be much more within the decisior-making
authority of the local school and school system If the results are good
for all youngsters, the details of hiow they are achieved are much less
significant.

¢. In schools that have achieved the 75 percent standard, individual
teaching and learning plans (ITLP) are required for students who
continue to be at risk of failure. Until a school is “successful,” the focus
should be on the school, not the individual students. Moreover,
wholesale individual plans would likely become boilerplate and stag-
nant. However, in “successful” schools, it is important to have a
vehicle through which continuing attention is riveted on youngsters
with whom the school has not yet succeeded.

One final point s significant for youngsters in the kindergarten-
through-grade-twelve group. Between kindergarten and the third
grade, “at-risk” is defined in terms of poverty level, language devel-
opment, and school achievement. Between grades four and twelve, the
suggested criteria are wholly school-based With respect to the first
two special measures (the right to “promising” practices and the right
to be in a “successful” school), the only purpose of the “at-risk”
definition is to define wkich young people have the right to enforce
those guarantees. It is not to label children, nor is the definition’s
purpose t encourage classroom “pullouts.” Indeed, it can be argued
persuasively that a proc-zi thet nulls students out of a regular
classroom is not a “promising” practice. The chiefs recognize that the
ITLP provision, the third special measure, could be used as a labeling
device. However, to use it so and to “track” youngsters accordingly is
to misuse a valuable planning tool.

3. The last part of the statute establishes an affirmative duty for school
systems to reach out to young people who have dropped out and to
re-enroll them in appropriate educational programs.

Finally, the Statement and model statute can set the stage for significant
deregulation of education. The word empowerment can become more than just
jargon. Regulation is necessary only when input is being measured. When

14
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orientation is outcome-based or performance-based, the need for regulation
wanes significantly. For several reasons, a performance- or outcome-based
system meets student needs better than an input-tased system.

1. An outcome-based system carries an explicit expectation of success.
Success is the rule, not the exception.

2. Assistance from the school system and from the state will be available to
schools or school systems needing it.

3. No school wishes to be perceived as unsuccessful.

4. The rewards of success and the consequences of failure will serve to
motivate formation uf new strategies and experditure of greater energies
for students.

Focusing on outcomes, as the Statement and statute do, can result in
unleashing the imagination and energy of millions of parents, teachers, and
others associated with local schools.

Some may think that the Statement sounds good but that the statutory
translation is problematic. Readers who feel this wav are simply urged to be
more inventive than the chiefs have been and to design their own way to
guarantee the guarantees. But they must not simply pursue new categorical
programs or new demonstration projects that will disappear when the money is
gone. And they must not simply go to local, state, and federal funding
authorities and, even with greater passion, say as Oliver 1id to Mr. Bumble,
”Please sir, 1 want some more, sir.” Guarantees mean a focus on outcomes with
-he feet of responsible authority held to the fire. Guarantees mean guarantees.
Each state should provide guarantees in its own way, but each state must do it.
The next century belongs to the class of youngsters whe . ed kindergarten
last fall. The promise of that century will be fulfilled only if the states make the
commitment envisioned by the Statement and the model legislation.

If we are to meet the challenge successfully, our educational system must be
restructured. The reforms of the past five years may pale against the require-
ments of the next ten. This vclume is designed to provide an intellectual
framework for the required restructuring and to set a policy context within
which states, as they exercise their constitutional responsibility for elementary
and secondary education, may provide the leadership necessary to succeed with
all our children.
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VALUES, STANDARDS, AND CLIMATE IN
SCHOOLS SERVING STUDENTS AT RISK

Frank Macchiarola

PRESIDENT, THE ACADEMY OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, AND
ProressOR or Busingess, CoLumMsia UNIVERSITY

'[jss than a decade ago, when I assumed the responsibility of heading the
nation’s iargest school system, the amount of interest by other than school
professionals in the problems of education in America was minimal. There were
very few activities of the public schools that would engender interest on the part
of outsiders. We were going our own way without the involvement of others.
Since that time, a great deal has happened to change all of that, and many
reports have been produced that point to problems within American schoolsand
suggest solutions for these problems. Once virtually isolated, American educa-
tors have now been overwhelmed with both the redefinition of the problems and
possible solutions.

We define children at risk as those students whose participation in school is
marginal and who will ultimately fail to satisfy their graduation requirements.
These are students who are failed by our society and who become burdens upon
us and their families. Over the years, professional educators have tended to
minimize the significance of youngsters in this category. We have resisted the
efforts of advocates to account for these children. In 1979, when the Mew York
City Public School System decided on its own initiative to document .. ..umber
of dropouts in the million-student system, we encountered tremendous resis-
tance to the effort within the school bureaucracy. Before we began the task, some
of our school professionals insisted that the figure would be minimal—close to
zero—accounted for, I would later discover, by a system that tallied dropouts
from September to June, taking great pains to require a formal withdrawal
during the school year in order for a student to qualify as a dropout. Of course,
by ignoring the students who unofficially dropped out over the course of the
school year and by not counting those who did not return at the beginning of the
school term, it was clear that the annual rate, even for the poorest of our schools,
would be but 2 to 3 percent. Our report, which found the student dropout rate
for the school system to be closer to 45 percent, met with hostile reaction,
particularly from the leaders of our teachers’ iinions. Now, after almost a decade,
we have come to understand the enormousness of the problem, and we have
come to feel quite strongly that our dropout numbers are unacceptably high. It
is clear that public education today has a more committed resolve to do
something about the problem of dropouts. School leaders have an opportunity
to ensure that that resolve is carried out in practice. The data that education
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departments collect must be focused on the need to record student performance,
and hence the lack of it. Data systems must actually track students and ensure
that none of them escape from our concern. One of the most disturbing features
of American public education to me has been the woeful inattention given to the
need fei information about hovs well our schools are doing. Usually, because it
is so hard for us to explain the meaning of data, we try to downplay its
s gnifican<e.

Trday, before exploring what we can do about our dropout problem, I want
to urge you to consider the fact that even these numbers that we are seeing and
accepting represent a serious understatement of the problem of students at risk.
This is because many students, particularly those who come from suburban
communities, from middle-class neighborhood<, or from college-educated par-
ents, are convinced of the need for a high-school diploma even if they do not
appreciate the need for a high-school education. By not considering these
studerts as being at risk, we are ignoring the problems of thousands of
youngsters who are cynically and marginally participating in the process of
schooling, abiding by the rules of the system and seeing no real value in what
schooling has to offer. When we enlarge the focus to see that these students are
inadequately served, we shift somewhat the way in which we look at reform.

When we examine “at-risk” youth from the standpoint of those who actually
fail to attain their diploma, we are evaluating the problem of dropouts in terms
of the youngsters and we are actually asking the question “What’s wrong with
the students?”

In that context we see their problems rather than ours. Statistics show us that
they are poor, that they are underprivileged, and that they are socially and
educationally deprived. While these conditions are not something to be ignored,
misunderstood, or understated, we are in reality seeing and understanding only
a part of the problem. This tendency to put school problems in :he context of the
children’s problems is something that school systems have been doing for far too
long. One has only to look at the enormous growth of special education in
numbers of students and in categories of handicapping conditions to see how
strong has been the tendency to see defects and problems in the context of the
child rather than in the context of th. system of education itself. It is, to my
mind, shocking to see how clinical judgments about children have so markedly
replaced educational judgments. In any event, when we see the problem of the
dropout in terms of the statistics we now regard as significant, we see the
problem largely in terms of race and class. Such an analysis puts an extraordi-
nary amount of blame on children. In any view, by doing this we ignore the real
culprit—the inadequate and unresponsive school In addition, such a child-
focused view of the problem means that suggestions for reform will understate
the e; tent to which school practices must be improved upon.

I suggest that by ignoring the fact that many youngsters are compelled by
parental and societal pressures to stay in school without appreciating the
meaning of school, we are avoiding the real challenge to American education.

¢
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This is particularly distressing, it seems to me, when school officials dwell on the
child’s aspects of the problem, where the capacity to do something constructive
to solve the problem is severely limited. On the other hand, focusing on the
matter of what's wrong with schools and seeking improvement in the condition
of the schools give school officials the capacity to do something important and
significant. In addition, managers of bureaucracies should well appreciate the
fact that giving managers something that they can do gives them a greater sense
of commitment to their tasks. School improvement projects—the mainstream
projects of state education departments—should be where school dropout
programs are concentrated Such a location emphasizes the centrality of the
mission and the priority assigned to success for all students.

When we think about reforming our schools, we must also address several
other social changes taking place in America, particularly as they affect our
children. Indeed, the most significant of these social changes has to do with the
circumstances of the children themselves. I think the observations of our
teachers on this matter are most instructive, and many of the classroom teachers
report on the condition of children in much the same way. More families when
they are intact have two working parents, and so more children return from
school to empty hornes. More children are born out of wedlock, many to teenage
mothers who are students themselves. More families are headed by single
parents. More families depend on day-care facilities and still more families need
them. More parents are unable to spend time with their children, and increas-
ingly, more parents are unavailable when teachers need to talk to them about
their children’s problems. Overwhelmingly, the home life and the family life of
children have been affected in ways that have had a tremendous impact on the
schools.

Even worse, statistics on child abuse and child neglect compiled by local and
state agencies across the nation show disturbing increases, not only in the
number of cases but in their severity as well. As a consequence, more and more
children ¢re joining the ranks of the homeless and the runaways. For school
leaders, it is abundantly clear that school officials must work more directly with
agencies that deal with health and mental-health and social-service delivery
programs. Now, more than ever, it 1s clear that only a fraction of student needs
can be met in the traditional school setting. Unless we begin dialogues with
these professionals—dialogues that do not surrender child care to clinically
oriented specialists—we will never address the severe social problems that are
now a part of the typical student’s life. These problems, when associated with
underperforming schools, dramatically increase the chances that students will
fail out of the school system.

As a result of dramatic social change as well, children in the American society
seem further away from adults than ever before. We don’t do things in common
the way we once did. In fact, the sense of community in America has been
seriously eroded. We have become a latchkey society, with children and
grown-ups in less frequent contact and interaction. The signs of this are so
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apparent as to seem epidemic. Even a quick look at a class of student record
cards demonstrates the phenomenon of the missing parent. This translates into
fewer opportunities for parents and children to work together at a homework
assignment. And instead of learning lessons about growing up from parents,
our children learn from their peers and from television. These are the lessons
which, moreover, are taught without any real attention to their consequences for
the children.

Even if our society were paying greater attention to the 12ssons that should
be taught to our children, Americans would still be in the position of offering
fewer lessons. There is a great deal of evidence that we as a society have set aside
many social rules and conventions that used to define appropriate behavior. The
tolerance of diversity, which is a real and positive aspect of pluralism, has carried
with it some significant and negative side effects. The most important of these,
from the standpoint of the children, is that we have some substantial hesitancy
to define or confront things that are evil or wrong. As a result, we are loath to
encourage students to pursue things that are good or correct. And when
youngsters are looking to adults for guidance and direction, very often they do
not app.eciate or understand our failure to give it to them. The real task for
school reform will be for us to be more aggressive in defining apprcoriate
behavior for students while at the same time respecting their freedom to make
appropriate choices for themselves. Clearly, however, students in our schools do
not always want to exercise choices and make decisions about their options. Just
the other day, my ten-year-old, in a discussion we were having, told me, "I guess
you could say, Dad, that I don’t like to make decisions.”

Many people, including our students who are told that they may define
many of their own rules of life, do not see the practice as always and altogether
desirable. Many have no problem in relying on the experience and wisdom of
others. We as a sixciety ought to see that there is an: important and positive aspect
to this feeling as well.

I'am not advocating that we go back to traditional models of authority which
so long dominated the practice of public education. What I am advocating is that
we understand that our failure to have a point of view, or to reflect a point of
view in the way we live and teach— the failure to give to students guidance based
upon our point of view —can often be harmful to children. I am suggesting that
while it is true *hat rulings of the United States Supreme Court and the decisions
of state and federal courts that followed have significantly increased the rights of
youngsters in school settings—the rights to dress as they wish and to participate
in school activities without discrimination on the basis of sex ~the courts have
not diminished the freedom of teachers to advise and counsel on the basis of
what teachers reasonably believe to be in the best interests of the students. All
too often students drop out of school because they do not hear from their
teachers and administrators. They do not unde.stand how strongly many of
their teachers feel that their withdrawal from school before graduation is not
good for them.

-

- 20




Frank Maccluarola - 17

I am not suggesting that this situation of failing to affirm our beliefs is
confined to our schools. Indeed, when you examine what has happened to the
moral iscues that our nation now faces— from political cciruption to Wall Street
ethics—you can well understand how poorly we have faced the issues of right
and wrong within the context of our society at large.

My basic point on this matter is that our children are at risk because we as a
society have put them at risk—and not only because we have failed to feed,
clothe, and shelter them, and not because we have singled out classes of them
for unequal treatment, but because we have been ignoring some of their very
basic needs as children. And we have not been making our sche.c+ls places where
some of these basic needs can be met. We have put virtually all of ~merica’s
children at risk by fziling to communicate with them and by failing to inaicate to
them what our beliefs are and how those beliefs lead to certain rules for
appropriate behavior.

One of the most graphic illustrations of this occurred for me when several
high-school students who were participating in the Summer Jobs Program cf the
New York City Partnership were being disciplined for failing to telephone their
superiors and notify them that the student workers were going to be absent on
that particular day on account of illness. The students told their supervisors that
they did not realize that they were acting improperly. They had never been
expected to do this for school, and they did not know that work standards were
different. Never before had their participation been so important as to require a
notice of absence, and they were pleasantly surprised to realize that their
presence wes going to make a difference. This was for me both a lesson about the
failure to communicate as well as a lesson about the tremendous disparity
between the importance of the student’s presence at school and the importance
of the worker’s presence on the job. It is clear that we have been missing some
very important lesson. in public education.

Based upon what I have seen both as a school person and as an employer of
youth, I believe that the challenge for those in public education seeking to deal
with stude.'ts at risk is to bring all students to a more realistic sense of what the
world expects of them. This applies to all of the students and requires that we
focus on the common needs of all youngsters. It is also important to keep in
mind that solutions that deal with real reform are going to have to be very drastic
ones. They call for a significant redefinition of the role of public education in our
society. If we are going to deal with children’s needs, the nine-to-three school
day and the 180-day school year must be replaced by a fuller school day and a
longer school year. In addition, preschool day care must be integrated into the
educational program.

During my tenure as Chancellor of the New York City Public School System,
I spent four months as principal of Jamaica High School in Queens. I did so
because | wanted to learn firsthand about the high school. The experience taught
me a great deal I could not have learned otherwise, for no treatment of the
American high school—whether it is Ernest Boyer’s or Sara Lightfoot's—fully
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captures the dynamic of the high school. Student needs come at you at such
incredible speed and with such complexity. The teenage years are ones of
mystery—and feelings are so often: masked by mood. From this experience has
come a strong sense that the high scnool must be tremendously adaptive—
defining and redefining instances of success for the students. It must convey
warmth and support. At the same time, it must represent authentic standards.
Such needs are not met by the certification standards of state departments of
education. The most significant impact on the way in which dropouts are
assisted will come when schoo! system leaders have put in place systems that
guarantee that the very best of our citizens are charged with the responsibility of
educating the next generation of our people. Toward that end, we must find
ways of lateral entry into the ranks of teachers, supervisors, and administrators.

The reasons for encouraging new entrants into the field of education are, for
me, clear enough. It has never ceased to amaze me that American public
education has never taken advantage of what ir business would be called
“market opportunities.” We have let so many child-centered activities—from
nursery school to extracurricular sports programs to employment of school-age
youngsters in after-school programs— escape from the professionals who know
the students the best. Even programs to prepare students for college admis-
sions—such as the S.A.T. preparation courses—are run by entrepreneurs rather
than by the schools and school professionals themselves. We have conceded too
much market share in things concerning children to those who are in the
business tor profit. Often we have exposed the youngsters to open exploitation.

Part of the reason for the hesitancy of school professionals to be more broadly
involved with these child-centered activities stems from the historic fact that the
role of the school in the life of children has been rather restricted. The dropout
was not a student of concern because for all intents and purposes this was a
studert who was leaving formal school studies in order to “drop in” to a job.
This w. s a graduate without a diploma, so to speak. The high-school diploma,
meieover, was not necessary for a relatively well paying job. We are all familiar
with the arguments given by many school peop.. to justify their inattention to
the dropout— that schools historically graduated very few of their students; that
the high-school diploma was more unusual in the history of American education
than most people realize. We also accepted radical tracking in schools, and very
often students graduated when they stayed in schocl long enough to earn
graduation, with less than academic diplomas. In New York City, for instance,
for many years—and until quite recently —General, Comme, :ial, and Vocational
diplomas were granted in addition to Pre-College Academic ones.

It is time as well to put aside some myths that concern the fundamental
underpinnings of the school system. Among the historic myths to be set aside is
the one that sees the American family as fulfilling the basic and essential role in
child formation. To ignore the decline of the institution of the family —as tragic
as that actually is—is to refuse to face the reality of the 1980s. Qur schools must
acknowledge the fact that significant numbers of families in America are not
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functioning, and when they are, they are all too often not equippad to give the
kind of direction that parents have traditionally given to their children. This
phenomenon has been particularly evident in large urban centers like New York
City, where the number of abortions rivais the number of live births, and where
the number of births to unwed mothers rivals the number of births to wives.
Consider in addition that many unwed mothers are children giving birth to
children, and the traditional family seems almost a rare occurrence.

The decline of other institutions that have historically supported the family,
like the churches, makes it abundantly clear that if we are going to deal with the
problem of the dropout, school officials and school systems are going to have to
transmit messages themselves about right and wrong to our youngsters. Schools
are going to have to present more than the formal curriculum: they need to
assume a direct role in and a direct responsibility for values education.

Such an enlarged role for the schools—increasing the number of things that
schools do aid the kinds of things that concern the schools— will not come easy
to public education in America, particularly given the unique system of
goverr.ance that places such a reliance upon local school boards. There must be
a very importunt enlargement of responsibility, in which state education leaders
must actually lead. We must broaden the scope of issues that concern school
professionals, and we must do it in the face of a tradition of reluctarce among
school administrators.

The very real understanding that we have about the value of early interven-
tion programs—about programs like Head Start, about the value of the schoc;
lunch and school! breakfast programs, about programs such as cooperative
education—calls for us to institute new programs foi our youngsters. These
must now be seen in the context of the school system and of the system’s
responsibility to serve all of the children. School health programs, nutrition
education, and sex education are necessary parts of the students’ learning.
School leaders, moreover, have the responsibility to transmit our ideas and our
values to the children. When we abdicate responsibility for confronting the
students with issues and programs that they know are important for success in
later life, we trivialize in their eyes the value of education. We force the students
to question our honesty.

In the context of this enlarged mission of the schools for all of the children,
then, there are, I believe, three major issue areas that must be addressed if we
are going to deal successfully with the student at risk. Before dealing with these
issue areas, I should put my assurrptions forward: students of all races and
classes are understood to be at risk, and school systems must expand the quality
and type of services they make available to their students. I also assume as a
matter of fundamental principle that all children are equal, that all children can
learn, and that it is the job of the school system to promote that equality and that
learning. Such philorophical underpinnings are, I believe, necessary. They assist
the educational leader in assessing the extent to which he/she is presiding over
a system that is moving toward success.
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The first issue area concerns the matter of defining the values of education.
For too long, school officials have hidden behind the fact that the schools serve
as surrogate family, and hence it is the job of the family to have exclusive control
over the basic questions in life. As a result, so many things in school are left
unaddressed or unconsidered. School officials have also hidden behind the fact
that since America is a pluralist society, no values ought to be promoted, lest we
offend a person with few or peculiar ones. If we are going to be serious about
dealing with students at risk, we are going to have to confront conduct that is
hurtful to youngsters and promote conduct that is beneficial. In Ne v York State
recently, our State Commissioner issued rules for pupil gr.ding that sharply
limited the right of teachers to consider student absence as z measure of
academic performance. Such a technical perspective-- paying grea' deference to
student choice—sends the wrong message about the nacessity fcr compulsory
attendance. An aggressive stance—that insists that attendance is a good that
must be encouraged (with punishment a form of encouragement)—would
deliver a far more caring message to a teenager.

One of the maijcr obstacles to a strong position of advocacy on behalf of
children has been our deference both to the family and to the state’s apparent
requirement that the First Amendment insists upon a value neutrality. The
incidence of violence to children, often at the hands o their own parents, and
the pressing need to have us approach issues of right and wrong should force us
to reconsider the hesitant approach we have been taking. Ve have had a belief
in family that is not realistic, and we have had a view of the First Amendment'’s
intrusion into the school thac is not warranted. These inappropriate views have
had a chilling effect on the determination of school leaders to pursue strongly
issues of child advocacy. Indeed, while many families are caring and loving, and
while many fariilies nurture their children with tremendous skill, we cannot
operate school systems on the basis of a belief that this situation is virtually
unuversal. In point of fact, we must assume—on the basis of evidence before
us —that many families ignore and even abuse children on a regular basis. As a
result, while we should build school policies and programs that recognize the
importance and value of the family, we cannot ignore the situations where the
families act to interfere with the learning and positive development of children.
Such an observation means that schools must inquire more significantly into the
physical and mental condition of children.

We cannot operate school systems that are afraid to assert values because
there are religious organizations that have similar kinds of —perhaps even
identical —values. While the First Amendment rigidly limits the activity of
establishing religion, it does not mean that the impact of lessons cf religion must
be ignored because they are based on a religious creed.

A perspective that does not concede ground to those who believe in family
values and those who believe in state values means that school professionals
must encotrrage programs and activities within the public school system that
reinforce what we believe to be positive values for our children. Our programs
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in citizenship educatior. and values education must be important parts of the
students’ programs, and they must be taught more than in the abstract. We have
an obligation to make these lessons more than academic ones.

I do not believe that we should resort to indoctrination in order to do what
['am suggesting. For example, one of the real disparities between school and the
business world has to do with the matter of collaboration and cooperation. More
often than not, with indifference to the significance of teamwork, student
collaboration is not encouraged within the school setting. There are times when
particular assignments will result in students working together on a common
project, but all too often students are required to work alone and to wosk to
secure their own grades in a particular subject. There are too many teachers who
think of joint activity as cheating. And yet, when students enter the work force
they will find few work projects that are done in a spirit of noncollaboration, or
noncooperation. Perhaps the teacher’s isolation in the classroom —where all too
often we insist that teachers do all their own work —has taken an unintended toll
on the students.

In terms of values education, even though the word of God would surely
commend acts of hard work, honesty, and integrity, students do not need to
learn about these virtues by having God’s word invade the public school setting.
United States Secretary of Education William Bennett has said it more eloquently
than . Students can learn about values by observing good school practice that
encourages these values by example. And for us to fail to give these messages is
a real abdication of our professional responsibility.

School administrators must also inform the students about practices that they
think are troublesome or harmful to students. Some of these, such as truancy,
will meet with virtually unanimous agreement. Others of these, such as student
grooming or student dress, will run into significant opposition. While I am quite
sympathetic to students’ rights, I think students must hear from adults,
particularly about things that are important to them, even if social conventions
on some of these matters are not unanimously agreed to. A student going on a
job interview should hear about matters of dress and grooming, and often the
only adult available to give sound advice is the teacher. It would be a shame if
we let an overscrupulous sense of student rights interfere with the teacher’s
opportunity to offer guidance to students.

The real key is for us to pick and practice our values carefully. It 1s for us to
do things that affirm our values and at the same time not impose them on
students, thereby depriving them of their rights. After all, we should be able to
give the students the benefit of our judgment wicthout at the same time
imposing our will. To find a happy medium does require a greai deal of
sensitivity and effort on our part, and I have no doubt that we will all go
through a period of trial and error in the process. It is, however necessary for
us to make the effort. As a society we have been failing miserably at both
affirming our beliefs and living by them. If we hope to keep our children, we
must improve in the effort.
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As a consequence of our failure to affirm our beliefs, a great number cf
youngsters do not know that grown-ups actually do care about things of
meaning. There is a great deal of skepticism that makes what schooling and
teachers are all about a far too elusive concept for many of our students to grasp.
There is a real reluctance on their part to consider that those of us in education
really have a caring message to deliver. There are too many students in our
school systems who believe that teachers don’t care. And too often we confirm
that view because of the way in which we respond to the youngsters themselves.
There are some ways of observing the matter of care and some ways of
encouraging and rewarding those who do care. We are a great distance from
making this a formal part of our strategies for school impruvement.

The second area calling for a significant change in schooling 1f we are to
confront the matter of the student at risk has to do with the standards that
presently exist in public education in America. I heard it from the students
themselves whenever I visited a high school and asked whether the schoolwork
was “hard enougli.” And report after report has echoed what has now become
alitany- school is too easy and the course content of classes in the public schools
is too watered-down. The students are not challenged and it is not difficult at all
to satisfy state requirements for a diploma.

Part of the reason that the standards are too simple is that we require the
same basic level of ach’evement for virtual., .very graduate. As a tailor will tell
you when you try tc fit every customer into the same size 44 suit—there are
some customers with too much suit, some with too much body, and a slight few
for whom the suit provides the ideal fit. As I indicated previously, for many
years in New York City, we offered different types of diplomas. Students could
choose to follow a different course of study as they wished. There is something
to be said for this system as there 1s for the system currently in effect in New
York State, where Regents diplomas are issued to those students who attain
graduation requirements with academic distinction occasioned by a more
exacting course of study and passing grades on several state-admirustered tests.

We should try te challenge students with graduation requirements that
demonstrate real achievement. In order to do that and to maintain a system of
schooling that offers an education to all, some type of categorization is
necessary. Students know well enough that the world is competitive. They know
that many things they like—such as athletics—are competitive as well. There is
no reason that school should ignore the reality of the world, and the reality of
what students often iike. A personalized program—thai challenges and that
offers the opportunity for success—is a deterrent to the tendency to drop out.

We must also ensure that the overall student workload is increased. By every
standard we know to be reasonable, it is clear that the course of study in schools
in the United States is not as rigorous as it should be ¢ nd does not approach
standards of the school systems of the major industrial nations of the Western
world. The students are not expected to attain levels attained in these competing
nations, and thi- is particularly true in the sciences and in mathematics. In

-

26




Frank Macchwrola « 23

addition to the quality of work in mathematics and science is the matter of work
in the sociai sciences. The work of Diane Ravitch shows—dramatically and
tragically —that most of ous students have no real sense of history. In addition,
their knowledge of literature and of the classics 1s also sparse. Stating the matter
simply, American students are woefully unprepared for serious work. These
observations are not being made from the standpoint of encouraging only
college-bound students; they are made from the perspective of all students who
should be challenged in school settings to do a be‘ter job in their academic
endeavors. Make no mistake about it, the failure to challenge our students to
attain excellence is related to their understanding that school does not have
anything of consequence to offer to them Anu it is not student performance
alone that needs encouragement, but teacher performance as well. For that
matter, the lcw expectations for our pupils is a shared responsibility of all of us,
particularly tl.nse of us who set standards for our youngsters —including school
superintendents, state chiefs, and for that matter, textbook publishers.

In addition 10 increased rigor in the traditional subjects of ‘1e high-school
curriculum, the school system should also ensure that student course work
includes subjects that will be relevant to the future lives of the students. Toward
that end, we should have a curriculum that includes material that students will
find useful in life. In many respects we have forced the high-sc:100l program to
focus on college preparation. For many students these courses are not actractive
and in many ways discourage stuaents from having a positive view of their
schooling. I believe that a college-preparatory curriculum encourages .nany
high-school students to believe that their high-school education is not really
intended for their success. In the process, they regard us as e -ouraging them
to find activities outside of the school setting. For many students there is a real
need to make their high-school education have comething in common with their
career goals. Vocational education courses and commercial courses play a
significant role in the education of our yo agsters, and they deserve to be
streng*hened in the course of study that we offer to students. At the same time,
competency in some of the employability skills that youngsters need in order to
secure and retain a job must also be part of student learning. I firmly beli=ve that
vocational courses, where the tea are working with students in a hands-on
atmosphere, have much to offe; to nigh-school students who do not quite
appreciate the reasons for a high-school education.

In our experience in the New York City Public Schools, where students had
the opportunity to choose options in programs such as those run in the
vocational high schools, we found a much greater hikelihood of success. The
attendance rates for these programs were higher and student performance
indicators showed a greater level of student achievement. Simply put, these
programs oifered the students their choice and offered programs that led to
careers that students appreciated and thai they actually wanted. The school
system did not offer them mysterious options. There was a serious connection to
the “real world.”
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The third area of significance in dealing with the student at risk has to do
with the type of school atmosphere we require for public education. It is clear
that our high schools, particularly those in America’s large cities, are often too
large and impersonal. Perhaps the record for this—which appeared in the book
of world records—was for DeWitt Clinton High School in the Bronx, New York,
which had more than 11,000 students enrolled at one time. Urban high schools
designed for more than 3,000 students are commonplace in large-city school
districts. They are poor settings for a high-school education. The reasons for this
are related to new definitions of what schools should be doing in terms of
providing for individual student need. It is also clear that these schools do not
function as well with students who need to have their relationships to the scheol
community reinforced by the structure of the school. Unless the school offers the
students a sense of community, a place where they can feel their idenuity and
establish personal relationships with their teachers and their peers, the school is
not serving the students in an appropriate way. Schools must define themselves
to their students in terms of community. These schools must represent a place
where values and standards are practiced if they are going to be successful with
students. Students are asking us to give meaning to their activities and their
lives. And the development of a school community is a very effective way of
bringing that into being.

In addition, schools must also define themselves in terms of how they use
their stndentc and how they respect the products of their efforts. One of the
most serious failures of our public education system is the failure to value the
work product of the students. In many respects, too many educators have
ignored the ability of students to be workers. Minimizing students’ ability to
perform, moreover, means that teachers end up supervising less creative and
less stimulated students. When students think that work is something they will
encounter later in life rather than perform in sch:ool, we have wasted significant
human resources.

In this introductory paper I have focused on the rights and needs of all of our
students. I have asked that you think of these needs in terms of what good
schooling can provide for all of our students. I have also asked that you be
aggressive in pursuing the rights of youngsters and that you pursue those rights
in the context of school improvement. I have asked as well that that improve-
ment be basic and that it seek to establish schools as rigorous, yet caring
communities. I hope that it has been evident that I believe in youngsters and in
their ability to be successful. I hope as well that I have communicated a love of
school and what school can do to transform lives. I also hope that I have
conveyed my sincere appreciation of the efforts of so many in education to do
something for those who are all too often ignored.

The work of education is so challenging—and so worthwhile. And we should
all be grateful for the work being done for America’s children. At the same time
we should remember that the challenge ahead is a great one.

.« F
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In 1982 the proportion of children living under the poverty line reached one out
of five for the first time since 1965. The number of poor children grew by
nearly a third in just three years and has not returned to 1979 levels even after
several years of sustained economic recovery. But the well-justified oncarn
about this dramztic rise in the number of children living in poverty has drawn
attention away from a longer-term and potentially more serious development:
the concentration of poverty in the inner city. In the past two decades, the
impoverishment of inner-city neighborhoods and the out migration of middle-
and working-class residents have significantly altered the family and community
context in which children grow up. Among the possib'e consequences for
education are a deterioration of the ability of families and neighborhoods to
supervise children and support the schools, growing race and class isolation in
inner-city schools, and a decline in the financial resources available to big-city
school districts. Furthermore, despite the manifest differences betwren rural
poor areas and urban ghettos, we find that they share a similar demographic
profile and may have similar problems of social diso: ganization.

In this paper, we describe the changing dimensions and characteristics of
poverty in the United States, focusing on the growing concentration of poverty
in the inner city and related social transformations. We then discuss implications
of these trends for the schools. We close with a discussion of public-policy
ap roaches to these problems.

THE ORIGINS OF POVERTY IN THE UNITED STATES

Poverty has always been a part of American life. Even in the relatively
egalitarian early years of the colonies, inheritance and marriage concentrated
wealth for some, while illness, death, or other misfortunes impoverished others.
Beginning in the early nineteenth century, Irish and Canadian immigrants
entered this country at the bottom of the status system and were recruited into
the early factories and domestic service. Later, sovthern and eastern Europeans,
Asians, and Latin Americans took their placesin the lowest stratum of American

The authors wish to thank Robert Aponte and Grant Blank as well as participants 1n the Summer
Institute and the Study Commission for helpful comments on earlier versions of this paper.
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society. Blacks, both before and after the abolition of slavery, traditionally have
bzen forced to the bottom of the economic hierarchy. Throughout American
history, as the economic fortunes of different regions have shifted with techno-
logical change, depletion of natural resources, and changing markets, some
places—anrd people—flourished while others were left behind. Recession and
depression periodically reduced some to destitution.

The processes that create and maintain poverty —inequality, ethnic stratifi-
cation, structural economic change, and the rise and fall of the business cycle—
have been features of our society almost since its founding. Yet we have also
seen important changes in the extent and character of poverty as well as in our
response to it. Here we discuss three of those changes: economic growth and the
increase in American standard of living, the rise of cities and concentration of
poverty.in urban slums, and the development of private charity and government
programs to alleviate poverty.

Throughout the >'ghteenth and nineteenth centuries, the United States was
primarily an agricultural nation. But beginning in the early nineteenth century,
technological advances and the expansion of markets gradually led to industri-
alization and the mechanization of agriculture. While these processes had their
costs in the displacement of craft and manual labor, by the mid-twentieth
century unionization and government minimum wage levels had ensured that
workers would share in the benefits of economic growth, and rising productivity
eventually increased material well-being for everyone. As late as 1900, very few
lived above the poverty line by today’s standards, and the labor of children or
married women was often required for families to survive economically (Patter-
s7n, 1981). The rise in wages since then has not only enhanced the standard of
living for America . families but has also allowed almost all children to remain in
school.

Concentrated and highly visible poverty first appeared in the immigrant
slums of the major eastern port cities. Social and ecological processes concen-
trated blacks and immigrants, as well as the native poor, in overcrowded
housing near factories and other plz-es of work. Blacks were restricted by racial
discrimination to specific areas of cities. immigrants, especially those without
English language skills, clustered together to take advantage of kin support and
ethnic institutions. The centralization of industry created the first urban slums,
as workers sought to locate within walking distance of where they worked and
more affluent families moved away from the noise and smell of the factories.
Ironically, the more recent relocation of indus*ry to suburban and exurban areas
is now deepening the poverty in the urban core.

Less visible to charity workers and analysts was the poverty of economically
depressed rural areas, especially in the South. Most lanc less and unskilled
bl.. zks and whites had to choose between exploitative sharecropping, or tenancy
arrangements and the miserably low wages of textile mills and other early
industry. Because of wid. pread deprivation, child Tabor continued to be a
problem in the South long after it was abolished in the North. It is little wonder
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that both blacks and whites left the rural South to seek jobs in northern cities,
especially during times of economic expansion or wartime labor shortages
Sudden advances in the mechanization of agriculture in the 1850s also displaced
millions of agricultural workers, many of whom headed north.

In response to increasingly visible poverty, local governments and private
charities offered limited aid, sometimes institutionalizing the poor in poor-
houses or asylums, sometimes providing goods or small amounts of cash as
“outdoor relief.” Before 1900, poor children were sometimes separated from
their parents by charity workers anxious to break the cycle of poverty, or parents
too poor to feed their children might have sent some of them to orphanages.
Beginnir in the early 1900s, states began to enact legislation providing mother’s
pensions (a forerunner of Aid to Families with Dependent Children) and
workmen'’s compensation to assist families who had lost the support of a
breadwinner. But even at the state level, these efforts were woefully inadequate,
and during the crisis of the Great Depression, only the federal government had
the resources to provide relief for the needy.

The New Deal programs of the 1930s marked the first nationa. attempt to
provide economic security for the unemployed, the elderly, the disabled, and
women heading families alone. Since then the structure of the New Deal “safety
net” has remained intact. Most later legislation built on its distinction between
social security, to which all workers and their families are entitled, and means-
tested welfare, which only certain low-income families or persons may receive.
Because of these programs, dependent groups like the elderly are much less
likely to be poor. However, welfare leaves an important gap: poor children in
two-parent families.

Since the 1940s, standards of living have continued to improve. By 1947,
when the first national estimates of poverty according to our modern definition
became available, 33 percent lived under the poverty line (Fisher, 1986). Despite
intermittent recessions during the 1950s, poverty fell to 22 percent of the
population by 1960 and to 13 percent by 1970. At the same time, because of
public programs such as Food Stamps, Medicaid, and public housing, fewer
people lived in substandard housing, fewer went hungry, and fewer infants
died. The War on Poverty and other government programs of the 1960s are often
criticized because they failed to meet unrealistically high expectations. As we
consider new directions for social policy, it is important not to neglect the gains
made through these programs.

Yet even during the 1960s, a tine of unprecedented affluence and activist
government, poverty remained: in remote rural areas, in the growing inner-city
ghettos, and elsewhere for families whose incomes were suddenly cut by
divorce or unemployment. During the 1970s, .ormerly prosperous working-class
neighborhoods were increasingly devastated by the decline of manufacturing.
Progress against poverty slowed and then halted. The Social Security incomes of
the elderly were protected against inflation by automatic cost-of-living adjust-
ments, but the minimum wage, standard tax deductions, and most welfare
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benefits were not. Thus it 1s not surprising that the high inflation and sharp
recessions of the early 1980s drove over 9 million more into poverty. Even the
recent expansion has not fully restored the losses resulting from this sudden
economic dislocation

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF POVERTY TODAY

Economic and demographic trends underlie first the stability and then this
sudden rise in the poverty rate. Youth, women, and immigrants entered the
labor force in increasing numbers, but the economy could not create jobs to keep
pace. In addition, the long-term growth of white-collar and service employment
accelerated, while the manufacturing sector was hurt by two severe recessions.
Slow growth or decline in blue-collar employment has displaced many older
workers, and less-educated youtt now have trouble gaining access to steady
work. These trends are especially severe in the industrial cities of the Northeast
and Midwest, which have high concentrations of blacks and Hispanics. Between
1973 and 1982, real male earnings (for those with earnings) declined by 20
percent. Median family income fell also, but not as much. The United States
remains a middle-class society because people marry and have children later in
life, when they are more secure economically, and because married women
work.

At a time when most families need two incomes, the number of single-parent
families has risen, leaving more and more children in families that are unable to
support them. By 1984 close to one out of five children lived in families headed
by women. Between 1970 and 1980 the percentage of families headed by females
rose from 9 to 12 percent for whites and from 28 to 40 percent for blacks (Wiison
and Neckerman, 1986). For many reasons, including the lower wages that
women earn, the difficulty of cor bining work and child care, unreliable
child-support payments, and low welfare benefits, children in these families are
more than four times as likely as other children to be poor. In fact, since 1972,
children in families headed by females have composed the majority of children
in poverty.

Rising separation and divorce rates are partly responsible for these trends,
but a growing proportion of single-parent families are headed by women who
have never married, many of whom first gave birth as teenagers. While welfare
is often blamed for the breakup of the family, as seen most recently in Charles
Murray’s well-known Losing Ground (1984), there is little scholarly support for
this argument. Common-sense evidence is also against it: in the past fifteen
years, the real value of welfare benefits has fallen, but the number of single-
parent families continues to rise. We believe the declines in male economic
status, especially among young minsrity men, play a role in the increasing
tendency of low-income couples to delay marriage or to separate or divorce
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(Wilson and Neckerman, 1986). Many young couples can no longer afford to
marry, and low wages and unstable employment strain the relationships of
married couples.

It is important to distinguish between short-term and long-term poverty.
Poverty is usually measured on an annual basis. But longitudinal (over time)
data now allow us to measure changes in individual poverty status over a period
of ten or fifteen years. During the 1970s, one-fourth of all Americans were poor
at least one year out of ten (Duncan, 1984). Only 2.6 percent of the population
were poor eight yeurs out of ten (Duncan, 1984), but the long-term poor make up
a majority of those who are poor at any given time (Bane and Ellwood, 1986).
Poverty is certain to be most serious for these long-term poor, who have
exhausted their savings, who often must live in dangerous or deteriorating
neighborhoods, and who are likely to feel the stigma of poverty most keenly.

The distributions of short-term and long-term poverty are very different. The
long-term poor are more likely than the short-term poor to live in the South and
in rural areas. Most importantly, long-term poverty is concentrated among
blacks. Blacks account for only 12 percent of the total population but 62 percent
of the long-*erm poor (Duncan, 1984). During the 1970s, the average black child
experienced 5.5 years of poverty, compared to only 0.9 years for all other
children. Black children living with only one parent or with a disabled parent
were at especially Ligh risk of long-term poverty (Duncan and Rodgers, 1985).
The black child born into poverty is likely to be poor for almost ten years (Bane
and Ellwood, 1986).

Why is the experience of poverty so different for white and black children? A
major reason is that black cnildren live in single-parent families much more often
than white children. Currently, a third of white children and almost three out of
four black children have spent some part of their childhood in non-two-parent
situations; for these children, the average time in non-tw >-parent situations is
about five years for whites and nine years for blacks {Bane an¢ Ellwood, 1984).
Black families headed by women remain poor longer becauce low-income black
women have low marriage rates. According to a recent study of ‘elfare, black
women are almost as likely as white women to work their way off welfare, but
very few leave through marriage (Bane and Ellwood, 1983). Again, the deterio-
rating employment prospects for minority men are likely to play a role.

Between 1969 and 1979, the poverty rate for children rose from 13.8 to 16.0
percent overall. However, there were considerable shifts in poverty in individizai
states and regions. The child poverty rate declined in almost all Southern states,
although the South continues to have the highest incidence of poverty. In the
Northeast and Great Lakes states, by contrast, poverty rates rose, and quite
steeply in urban and industrial states such as New York, Michigan, and Illinois.
Poverty rates were relatively stable in the “farm belt” and Mountain states but
rose on the Pacific coast. In general, the fortunes of rural states improved and
those of urban states declined during the 1970s. While we will have no more
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state-specific data on poverty until after the 1990 census, we know that the child
poverty rate rose sharply after 1979 in all regions of the country. Buoyed by the
success of its service economy, the Northeast appears to be recovering from the
recession, although the poverty rate for children remains quite high. Conditions
also appear to be improving in parts of the South and on the West Coast. The
Midvwsest was hurt the worst—the region’s child poverty rate rose from 13.0
percent in 1979 to 20.5 percent in 1984 —and is recovering more slowly. Parts of
the rural Midwest and West suffer from continuing problems in the agricultural
and mining sectors.

There is great diversity among the states in which poor children and their
families live. In some states, particularly in the South and parts of the West,
poverty is mostly a rural problem. In the Northeast and industrial Midwest, by
contrast, where the rural areas are more prosperous, most poor children live in
the central cities of metropolitan areas. Nationally in 1979, however, 40 percent
of poor children lived in central cities and 19 percent in metropolitan area
suburbs, with 13 percent in small towns or cities and only 28 percent in rural
areas. This represents a significant _hange since 1959, when a majority of poor
children lived in rural areas. Both migration and economic trends cont “buted to
this urbarization of poverty. Migration brouglt disadvantaged rural residents,
especially blacks, to the cities of th= Northeast and Midwest. When a decline in
manufacturing and other blue-collar employment left many poorly educated
urban residents without work, poverty rates rose faster in the cities than
elsewhere. Migraiion of blacks and increased immigration from Latin American
and Asian countries also created a more diverse and heavily minority population
in the cities, and thus in the schools.

Public policies, racial segregation, and demographic trends have combined to
create growing “poverty areas” within many large cities. The construction of
large public-housing projects in black neighborhocs created areas of the city
that were isclated by class as well as by race; income limits forced upwardly
mobile residents to move out, while the poor often could not afford to live
anywhere else. At the same time, the partial breakdown of racial segregation in
the private-housing market made it easier for black middle- and working-class
families to leave the overcrowded and decaying ghetto areas, resulting in a more
highly concentrated poverty population.

CONCENTRATION EFFECTS AND THE UNDERCLASS

In the fifty largest cities in the United States, the number of persons living in
poverty areas (i.e., census tracts with a poverty rate of at least 20 percent)
increased by more than 20 percent from 1970 to 1980, despite a drop of 5 percent
in the total population (Wilson, 1987). The increasing concentration of persoas
in poverty areas is most pronounced in the nation’s large cities. For example, in
the ten largest central cities in the nation as of 1970 (i.e., New York, Chicago, Los
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Angeles, Philadelphia, Detroit, Houston, Baltimore, Dallas, Cleveland, and
Indianapolis), the number of persons residin, a poverty areas rose by 34
percent between 1970 and 1980 (from 5,574,000, or 25.7 percent of the popula-
tion, to 7,484,000, or 37.1 percent of the population), including a 20 percent
increase in the black population and a 66 percent climb in the Hispanic
population. However, the most spectacular changes in the concentration of
poverty have occurred in the extreme poverty areas (i.e., census tracts in which
the poverty rate exceeds 40 percent). In these ten large cities, the total number
of residents in extreme poverty areas more than doubled between 1970 and 1980
(from less than a million in 1970 to slightly more than 2 million in 1980); of these,
the number of Hispanics increased threefold (from 173,000 to 516,000) and the
number of blacks more than doubled (from 676,000 to 1,378,000) (Wilson et al.,
1987).

This growing concentration of poverty reflects changes in the inner-city class
structure and has been accompanied by increasing rates of joblessness, families
headed by females, and welfare dependency. The typical inner-city neighbor-
hood today tends to include almost exclusively the most disadvantaged seg-
ments of the urban minority population, such as families plagued by persistent
poverty and welfare dependency, workers who experience long-term spells of
joblessness, and individuals who are pushed into street crime and other forms
of aberrant behavior because of a limited opportunity structure. ‘ne of the
consequences of the exodus of middle- and working-class black families from the
inner city is that these segments of the ghetto population have become more
socially isolated from mainstream patterns of behavior (Wilson, 1987). By socially
isolated, we mean that “they find themselves in a qualitatively different social and
institutional environment, where the structure of social relations makes it
increasingly unlikely that they wili have access to those resources and channels
necessary for social mobility” (Wilson et al., 1987).

The terms social buffer and concentration effects perhaps best capture the
significance of the social transformation of the inner city. The former “refers to
the presence of a sufficient number of working- and middle-class professional
families to absorb the shock or cushion the effect of uneven economic growth
and periodic recessions on inner city neighborhoods” (Wilson, 1987, p. 144). The
significance of the exodus of higher-income families from the inner city is not
that it removes the constraints on ghetto culture (as has been recently argued in
journalistic writings about life and behavior in the inner city) but that the exodus
of these families makes it “more difficult to sustain the basic institutions in the
inner city (including churches, stores, schools, recreational facilities, etc.) in the
face of prolonged joblessness. And as the basic institutions declined, the social
organization of inner-city neighborhoods (defined here to include a sense of
community, positive neighborhood identification, and explicit norms and sanc-
tions a=~inst aberrant behavior) likewise declined” (Wilson, 1987, p. 144).

Ti'e term concentration effects refers to the added constraints and restricted
opportunities in a neighborhood in which families and individuals are over-

Py Qe

¢ F 35

-




32 « Kathryn M. Neckerman and William Julus Wilson

whelmingly socially disadvantaged in terms of access to decent jobs, availability
of marriageable partners, presence of good schools and other social services, and
exposure to conventional role models. Thus, in a neighborhood where there are
few families with gainfully or regularly employed members, individuals tend tc
be isolated from the job network system that is so prevalent in other neighbor-
hoods and that is so important in the process of learning about or being
recommended for jobs in various parts of the city or metropolitan area. And as
employment prospects diminish, alterrative ways of obtaining an income, such
as welfare and the underground economy, are increasingly relied on and, in
some cases, become seen as a way of life. Moreover, because of a high jobless
rate among young minority men, girls who become pregnant out of wedlock
tend to give birth out of wedlock.

The net effect is that joblessness, as a way of life, takes on a different

social meaning; the relationship between schooling and post-school

employment takes on a different meaning. The development of cogni-

tive, linguistic, and other educational and job-related skills necessary

for the world of work in the mainstream economy is thereby adversely

affected. In such neighborhoods, therefore, teachers become frustrated

and do not teach and children do not learn. A vicious cycle is

perpetuated through the family, thrcugh the community, and through

the schools. (Wilson, 1987, p. 57)

Poverty-area residence does not affect only the poor. Although 42 percent of
Chicago’s black children are poor, 71 percent live in poverty areas. In a study of
Chicago, Erbe (1975) found that the typical black high-status white-collar worker
(professional or managerial) lived in tracts in which only 16 percent of the
residents were also high-status white-collar workers; their white counterparts
lived in tracts in which 37 percent of their neighbors weie professional or
managerial workers. But this does not mean that low-status blacks have regular
contact with higher-status blacks. Only 8 percent of the neighbors of the typical
black unskilled manual laborer were professioral or managerial workers, com-
pared to 23 percent of the neighbors of white unskilled manual laborers. And
since the exodus of higher-income blacks from the inner-city neighborhoods has
accelerated since Erbe’s study (Wilson, 1987; Wilson et al., 1987), the percentage
of the black neighbors who are professional and managerial workers is now, we
are sure, even lower. This is also true for Hispanics. In the ten largest cities in the
United States (as of 1970), only 16 percent of all poor blacks and 23 percent of all
poor Hispanics resided in nonpoor areas in 1980. By contrast, 68 percent of all
poor non-Hispanic whites lived in nonpoor areas. Moreover, whereas only 14
percent of all poor non-Hispanic whites lived in the extreme poverty areas of
these cities in 1980, 62 percent of all poor blacks and 53 percent of all poor
Hispanics resided in such areas (Wilson et al.). Thus a control for class does not
adequately reflect the differences in the environments of minority and white
children.

36




Kathryn M. Neckerman and William Julius Wilson + 33

At first, the social surroundings of the rural poor might seem worlds apart
from those of the urban underclass. Residents of poor rural areas are isolated not
only socially but also geographically. Distance and jurisdictional boundaries cut
many off from mainstream institutions and resources—both public and pri-
vate—in a way that no desegregation plan or social program can remedy. And
small siagle-industry towns are more vulnerabie to economic fluctuation than
cities with diversified eronomies. On the other hand, the rural poor are not
exposed to the high crirae rates and the oxtremely concentrated poverty of the
ghetto, nor are they confronted with the vast gulf between rich and poor living
in close proximity in the city.

However, there are similarities. Both rural and inner-city poor live in eco-
nomically depressed, often depopulating areas. Typically, they were left behind
by the more successful or ambitious, who moved elsewhere in search of oppor-
tunity. Long-term poor ir: rural areas exhibit . sme of the same patterns of welfare
dependency and economic marginality that we associate with the urban poor.
Illegal ways of making money are less prevalent, although in some rural areas the
presence of a military base or some other special circumstance provides a market
for the “underground economy” (Williams and Kornblum, 1985). Like the socially
isolated poor in the inner city, some rural poor are afraid to go far from their own
commurities (Auletta, 1982; Fitchen, 1981). In short, the long-term poor in rural
areas —especially those in high-poverty areas, such as whites in Appalachia,
blacks in the Deep South, and American Indians on reservations—may form a sort
of underclass with problems similar to those found in big-city ghettos.

The social and demographic patterns characterizing both urban and rural
poor areas have profound consequences for the nature of the community in
which children grow up. Not only in their own families but also among their
neighbors and in local institution: there are fewer adults to support and
supervise them. Table 1 (page 34) compares selected geographically representa-
tive poverty areas in large cities and poor rural counties with city populations
outside poverty areas as well as populations in nonpoor suburbs and rural
counties. The ratio of adults (aged 25 or more) to children (aged (-17) is much
lower than average in poor communities, ranging from 0.98 to 1.77 in the
selected poor areas in Table 1, compared to the national figure of 2.08, and to
ratios ranging from 1.66 to 3.24 in the selrcted nonpoor areas. In poor
communities, out-migration of young adults and high fertility have shifted the
balance between adults and children. Among the adults who do live in these
areas, there are often more welfare recipients than college graduates; in many
cases, fewer than half of all adults are employed. Where there are verv high
concentrations of poverty, as in the Chicago neighborhoods listed in the bottom
three rows of Table 1, these characteristics are even more evident. When we
consider these demographic indicators, then, it is clear that inner-city and poor
rural areas have in common a deficit of adults, especially aduits who are
successful in mainstream society.
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Table 1
Characteristics of Selected Poor and Nonpoor Areas in 1979/1980
Percent Fercent Percent
Poverty  Adults/ Adults Adults Famililes
Rate Child Coll. Grads Employed  on Aid, '79

Total U. S. 12.4 2.08 16.2 57.0 80
Poverty Areas in 381 1.67 81 489 24.4

Atlanta, GA

Cincinnati, OH 38.6 177 10.8 45.2 334

Detroit, MI 33.0 1.68 4.9 37.5 349

Los Angeles, CA 30.2 1.76 9.7 53.3 229

Newark, NJ 39.2 137 5¢ 41 36.8
Poor Rural Counties 31.8 1.55 52 33.4 135

Clay Co., WV

Guadalupe Co., NM 30.5 1.55 7.3 45.0 13.4

Jasper Co., SC 29.0 1.49 7.8 530 19.2

Jefferson Co., M5 411 1.37 82 434 26.4

Sioux Co., ND 325 098 8.9 52 4 13.8
Nonpoor Areas u1 12,5 3.24 21.8 60 6 12.8

Boston, MA

Houston, TX 8.6 214 267 72.3 33

Minneapolis, MN 8.1 320 25.0 65.8 8.0

Nashville, TN 78 248 203 66.7 48

Salt Lake City, UT 10.6 2.34 271 61.3 5.6
Nonpoor Suburbs 7.1 1.66 151 66 8 4.9*

Brookside, NE

Deer Park, NY 5.9 1.87 9.4 62.4 6.2*

Lee’s Summt, MO 52 219 219 62.0 3.0*

(urban pt.)

Littleton, CO 6.3 2.14 27.9 67.5 3.3

Shelton, CT 3.5 2.06 187 64 8 3.9
Nonpoor Rural Counties 14.8 229 7.7 45.1 78

Ballard Co., KY

Lincoln Co , ME 16 7 228 20.3 50.9 67

Marquette Co., WI 11.9 235 8.0 48.8 83

Roger Mills Co., OK 15.0 213 10.4 553 4.5

Skamania Co., WA 8.8 1.90 123 51.1 6.6
Extreme Poverty Neigh- 656 077 3.4 24.0 61.8*
borhoods m Chicago

Oakland

Grand Boulevard 56.3 1.36 2.9 26.4 46.5*

Washington Park 49.3 1.3y 2.6 32.1 4437

* Households, not families

SOURCES U S. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Ce:sus of the Population. Volume 1, Characteristics of the Popu ation,
General Social and Economic Charactenstics, U. S Summary and individual state volumes (Washington, D C
Government Prninting Office, 1983 and 1984), and The ract Book Consortium, Local Communuty Fact Book, Chicago
Metropolitan Arez (Chicago University of llhinos at Chicago, 1984)

El{fc . 23:8

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Kathryn M. N.ckerman and William Julius Wilson <+ 35

We will now consider the implications of these developments for the
schools.

CONSEQUENCES FOR THE SCHOOLS

Poverty is associated with school tailure—low achievement and school
dropout—for reasons that are complex and still not fully understood. The
research literature provides a number of partial answers. There is evidence that
poorly educated parents “pass on” educational disadvantage to their children
because these parents spend less time directly involved in child care, and
especially in reading to children (Leibowitz, 1977; Stafford and Hill, 1974;
Stafford, 1985). Class- or ethnicity-related differences in patterns of language
acquisition may contribute to poor children’s difficulty in the early years of
school (Heath, 1982; Miller, 1982; Snow, 19€2). Lack of English proficiency
probably hurts many Hiscpanic and other language minority children in school
(Steinberg et al., 1984). As poor children gct older, they are much more likely to
become teenage parents and to get in trouble with the law or have disciplinary
problems in school—two common paths to school dropout (Ekstrom et al., 1986;
Rumberger, 1983). Some research suggests that lov™income minority youth
expect discrimination in the job m.arket, so they do not try to succeed in school
(Ogbu, 1974); others find that inner-city youth are skeptical of the value of the
education they are offered (Fine, 1986).

School practices and resources may also be related to the achievement and
attainment gap between poor and nonpoor children. Some research indicates
that school characteristics such as small school size, small class size, and prestige
of teacher’s college benefit poor, black, or low-achieving students more than
other students (Winkler, 1975; Summers and Wolfe, 1977). Because of tracking
and other differential treatment, poor or minority children are exposed to
less-challenging instruction (Oakes, 1985). Class or ethnic tension between
middle-class teachers and lower-class parents discourages parental involvement
in the school (Ogbu, 1974; Mitchell, 1982; Fitchen, 1981). Finally, teachers’
precenceived notions about poor children’s capacity to learn may cause them to
neglect these children or to provide less-effective instruction to them (Rosenthal
and Jackson, 1968; Rist, 1970).

We do not fully understand the interaction of these different factors, so it is
difficult to say what effect a temporary rise in poverty like that of the early 1980s
has had on school failure. To the extent that relatively stable factors such as
parents’ education or class background are important to school success, fluctu-
ation in the poverty rate probably is not that important. Indeed, bad labor-
market conditions could counteract the effect of rising poverty on school
dropouts, since teenagers have less incentive to drop out of school and seek
work (Lerman, 1972; Duncan, 1974; Edwards, 1976). However, it is certainly
possible that a temporary rise in poverty may hurt school performance,
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especially when accompanied by cuts in social programs. As one indicator of
standard of living, hunger had been virtually eliminated by the 1970s, but it
reappeared in the wake of the recessions of the 1980s and the cuts in Food Stamp
and nuurition programs (Brown, 1987). A quarter of Chicago families surveyed in
the fall of 1983 reported that at some point during the past year, they had not
had enough money to buy groceries (Cook et al., 1984). At least one study has
shown that family income by itself may make some difference in success in
school (Maynard and Murnane, 1979).

The limited evidence we have indicates :hat test scores of poor and minority
children improved during the 1970s and early 1980s. On almost all National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) tests given over the decade, blacks
either gained more than whites or lost less. The NAEP presents no statistics by
family income, but according to indicators such as parental education, reading
material in the home, and size/type of community, it appears that children from
low-status families have improved relatively more on reading tests. For instance,
the proportion of third-graders reading at a “basic” level increased from 41
percent in 1970-71 to 49 percent in 1983-84 for children of high-school dropouis,
while remaining steady at about 74 percent for children of parents witii
postsecondary education (NAEP, 1985). School completion rates also improved
during the 1960s and early 1970s for both black and white youth, although male
dropout rates rose again during the mid-tc-iate 1970s. It is too soon to know
what the legacy of the 1980s, with its sharp rise in poverty and its cuts in social
programs, will be.

The long-term changes in the character of poverty we discussed earlier—
increasing numbers of single-parent families and concentration of poverty—may
ultimately have more serious consequences for the schools than do these cyclical
fluctuations in poverty. These developments have altered the social environment
in vhich poor children grow up. They have changed the composition of
inner-city schools, which increasingly are characterized by race and clas.
isolation. And finally, the concentration of the poor in central cities, in the
political and fiscal climate of the 1980s, has strained the finances of many big-city
school systems. Each of these may be expected to have adverse consequences for
the schools. We will review the evidence concerning them.

It is clear that the material and demographic conditions for social organiza-
tion in the inner city are deteriorating. Because of economic shifts and the flight
of middle-class and working-class residents, many of these communities are
again as desperately poor as they were in the 1940s and 1950s, before the gains
of the civil rights movement and the Great Society. Now, however, they lack the
social and institutional stability that class heterogeneity provided during those
decades. There are fewer adults, and especially fewer working adults, to
maintain community institutions, link children to the labor market and main-
stream society, and exercise informal social control.

We understand little of the effects of this social transformation, but some
evidence suggests that these changes contribute to problems such as early
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parenthood and juvenile delinquency. Low-income teenage girls whose parents
supervise them less are at greater risk of pregnancy; parental supervision tends
10 be less strict among families who live in ghetto neighborhoods. Girls who
grow up in families headed by females are also more likely to become
teenage parents (Hogan and Kitagawa, 1985). A study of teenage fathers found
that inner-city youth tend to have large amounts of unsupervised time, often
with an empty apartment to go to during the day (Sullivan, 1985).

Changes in family structure and community are also linked to youth crime.
Some argue that economic decline and family instability undermine social
organization and social control, reducing the extent to which residents of a
community monitor both the presence of outsiders and the activities of their
own children (McGahey, 1986; Reiss, 1986; Sampson, 1987). Poverty itself is not
necessarily related to weak social organization: Sullivan (1983) found taat the
men of a poor white neighborhood severely disciplined youth they found
committing petty crimes in the area. However, this sort of social control may
break down when men are less attached to families and to local economic
enterprise, and thus have less of a stake in maintaining order. McGahey writes:
“Impoverished commurities are not without resources for social control, but
their resources seem to vary directly with the amount and type of legitimate
employment available to adults who reside in the community” (1986, p. 253).
Some empirical evidence “ini. the prevalence of families headed by females to
higher rates of youth crim. although j* 5 not clear whether it is socialization in
the family or social control .n the com..unity that is important (Sampson, 1987;
Loury, 1985). Finally, some poor urban neighborhoods have an organized
structure of criminal activities, managed mostly by ad"" . who recruit local
youth into the network.

Changes in family and community may also be linked directly to school
achievement cr attainment. Some argue that parents’ behavior—for example,
monitoring children’. homework and encouraging their progress in school—is
more important to school achievement than is family structure per se (Clark,
1973). However, it is certainly true that single parents have less time to spend
wi h their chilidren. The importance of an adult presence in the home is shown
in one study by t_ e fact that young children from mother-grandmother families
in a poor black neighborhood did almost as well in school as children in
mother-father families; ch’ ."ren from mother-alone families were rated lower by
their teachers than children from the other two types of families (Kellarr et al.,
1977). Children in families headed by females drop out of school more often than
children from two-parent families, even when economic status is maintained
(McLanahan, 1985).

When family support for education is wea’:, the community becomes more
important. Coleman and Hoffer argue tha one reason Catholic schools are more
effective is because parents, Ltudents, and teachers are embi-dded in a religious
community, not incidentally one of the few remaining sources of community
that includes both adults and children: “A school with a strong supporting adult
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community can impose greater acader.n~ demands on its students . . . It can
impose stricter disciplinary standards” (Coleman and Hoffer, 1987). In addition
to the relationships between school and parents, the attention and help youth
get from other adult “mentors” in the community may be critical (Williams and
Komnblum, 1985). In a ghetto neighborhood, youth peer groups also become
more influential and may undermine commitment to school. Longitudinal data
show that “. . . adolescents tend to follow the lead of their closest associates in
the decision to remain in school or to drop out” (Social Development Laboratory,
1987, p. 14).

Finally, the loss of retail and service establishments from economicaily
depressed neighborhoods deprives poor youth of local part-time employment
opportunities that are compatible with school schedules. Without these oppor-
tunities, as McGahey (1986) points out, youth must choose between income and
school; and when family income is inadequate, it is not surprising that many
leave school and enter the legal and/or underground economy.

As city demographics have changed and school desegregation efforts are
stalled, inner-city schools have become increasingly racially and economically
isolated. Although this question is still controversial, there is some evidence that
children benefit from attending schools of higher socioeconomic status (Winkler,
1975). In c.1e study, children of low or average achievement benefited from being
in a higher-achieving school, while students scoring above grade level were not
affected (Summers and Wolfe, 1977). These studies are consistent with the
results of other literature on school desegregation. When children have moved
from inner-city schools to suburban schools, their educational outcomes gener-
ally improve. In one study (Crain, n.d.), black children in Hartford, Connecticut,
randomly selected for busing to suburban schools had slightly higher rates of
school completion, even though some dropped out of the program or did not
attend suburban schools for very long. In the Gautreaux program in Chicago, in
which black families from inner-city housing projects moved to suburban
neighborhoods, children faced higher academic standards (and some were
placed back a grade or put in special-education programs), yet overall their
grades did not drop; most were able to respond to a more challenging
environment (Rosenbaum, 1986). Other case studies of desegregated schools
find that in most cases minerity school achievement rises, while white achieve-
ment is at least stable (Hawley et al., 1983). When the reverse occurs—when
children attend schools that are increasingly segregated by class as well as race—
their achievement would be expected to decline.

Graduating from a ghetto school may also hurt black studen’s in the eyes of
employers and higher-education personnel (Crain, 1984). Po.ces and Wilson
(1976) observe, “Black grades, especially those from all-black high schools,
appear to be more irrelevant as marks of achievement within the schools
themselves and as criteria of selection for higher education. Institutional
administrators seem to do so much “discountii:?’ of tae value of inner-city and
other black school grades as to render their importance for admission almost
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nil.” Thus grades have a concrete payoff for whites and for blacks from mostly
white settings, but not for blacks from black schools. Higher-status or integrated
schools may also give blacks contacts in the job market and experience in
negotiating racially integrated social settings (Braddock and McPcrtland, 1983).

Undoubtedly, one reason that schools in poor neighborhoods are often less
effective is the quality and morale of the teaching staff. Schools in poor
neighborhoods often get the less-experienced and less-qualified teachers; the
senior teachers can get assigned elsewhere (Owen, 1972; Summers and Wolfe,
1976). The teachers who remain often find it a dangerous and demoralizing
environment, and many “vote with their feet.” In Chicago, teacher absenteeism
is highest in the ghetto schools. Each year the district hires hundreds of
substitutes who, even when they are well qualified, cannot maintain the same
continuity of instruction as the regular teachers. Students, too, find poor sch. 2ls
dangerous and frustrating, and many schools tolerate widespread cutting of
classes as long as students are present for the homeroom period. It is easy for a
pattern of truancy to slip into dropout or expulsion.

Because schools rely so heavily on local funding, school resources ase highly
sensitive to the wealth of the community. Central-city economic declines and the
flight of middle-class families to the suburbs have reduced the resources
available to central-city sch.ool districts. Tax receipts have fallen as the income of
city residents has declined. Like so many inner-city problems, this one has a
self-perpetuating quality: the concentration of poverty discourages business
from locating in the central city, thereby depriving inner-city residents of jobs,
reinforcing poverty and its attendant problems, and further reducing tax
receipts and city services.

In the past decade, these demographic and economic trends have been
accompanied by cuts in federal and state aid to cities and schools. During the
late 1970s, tax revolts limited state revenues and restricted sta*e aid to educatior
in some states. In the early 1980s the Reagan administration mounted a partly
successful assault on federal education and urban-aid programs. Major urban-
aid programs such as General Revenue Sharing were eliminated or greatly
reduced in scope. Chapter 1 (formerly Title 1) funds for low-income schools were
reduced—in 1985 Chapter 1 funding was 20 percent below what it would have
been under fiscal year 1981 policies, and most states and localities did not replace
these funds (Palmer and Sawhill, 1984).

CONCLUSIONS: A POLICY RESPONSE

The concentration of poverty is a long-term development rooted in economic
and demographic trends of the past several decades. Even if the poverty rate
returns to the level of the 1970s, the concentration of poverty and the problems
it causes for schools will not be reversed. The social transformation of the inner
city, the race and class isolation of the schools, and the weakened fiscal condition
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of big-city school systems are all problems that require public-policy action. In
fact, some public policies have exacerbated these problems. For instance,
high-rise public housing anchors low-income and racially isolated _hettos.
Magnet schools drain away the brighter and higher-status students, leaving
behind schools that are even more isolated.

We must begin by emphasizing that our discussion of concentration effects
and social isolation does not imply an endorsement of a community “self-help”
approach to solving the problems of the ghetto. The ghetto does not have the
maivrial resources to do that, nor does the minc-ity population as a whole. Nor
will a top-down federal effort to promote community development be effective,
if the exverience of the Community Action Program of the 1960s is to be
believed.

This is not to say that p Jle working at the local level should not seek to
foster community organizauon. Indeed, it is striking how many successful
education and employment programs consciously seek to reproduce the infor-
mal networks that support children and young adults in getting through school
and finding work. In doing so, they provide not only material assistance but also
social support, for surely having adults take an interest in children is a major
part of their success. Eugene Lang’s famous effort is a good example—not only
did he promise to finance college educations (which the government itself
sometimes does), he also opened his door to the students he promised to
support, giving advice, helping them visit colleges, and so on as they struggled
to finish school.

However, while a community-based approach may be useful or even neces-
sary to reach a disadvantaged population, it is surely not sufficient. We must
address the public and private practices that sustain the concentration of
poverty. Clusters of high-nise housing create poor neighborhoods and poor
schools, and discriminatory real-estate practices and a limited supply of low-rent
housing keep low-income families trapped in these poverty areas. When poor
and minority families gain greater acces to housing in other neighborhoods, we
must intervene in the destructive process of racial change and ghettoization,
nsing what we have learried about ways to stabilize raciaily changing neighbor-
hoods. We must also curb practices like redlining and arson and more subtle
disinvestment in poor neighborhoods, and support community econcmic devel-
opment efforts.

But we must also provide assistance directly tc families that need it most.
Single-parent families are a majority of all poor tamilies. They need much
strovger child-support laws and more active enforcement. Child care and
medlical insurance will help single mother. get off welfare and into the job
market; in fact, workfare cannot succeed uniess child care and health care are
assured through public or private means. Many women need basic skills and job
training in orcer to get any but the most :nenial jobs. Finally, more adequate
income support is necessary for poor fimilizs—both single-parent and two-
parent. A variety of altc.:ativ.s are possible, including tax deductions, welfare
reform, and child or family atlowances.
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Of particular importance for disadvantaged youth, we feel, is intervention at
the point of transition from school to work. Minority teenagers have the highest
unemployment rate of any group, and for many, tcenage unemployment is the
start of a long career of unstable work and perhaps welfare dependency or
crime. Those who remain jobless find it increasingly difficult to get ba.x into the
job market without skills or work experience. They and their children become
the next generation of long-term poor. Before joblessness becomes self-
perpetuating, they need training in basic and vocational skills and opportunities
for meaningful work—not dead-end, low-paying jobs. For those still in school,
we should be forging formal and informal links between schools and workplaces
to motivate youth to stay in school. For those who drop out because cf
pregnancy, arrest, or lack of interest, we should provide fiexible alternatives
when they are ready to return, perhaps helping them combine school and work.

In the meantime, educators must continue to investigate and experiment
with effective ways to teacn poor children. The schools cannot simply wait for
poverty ic be alleviated. In fact, education is an essential part of any lasting
”solution” to the problem of poverty, although education by itself will not be the
answer. Up to half of all ghetto children never complete high school, and
increasingly we hear that even those who graduate from inner-city high schocls
are unemployable. Poverty will remain as long as mest who attend school in our
poorest communities reach adulthood without the means to enter the economic
mainstream.
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RACE, INCOME, AND
EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITY
Students and Schools At Risk in the 1980s

Gary Orfield

UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

INTRODUCTION

Americans believe that schools have power to solve basic problems and that

very important goals for our society and our economy can be accomplished
through reforms in the schools. We see equal educational opportunity as a way
to rectify extreme differences in a society committed to a fair chance for all.
Surveys show that even those at the bottom in American society have a very
deep faith in the public schools and see them as the key to a better life for their
children. The way educational leaders describe the problems and possibilities of
achieving opportunity through our schools is very important in shaping our
vision of social possibilities.

Each wave of educational reform has its own goals and its own vision of
school problems and of the kinds of schools it wishes to change. Developing
policy with different kinds of schools in mind leads to very different perceptions
and policies. Major changes in school policies can change access to opportunity
for large groups in American society. The large policy changes of recent years
were not intended to change access, but they have probably narrowed it because
of their failure to recognize and deal with the special problems confronting
minority and low-income children in the nation’s schools. In its great concer.-
tration on increasing inuividual achievement in the schools, the excellence
movement seems to have lost sight of the massive evidence produced in the last
generation about minority and low-income children, particularly when they
dominate entire schools and face not only individual problems but also systemic
inequalities within American public education.

This study examines the tension between dramatic changes in the social
composition of American public schools and the sharp increases in edncational
standards enacted during the reform movements of the 1980s. School enroll-
ments since the 1960s reflect the shrinking white majority among American
young people and the rapidly increasing multiracial population. Since the 1960s
a growing proportion of young people in the United States are nonwhite, poor,
and living in single-parent homes that fac~ social and economic crisis.

Although the reformers had no intention of reducing opportunity for
minonty and poor children, the reforms were not developed with their problems
in mind and may well have hurt those students who were already having great
difficulty in less comyetitive schools. The two trends are likely to clash in
damaging ways, in part because very little thought was given to the special
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needs of disadvantaged students as the new reform policies emerged in the last
eight years. This is true not only of reforms devised in state capitals but also of
those implemented a few years earlier by the leaders of many big-city school
systems. Both city and state school officials were reacting to the same political
and intellectual trends created by the hack-to-the-fundamentals .nd the
effective-schools movements in education and a more general conservative
political movement.

As we now begin to see the actual consequences of various reforms, evidence
is accumulating of a serious mismatch between some of the policy changes and
the educational needs of minority and low-income students. Leaders must
consider both the great changes in the background of the school-age population
and the very limited degree to which educational improvement for severely
disadvantaged students and schools can be accomplished simply by raising the
barriers to educational advancement for those who often failed to make it over
the old ones.

Educational leaders need to rethink and redirect policy to reach low-income
and nonwhite students more effectively and to help them move into the
educational mainstream. After a period of strong reaction to some of the
exce .ses of the 1960s reforms, it is crucial to recapture the positive lessons of the
equity policies of that era. A concern with excellence and higher aspirations is
pe-fectly appropriate as part of this policy, but it should not be a goal expressed
primarily through erecting higher barriers. We must be particularly careful to
assess the consequences of barrier-raising policies and end those that nroduce
few gains but have large costs. Focus must be on the incentives and assistance
that make it possible for students to reach the goals.

A more successful policy will require raising sensitive questions about
inequalities within state and local educational systews. It will require moving
beyond decisions to raise requirements to consideration of needed changes in
educational institutions. Even beyond that, we may be entering a time when
educational leaders will need to learn how to speak out about social policy issues
that obviously have damaging effects on the capacity of the growing proportion
of poor children to function in school.

DIVERSITY WITHIN A UNIVERSAL EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

The American system of public education has a rhetoric of universalism and
common schools for all, but it produces schools with completely different
educational worlds. Each of these very different schools has its own problems,
and none ever has enough money to do everything it aims to accomplish.
Usually, however, policymakers are thinking primarily about one basic kind of
school in devising a new pclicy approach, even thoagh they may apply the new
policy to all schools. The school in the mind of the policymaker becomes the lens
through which the policy is discussed and its results evaluated.

> -
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During the 1960s school policy debates focused on the image of schools
failing the poor or keeping out children who could benefit from and had a right
to better schooling. In the early 1980s the excellence movement shifted the focus
to the most typical American school—that in the middle-class suburb. The ideal
of the public school as the key to equal opportunity has given way to the image
of the school as the training ground for success in a more competitive and more
technological world. The issues of the 1960s have been displaced by concerns
like those of the 1950s, when the Soviet Sputmik placed another kind of scientific
challenge at the center of educational reform.

The second wave of the 1980s policy debate includes an after-the-fact effort to
think about the implications of the reforms of the early 1980s for the schools that
are the least successful. Aftera period in which it was fashionable to assume that
schools could be changed by command from above and that all schoo!s could
and would respond to the same commands, there is a resurgence of interest in
understanding the problems of minority and low-income schools.

This paper is primarily about the schools and the students at the bottom of
the educational status system in the 1980s, about the children now called ‘at-
risk” and the schools that serve them. (The term “at-risk” has replaced earlier
terms such a= “poor,” “culturally deprived,” “educationally disadvantaged,”
and “unconstitutionally segregated.” It is a kind of blameless 1980s-style term
that suggests that it just happened that some students are in danger of dropping
out and that no one is responsible for the problem. This term suggests that the
problems are individual ones; the old terms spoke of systemic problems affecting
entire groups.)

This paper’s focus is primarily on metropolitan America, home to 77 percent
of the nation’s people in 1985; but similar issues are present in many smaller
cities and rural areas—particularly in the South and the Southwest, where
minority populations are substantial, even outside the metropolitan areas.

The reformers o1 the early 1980s intended no harm to the minority and
low-income children who make up so large a portion of the at-risk students, but
they much too simply assumed that whatever would be good for the suburban
students would also help their central-city and poor rural counterparts. Too
often they ignored the fact that in a society profoundly fragmented by race and
income, policies that work for one type of school may often misfire in or even do
harm to other schools. Schools differing in fundamental ways will almost
certainly be affected differently by the same policy.

TWO FAMILIES, TWO STHOOLS, TWO WORLDS

A useful way to begin to explore the dilemmas of schuo: reform is to think
about the concerns of two suburban and inner-city families abor** their schools.
Although both families may have very similar dreams for their children and bcth
view schools as centrally important, there are striking differences. The concerns
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of the parents of Scott and Clizabeth Elliott, students at Richville Township High
School, are fundamentally different from the concerns of the Hernandez famiiy
about Ricardo, José, and Maria Isobel, who attend Chavez High in the big city
barrio.

The Elliotts are pleased that their children are attending a school that is
among the most highly ranked in the metropolitan area, a school where almost
everyone graduates and from which 92 percent of the graduates go on to college.
This certainly does not mean, however, that the Elliotts Go not have serious
worries. They and their children and their friends in the community all put great
emphasis on what kind of college their children will go to, and there is

remendous pressure to win entry into the most selective and prestigious
wstitutions. The Elliotts pressure both the school and their children for
preparation that will make success in this competition possible. Thev are
worried about reports of drugs and drinking by some of the students and about
the terrifying risks of teen sex in a time of herpes and AIDS. They think that the
writing and lab science courses are not taught rigorously enough.

The Hernandez family has worries that would seem almost incomprehensi-
ble in most suburban communities. At Chavez High, 65 percent of the boys and
45 percent of the girls do not graduate. Last month the family svent to a funeral
mass for one of Ricardo’s friends, who was killed by a gang. It was not the first
one. They are worried that Jose is hanging around too much with the wrong
kind of friends. The girl next door just dropped out of school to have a baby. Mr.
Hernandez lost his long-time job three years ago when the steel mill closed, and
he does not have enough education to get more than menial work at much lower
wages. He constantly tells his children that they must finish school.

The Hernandez parents put all their hopes in the school. They have no
alternative. They cannot move to the suburbs. They have no money for parochial
schools. They dream that their three children will graduate and go to college and
get a good job in computer science, medical technology, or some other field in
which they can make secure white-collar incomes. The parents, who have only
grade-school >ducations and limited knowledge of English, know little about the
school, but they try to support it and tell their childien to do the work. They
wish they had the money for the big dances and for better clothes to make the
children proud. Ricardo and Maria are doing as well as their friends and they
hope that is enough to go to college. They do not know ¢ 1yone who has actually
graduated from college, although there is a girl on the block in the community
college now. They do not know how they can ever pay for college. In the
suburbs, college is a clear and sharply focused reality. For the Hernandez family,
it is over the rainbow.

Mr. and Mrs. Hernandez talk to each other constantly about the many children
in the neighborhood who are turning out badly. They pray that somehow things
will work out if only their children can graduate. Sometimes they even talk about
going Lack to Puerto Rico, where ilangs are less dangerous in school, but there
they would face greater economic hardship and find few colleges.
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When one visits both high schools, the differences are instantly apparent.
The suburban school, built in the late 1950s, is perfectly maintained, with large
and ample grounds, many specialized activities in its underutilized building,
and an atmosphere of purposeful activity and quiet order. There is a two-story
learning center with thousands of well-displayed books and an impressive array
of computer equipment at the heart of the building.

Chavez, originally Seward High, was built in the 1880s and has clearly seen
better days. It has never been so overcrowded. There are 3,000 students in a
school built for 1,800 and classes are going on in temporary buildings in the
playground. The central-city school district has been in financial crisis for a
decade, with three major teachers’ strikes, and there has been no money for
more than emergency maintenance. The building has flaking paint and leaking
roofs, and it is grimy from deferred cleaning. Part of the old library is now used
as a classroom, and there has been little money for buying or cataloging books
{~r years. In fact, many of the regular textbooks in the school have been used too
many times and are falling apart.

The city and the suburban schools have teachers from different colleges.
They offer different mixes of courses and very different levels of competition.
The teachers in the city schools are mostly from the city’s own teacher-training
institution, now called a state university, while the suburban teachers come from
a wide range of much more competitive colleges, and most have advanced
degrees. There are more counselors in Richville Township, where the students
already have good sources of information about college. The college prep
courses are oftered less often and at a much less competitive level in Chavez,
which lacks physics and calculus classes altogether and which offers no
Advanced Placement training. More than 90 percent of the Richville students
take college placement exams, often after taking practice tests and special
preparation tests. Less than a tenth of the students at Chavez take the exams.

If a student went from his suburban class in Richville to the same class at
Chavez, it would seem like a different world. Often, none of the -ity students
would be doing work up to the level of less successful suburban students. The
Chavez valedictorian would have trouble passing a nonhonors course at
Richville Township.

Chavez High received some assistance and some additional burdens from
the reforms of the 1960s; it faces special difficulties with the policy changes of
the 1980s. It never got much compensatory education money, since that money
was targeted for basic-skills instruction in early elementary grades. No major
high-school compensatory education program has ever been enacted. Most of
the stdents speak English. Those who do not, mostly recent immigrants, do
receive some special help from the bilingual education program, but there is
less money in that program than there was ten years ago. A few students
benefited from a special college-readiness program to prepare Chavez students
for college, but that program was shut down. A limited local desegregation plan
created three magnet high schools in the city that offer much better college
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preparation, but admission procedures are complex and .ew Chavez students
and parents negotiate them successfully. Most families at Chavez do not realize
that their children will not be prepared for college by the noima! Chavez
curriculum. The poverty program and the CETA jobs program once provided
assistants to the librarians and other school staff, but the last of those people
lost their jobs in mid-1981, when the program ended.

The state legislature appropriated $5 million for dropout prevention for the
entire state last year, and Chavez has received $30,000 to hire one staff member
to deal with the almost 1,800 students the school has identified as at risk of drop-
ping out. It appears that funding for the dropout program will last only one year.

No new high schools have been built in the city for fifteen years, and it looks
as if the Chavez students have nothing but the old building and temporary
classrooms to look forward to for the indefinite future. There is talk about
putting the school on year-round sessions, something that has already been
done with overcrowded Hispanic schools in several other cities.

The reforms adopted bv the state legislature in 1983 have afected both
schools. The increased grauuation requirements in science and mathematics
required the hiring of two new teachers at Ricbville. Sufficient courses already
existed to program nearly all students into classes meeting the requirements for
the fire* year of the reform. Sixty percent of the subw* n students already had
programs that met the requirements even before they were enacted. The new
state basic-skills exam was passed on the first fry by 95 percent of the Richville
students, many of whom ridiculed it as a grad.-school test. None of the newly
hired Richville teachers failed the state’s new teacher-competency test. The
additional state funds provided for teacher salaries by the reform law have
permitted a handscme raise for local teachers and paid all the new costs excej 't
for some of the extensive testing.

At Chavez High the reforms have caused a crisis that threatens to become
worse. There are no physics teachers, and the facult; lacks appropriately
certified teachers to offer the required added sections ot lab science, computer
training, mathematics, and foreign language needed to meet new graduation
and college entrance requirements, which will be fully operative by 1988. If the
school officials admitted the truth, it would be clear that there is almost no real
precollegiate writing instruction in the school. English department members
privately laugh at the idea of requiring research papers from students who lack
a basic knowledge of grammar, mechanics, and spelling. If the state adopts the
proposed writing requirement for graduation, many Chavez students will surely
fail. Two probationary teachers at Chavez—two of the only five Hispanic
teachers on the staff—have failed the new state teacher exam. Very few new
Hispanic teachers were certified in the entire state this year. Hispanic enrollment
in teacher training is plummeting, in part because of the high failure rate of
minority students taking the new exam.

Chavez High lacks not only teachers and courses, but also physical facilities
to support the new requirements. There are not enough labs, and the equipment

- .
v e e

s 54




Gary Orfield + 51

in those that exist is severely out-of-date. Most of the teachers and administra-
tors in the school think that tl.e new requirements make no sense.

The principal of Chavez and her district superintendent know that they are
going to ve judged by the percentage of students passing the mandatory state
graduation exams. That percentage will be published in the newspapers, wili
appear in all the school district’s personnel files, and will be a central issue for
comm:unity activists. In response, the principal and staff have decided to put
tremendous emphasis on the basic skills measured in the test and on test-taking
skills in general. This will mean putting even less emphasis on the higher-order
skills so essential to colle e work. They have also decided to hold down the
failure rate at upper grade levels by retaining more low-achieving students in
previous grades. The retention rate at Chavez is now 23 perce it. In other
words, 23 of every 100 students fail their grade and are not promoted. Many fail
two or more grades during high school. There are, in fact, many
eighteen-year-olds who are still being tested as tenth-graders, making the
school’s test scores appear higher and holding down the failure rate on the
twelth-grade degree test.

All this does not come without cost, of course. In addition to the time lost,
there is an exiremely strong relat-—<+ip between being held back in grade and
failing to graduate. In Ch. . percent of those who fail one or more grades
drop out before graduat’ ... iast year the dropout rate increased significantly.
Since the school is beiny held accountable “- r test scores but not for dropouts, an
increased dropout rate that removes lov+- * -hieving students will actually make
the school look more successful.

As the state universities implement their new entrance requirements, enroll-
ment of Chavez graduates in four-year public colleges in the area has fallen.
Colleges are doing less recruiting at Chavez.

This tale of Chavez and Richville Township high schools is not just a story. It
reflects real differences appeariag in a number of recent and current studies of
education in metropolitan azcas. Much of it is based on detailed studies of the
schools, neighborhoods, and colleges in metropolitan Chicago and other uroan
centers (Orfield and Tostado, 1983; Orfield, Mitzel, et al., 1984; Paul, 1987;
Garrett, 1987; Espinosa and Ochoa, 1986). The picture is more complex, of
course, but the differences between typical suburban and inner-city
minority schools are dramatic. Some suburban schools are significantly less
successful than Richville, but there are almost none in large metropolitan areas
that are not far more successful than almost all inner-city black and Hispanic
schools.

Chavez could have been a black school. In thot case it would probably not
have been overcrowded and would not have lad bilingual programs. Its
students, however, would have been even poorer on average, more segregated,
and much less likely to have intact families. Their scores and dropout rates
would have been similar to, and perhaps slightly better than, those of the
Hispanic students.
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THE STRATIFICATION OF SCHOOLS

The underlying pattern of school differences is deep and structural. Wher-
ever one looks, there are strong and disconcerting relationships between race,
income, and every aspect of schooling. The relationships are so powerful that
they enable reliable prediction of the school’s test scores without any informa-
tion at all about the educational program in the school or the school district. Data
from the entire state of California and from the Chicago, Milwaukee, and Los
Angeles metropolitan areas and a forthcoming study of metropolitan Atlanta
schools all show strong relationships between race, income, and achievement.

If a school has a high proportion of blacks and Hispanics, it is very likely that
the school has a high proportion of poor people. There are extremely few
low-income white schools in metropolitan America. There are very few black
and Hispanic schools without a substantial proportion of poor children. It may
well be the low-income background of the studerts, not their racial background,
that is most closely related to the inequalities in school performance. Which
factor is more impcrtant, however, makes little practical difference _ince poverty
and race are so strongly related. In metropolitan America the schools that are
poor are almost always minority schools.

A statewide study of more than 5,000 California schools by San Diego State
University researchers showed clear relationships between race, poverty, and
academic achievement in the late 1970s. More than two-thirds of black and
Hispanic third-graders were in schools with test scores below the national
iiorms. Two-thirds of Hispanics and three-fourths of blacks were in predomi-
nantly minority schools. The typical Hispanic student in metropolitan Los
Angeles was in a 78 percent minority school. (By 1984 the figure was 83 percent.)

Black and Hispanic students were many times more likely to be in the schools
with the lowest test scores. The lowest quartile of California schools, ranked by
test scores, was 67 percent black and Hispanic and had only 28 percent white
students. The top fourth of the schools, in contrast, was 85 percent white, 7
percent Hispanic, and 2 percent black. By grade three, about five of every six
black and Hispanic students were in below-average schools, while 60 percent of
whites were in school systems with above-average high schools. By the
high-school senior year, even after a large fraction of the minority students had
dropped out, 75 percent of Hispanics and 79 percent of blacks but only a third
(36 percent) of whites were still concentrated in schools with below-average
scores.

There were strong statistical relations.ips between race and achievement
levels, but the stuay found that some other commonly mentioned sources of
inequality were not significant. At both the sixth- and welfth-grade levels, for
example, the Hispanic schools spending more per student tended to perform
worse, probavly because the federal compensatory education program concen-
trated spending in schools with large poverty populations. This does not mean
that the funds did not help; it merely .neans that they were not sufficient to offset
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the very large problems confronting schools with high concentrations of
Hispanic children. The statistic is deepiy disturbing for those who argue that
simply redistributing funds will solve the problem of inequality.

The study found significant relationships between school test scores and the
social, economic, and welfare status of students (Espinosa and Ochoa, 1936,
pp. 77-94). On its most basic level, the study found that students from minority
backgrounds were already highly segregated in low-achieving schools by the
third grade and most w.re never offered a reasonable level of competitive
precoliegiate training at any stage.

Two analyses of the schools in metropolitan Milwaukee concluded that there
were very strong relationships between race, poverty, and academic achieve-
ment. Professor Daniel P. Walsh examined statistics on 138 schools from districts
with 61,000 students in the city and suburbs. The second- and fifth-grade
students were tested with the Iowa Test, and the results showed a .70 correlation
between elementary-school test scores and percent of low-income students. This
extremely strong relationship was even clearer in middle anu high schools.
There was also a relationship, independent of poverty, between iocation of
school district and students’ academic achievement. Students from central-city
districts did worse than those from suburban districts (Walsh, 1986, pp. 78-85).

Poor people were concentrated in the city, and there was a strong
relationship between percentage poor and percentage minority in metropolitan
Milwaukee schools. Fifty-seven percent of the city’s schools, but only one
school in the suburbs, had more than one-fourth poor children. There were
four times as many poor children in the typical city school as in its suburban
counterpart.

Much of the greater success of the Milwaukee me vnet schools, according to
Walsh, was due not to their outstanding programs bu. o their recruitment and
screening of students. The correlation between the test scores and the percent-
age of low-income students was —.74. In other words, although each of these
special schools had to have at least 44 percent minority pupils, the students
getting through the screening were very unlikely to be poor (Walsh, pp. 86-87).
Tlie schools scored well on tests primarily because they were enrolling students
from families with stronger economic and educational backgrounds, not because
they were transforming urban education. Magnet schools in other large cities
tend also to have rela’'vely few low-income students.

Another more detailed study of the Milwaukee area, by University of
Wisconsin professor John Witte, looked explicitly at the question of race. Witte,
who directed a larg? study of schools in the metropolitan area for the state
ge ernment, concluded a detailed statistical analysis:

... The differences in educational achievement in the city and the
suburbs, and between racial and economic groups, are extreme.
... poor minority students in the city leave the public education
system (often prior to graduation) with little to Inok forward to either in
terrr s of further education or jobs. On the other hand, middle class
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white suburban students almost all complete schoc with a rar ~e of
higher education opportunities available to them. (Witte, 1986, . 25)

Detailed studies of Chicago schools by Designs for Change, a local advocacy
group, and the Chicago Panel on Public School Policy and Finance (CPPS) have
demonstrated an extremely strong relationship within the city between a
school’s percentage of minority students and its graduation rates and test scores.
In tracing the educational fate of students attending various kinds of schools,
researchers at Designs for Change (1985) found that only one in every six
students who started out in the ninth grade in the city schools ended up
graduating and achieving at or above national norm levels four years later. The
CPPS researchers found a direct statistical relationship between the percentage
of minority students in schools and the dropout rates, except for the selective
magnet an4 specialty programs (Chicago Panel, 1985).

A 1984 analysis of the high schools in metropolitan Chicago found that
almost all suburban high 5chools had fewer low-income students than almost all
Chicago schools, and that the city schools had teachers with fewer years of
education from far less selective colleges and offered much more limited
counseling. (The High School and Beyond survey showed counseling to have a
much greater influence on mi.cority students’ plans, probably because white
families already had much more information about colleges.) Within Chicago the
high-school curriculum was far more limited at the low-income, high-minority
schools. There was a direct feeder system connecting high schools and commu-
nity colleges, and the minority high schocls fed into the metropolitan area’s least
successful iwo-year colleges, from which very few students ever graduated or
transferred to institutions giving B.A. degrees (Orfield, Mitzel, et ai., 1984).

A 1987 analysis . ~ *he 193 high schools in the Chicago metro area showed
very strong relationships between race, income, and achievement. There were
dramatic differences in graduation rates, in percentages taking college admis-
sions tests, and in college test scores, and all of these were related to the racial
and ecoromc differences. Racial differer.ces between schools were very closely
linked to ecoiiomic differences. All schools with the highest ratings were middle
class and almost entirely white, while those at the other extreme were virtually
all minority and predominantly poor (Garrett, 1987).

An ambitious effort to look at these relationships over time is the Jaeger study
over ten years of the change in schools in the greater Los Ange:.. area. Because
state officials have carefully collected and maintained records and the same types
of standardized forms have been required, it is possible to follow changes in
schools and regions with great clarity These data show a high level of
segregation and a strong association between the percentage of minority
students and the percentage of low-income students, although these relation-
ships are less extreme than in the Chicago data. There is a striking gap in the
achievement levels and the graduation rates within the four-county area, which
contains about a twentieth of the nation’s population and almost a fifth of the
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Hispanic students in United States public schools. The gaps did not decline
du ing the 1975-1985 period in spite of local and state programs targeting reform
at t1.e elementary-school level (Jaeger, 1987). (This study did not evaluate the
later reforms enacted under Superintendent Bill Honig.)

This description of educational inequalities could go on and on. One of the
consequences of the state reform movement i.. many states will be the release of
much more standardized data that will permit comparison of city and suburban
schools. The data that have now been released ‘n metropolitan Houston and
metropolitan Philadelphia, for example, show very large differences. Most of the
weakust schools identified in the entire state of N.w York are :n inner-city areas
of New York City.

When the data from the excellence reforms are merged with data on the racial
composition of schools—something that is almost never done by state govern-
ments—it is possible to show much more clearly than ever before the pattern of
deep and persistent racial differences. Although we do not like to talk about it,
it is true that if you grow up black or brown in one of the nation’s great central
cities, you will almost surely attend an inferior school, regardless of your own
intelligence and motivation. Unless  ar family can afford private schools or a
move to the suburbs (and is ns cked by discrimination in the housing
market), the probability is ext- e, high that you will attend schools with
inferior levels of competit. -« teaching. Sinc. research shows that the way a
teacher teaches changes as the proportion of low-income students in his or her
class increases, it is also likely that another powerful irfluence in the schools,
t acher expectation, is related to the economic differences between the inner-city
and suburban schools (Barr and Dreeben, 1983). Teachers with more po.r
students expect and demand less. Minority schools have more low-income
students.

If the schools offered to the 29 percent of American families who live in
central cities are consistently unequal to those provided the 48 percent of
families who live in suburban areas and if the vast majority of nonwhite students
continue to attend declini1g central city schools, then a major inequity will be
compounded if state gnvernments adopt policies that hav~ the effect of penal-
izing central-city students for the inferior schools they atte;  without address-
ing any of the underlying causes of the inequalities or providing the additional
help needed in such schools.

THE IMCREASING PROPORTION OF AT-RISK STUDENTS

The reforms of the early and mid-1980s were addressed most directly to the
problems of middle-class students, a group that was already doing quite well in
American schools and that is a shrinking fraction of the total studeut body. The
most rapidly growing groups are those that were experiencing the greatest
difficulties even before the standards were raised. Between 1980 and rnid-1985,
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the United States white population increased 4.2 percent, blacks increased 8.2
percent, and the numbper of Pispanics shot up 22 percent. About half of the
nation’s population growth came from immigration during this period (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Series P-23, No. 150, pp. 4-5).

From 1968, when the federal government began collecting national racial
statistics on public schools, until the 1986-87 schocl year, the proportion of
whitez declined sharply among students in American public schools, while the
proportion of blacks increased slightly and the fraction of Hispanics doubled.
The rate of change during this sixteen-year period could lead tc a national public
school enrollment that is only about half-white a generation from now. By 1984,
for example, the public schools of the entire Chicago metropolitan area were 46
percent nonwhite and changing at the rate of 7bout 1 percent each year. In the
late 1980s, the public schools of California will have a growing nonwhite
majority (Orfield, George, and Orfield 1986; Leadership Council, 1985; Arias,
1986). Not only racial change in the schools but also other large social changes
are increasing the number of at-risk students.

The 1980s have been a period of major increase in the number and proportion
of children living in poverty Between 1979 and 1985 the number of black
households living in poerty increased 13 percent, the number of poor Hispanic
households was up 73 percent, and white families who wevre poor increased 23
percent from a much lower initial figure. Despite restrictions on the school lunch
program adopted early in the Reagan administration, the number of children
receiving free or reduced-price lu.v hes rose 18 percent during these six years.

The percentage of children wh . “vere poor was vastly higher in the cities.
Central-city children were 127 percent more likely than suburbanites to be
eligible for free lunches (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-60, No. 155,
pp. 106-107).

The percentage of American children living with a single parent who has
never been married has almost quadrupled since 1970. Overall, the number of
households headed by females increased 91 percent between 1970 and 1980 and
another 10 percent from 1980 to 1985.

More of our children are coming from the least-educated families. The less-
educated portions of the population have been much more successful in
reproducing themselves than the more educated groups. On average, women
who dropped out of high school are having nearly 60 percent more children than
women with college degrees. They also tend to have them younger, meaning
that generations are closer together and the cumuiative effect of the higher birth
rate is multiplied (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-23, No. 150, pp. 44-45).
Parental education is closely related to school success of children.

Children today spend far less time with parents and depend far more on the
schools and other caretakers for their educational preparation. Between 195 and
1980, of the married women with children under six, the number who *vere
working grew from 12 percent to 45 percent, and the number was highest for
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black women (69 percent). In 1985 half the women with children under three
were in the labor force (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-23, No. 146). In a
society that provides little preschool training, the burden on schools will surely
grow.

Families headed by females, including 44 percent of all black families and 23
percent of all Hispanic families, were raising 11.2 million school-age children by
the mid-1980s. Most of these families combined great economic problems with
very weak educational backgrounds. Two-fifths of the black women and three-
fifths of the Hispanic women heading families were high-school dropouts. These
families were poor and getting poorer. Real income of black families headed by
females dropped an average of 9.4 percent for blacks and 13.3 percent for
Hispanics in the twelve years between 1973 and 1985, in part because of the
failure of both welfare payments and the minimum wage to keep up with the
cost of living (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-23, No. 146, pp. 8-9;
Washington Post Weekly Edition, September 15, 1986, p. 20). This has been a
period of sharp decline in the real earnings of black male workers (Neckerman
and Wilson, in this publication).

By the mid-1980s a great number of the families providing tne students for
many central-city schools were in profound economic and social crisis. Tn 1983,
58 percent of black children in the United States were born to unwed mothers.
Eighty-four percent of young black mothers under age twenty-five lived in
poverty. In 1985, 54 percent of black children lived with only one of their parents.
According to a Census Bureau study, young black families headed by females
typically found themseives in a self-perpe.uating and nearly hopeless cycle of
educational and economic disadvantage. There was “a pattern of higher lifetime
fertility, low-paying jobs, high unemployment and low-income [that] continues
throughout the lives of most of the mothers and usually results in long-term
socioeconomic disadvantages to their children” (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Series P-23, No. 146, p. 11). Children born to teenage mothers are very likely to
drop out of high school, perpetuating inequality. Their educational destiny was
determined, to a large extent, before they were born.

Changes in American society clearly point toward increased burdens on the
schools in coming years. School leaders have long argued that they cannot and
should not be held accountable for solving all the problems cieated by other
facets of oublic policy or t":e economy, yet they "nust cope with the results. A
wide variety of policies—ranging from immigration policies to state welfare
payment decisions, to minimum-wage changes, and to cutbacks in various
employment and training programs—have all contributed to increasing depri-
vation for black and Hispanic communities, which were already in trouble a
generation ago.

Since there are powerful and long-established relationships between race,
poverty, and educational inequality, the schools may be threatened by a
continuing large decline in achievement and a steadily increasing need for
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school leaders to figure out how to deal with children who are at risk because of
their backgrounds. Unless this is done, the quality of American education and of
the American citizenry and work force will severely decline.

CONSEQUENCES OF RAISING THE BARRIERS

As the low-income minority proportion of American students grows, it is
urgent to avoid policy actions that may make schools even less successful in
dealing with these students. In a situation iu which it is far from certain that we
know enough or are willing to make sufficient commitments to do much that
would clearly improve their circumstances, the first clear principle of action
should be “Do no additional harm.” The general movement to raise academic
standards is exactly the sort of wholly understandable and weli-intentioned
policy that may make things worse.

Everyone involved in education worries about standards. Most of us regu-
larly bemoan lov’ standards and their bad effects on the educational process.
College faculty members often complain about students’ weak preparation.
Colleges gain prestige as they increase the standards for admission and make
their course requirements more rigid. Colleges have been given encouragement
to raise entrance standards rapidly in the 1980s, and many have eagerly done so.
Professors love to teach better-prepared students, and colleges compete eagerly
for the prestige that comes with increasing selectivity.

Research is only beginning to show the implications of these decisions, but
the almost certain result, in the absence of powerfu) interventions, will be to
reduce the high-school graduation and college enrollment of low-income and
minority students. The trend of declining access is already very apparent in
some of the four-year public universities that implemented such re.orms earlier
(Paul, 1987).

The serious immediate problem for high-school students is caused by the
reforms that have rapidly imposed higher barriers to academic success in
elementary and high schools. Higher stai. .urds for promotion from grade to
grade and for high-school graduation were adopted by many central-city school
districts in the late 1970s and were raised again in sweeping new requirements
devised by many state goveraments in the early 1980s. The higher requirements
make it much harder for relatively weak students to receive a high-school
diploma. Supporters argue that the standards will increase motivation to learn
and eliminate the fraud involved in "social promotion” policies. Usually there is
no evidence to demonstrate benefits. They are simply assumed. The costs of the
policies, particularly in terms of increasing dropouts among the at-risk students,
have usually been ignored.

Although the rriticism of the excellence movement has focused on state
testing and gra< .ation requirements and the states have clearly played a very
powerful role, all problems should not be blamed on the states. The state
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reforms reflected a much broader climate of opinion. Many big-city school
systems had already responded to severe criticism of their programs by
implementing similar reforms before the Reagan administration and the excel-
lence movement appeared.

By the mid-1970s, inner cities had overwhelmingly minority school systems,
and it was already apparent that merely choosing minority leadership did not
solve their very serious problems. By 1974 the Supreme Court had blocked both
large-scale city-suburban desegregation attempts and efforts to gain more funds
for poor school distr::ts from state governments.

The central-city school districts were being harshly criticized for demeaning
the educational process by abandoning educational standards and by replacing
nationally standardized tests that k.ad embarrassed schoe! distri :ts with locally
designed tests that made the schools look as if they were making progress but
left students without any idea of how they were really doing in preparing for
college. The long-accepted idea of social promotion was bitterly criticized as
stanaards sank so far that some city schools were handing diplomas to illiterates.
By the late 1970s both black and white superintendents of central-city schools
were implementing programs designed to force a more concerted approach to
teaching the basic skills. They enforced the program by giving achievement
tests, failing students who did not meet minimum standards, and toughening
carriculum contcnt.

The sho:t-term effects of tuese policies appeared to be beneficial. Both ihe
short- and long-term costs were relatively invisible for a long time, sitice they
were generally borne by the schools’ poorer students. The benefits were that the
teachers could enforce what they and the school considered more reasonable
standards and that the tests and the threat of failure could increase the efforts of
many students. In the short run, statistics looked better because the worst
students were held back and were carried on the schools’ test records as
students in lower grades, lessenin;, the gap between their scores and the
natioral norm for that grade. Superintendents and school leaders gained
prestige with school critics who believed that the entire problem was caused by
low standards and inadequate requirements. They gained reputations as tough
and demanding educators.

These reforms were the first test of the dominant theory of the early 1980s—
that very poorly achieving schools could be forced to change through commands
from the top supported by very serious penalties. This was simply assumed. The
problem was defined as one of shoddy and patronizing ac ninistration of the
schools, one that could be cured by a strong assertion of sound standards.

Recent evidence from several big-city school systems, however, confirms the
findings in earlier research that grade retention is not a policy without costs and
that it may be a policy with few, it any, offsetting benefits for students. There
may, in fact, be very serious costs in terms of increased dropouts and the
economic losses associated with dropping out in the changing urban economy
of the late 1980s. School research usually considers direct educational conse-
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quences, but it is foolhardy to ignore the reality that a diploma is not only a
certificate of academic accomplishment but also the key to the door for almost all
the decent jobs in society. Not having a diploma may not only punish the
student academically but may make his or her economic situation virtually
hopeless. It is educationally irresponsible to ignore these issues; as a social
policy it is a disaster. We need to consider carefully the consequences of having
stricter promotion policies and of rely:ng increasingly on standardized testing
and specific graduation requirements.

THE COSTS OF THE GRADE-RETENTION
AND TESTING STRATEGIES

Grade retention was an old tradition in the schools before 1900. Throughout
the twentieth century, however, the rate of grade promotion rose until it
reached, for example, 98 percent for elementary students and 85 percent for
high-schoolers in the Philadelphia public schools after World War II. Thus the
idea of virtually universal grade promotion took hold long before the city school
districts became predominantly minority., The elementary promotion rate in
Philadelphia dropped to 93 percent in 1982, probablv in response to new
standards in the early grades (Larabee, 1982, pp. 5-6). It dropped more sharply
elsewhere.

Research in Los Angeles shows that the toughening of promotion standards
produced a high and rising retention rate in the 1980s in the city’s public schools.
The retention rate in the high schools was 12.3 percent in the 1961-82 school year
and was up to 16.4 percent in the 1984-85 school year. Black and Hispanic
students were retained at an even higher rate, 19 percent in the 1984-85 school
year, compared to 13 percent for whites and 10 percent for Asians in the city
school district. Minority students faced the probability that they would be
retained at least once during high school (Feliciano, 1988).

Research in the Houston school district showed equally disturbing retention
trends. The typical Hispanic high-school student in the Houston Independent
School District, for example, was at least two years behind his age cohort in
high-school grade level (Houston Independent School District, 1987).

These retention rates were related very strongly to dropping out and were
not clearly related to educational gains. In other words, the experience in the
1980s confirms earlier research that showed little benefit and probable harm
from strict grade-retention policies. If one adds to the equation the extremely
negative effect that dropping out has on employment, earnings, likelihood of
committing crime, and likelihooc of successfully overcoming teenage parenting
protlems, the apparently tough reform becomes highly dubious (Valdivieso,
1986).

The link between failing and dropping out had been discussed extensively in
research and policy analysis for years before the reforms of the late 1970s and
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early 1980s w reenacted. A classic 1971 Civil Rights Commission report showed,
for example, 1at Mexican-Americans wer< almost eight times as likely as whites
to be behind their grade level by the eighth grade. The report cited a Labor
Department study that showed that most dropouts were at least two grades
behind and 84 percent were at least one year over-age (U.S. Co.amission on Civil
Rights, 1971, pp. 36, 38).

A recent unpublished study by the Chicago public school system shows that
its move toward retaining students with inadequate test scores at eighth grade
produced an extremely high dropout rate as those children matured. The district
moved toward much tougher promotion standards in 1980. Now that the
students retained in grade school have reached high-school age, some of the
consequences are apparent. The study found that there appeared to be a de:line
in the high-school dropout rate the first year of the policy, but only because more
low-achieving students were held back in eighth grade and thus did not appear
on the high-school roiis. When comparing these students statistically with
sunilarly achieving students before the retention policy, however, the report
showed a large increase in the dropout rate for those held back. The students
who were heid back were very likely to leave school rather than to profit from the
additional instruction (Toles, 1987).

In the Atlanta school district, where the system has bzen following a strong
retention policy since 1979, the affectel students “will soon be reaching high
school and the results will beccme apparent. The district was retaining 20-22
percent of students in first grade and following a policy of as many retentions as
necessary (Hayes-Wallace, May 22, 1987). In New York City the Ga.cways
retention policies have shown negative results in a recent evaluatinn.

In addition to grade-retention policies, there are a variety of other barriers
that must be carefully evaluated. There is a high suspension rate in many
schools, and these suspensions disproportionately affect minority students,
particularly male minority students (Natio.:al Coalition of Advocates for Stu-
dents, 1987). Some research links suspensions to dropouts (Fine, in this
volume).

The most direct way to increase dropouts late in high school, of course, is to
create an additional obstacle to degree attainment just before the degree is
awarded. States that adopt achievement tests that must be passed to receive a
degree risk doing exactly that. They create the possibility that degrees will be
denied to students who have met all the other requirements for graduation. The
probability is very high that uny such requirement will disproportionately hurt
those groups that already face problems in schools. This issue came to a head
when some states began to adopt pupil-competency tests related to graduation
in the 1970s.

The first major legal b~ttle over this policy came in Florida when it became
apparent that the state test would cut off diplomas for a large number of black
students. When it was firstadministered in 1977, 77 percent of blacks tested and
24 percent of whites failed. Aiter three chances to pass, those continuing to fail
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were to be denied high-school diplomas in June 1979. Had the policy been
enforced, 20 percent of the state’s black students and only 2 percent of the
whites would not have been allowed to graduate after passing all the courses
previously required for graduation. The implementation of the tes* was delayed
several years by the federal courts, and a set of new policies for early diagnosis
and ...ining came out of years of litigation. When the new requirements were
finally implemented, the failure rate was much lower (Madaus, 1983). The
Florida experience showed both the probability of disparate impact from a test
requirement and the possibility of achieving many of the goals of a reform with
less substantial costs if there is a major investiient in making sure that those
being required to clear higher hurdles have the training to make it possible. It is
important to note, however, that the Florida schools face an extremely high
overall dropout rate of 40 percent statewide long after the implementation of
these and otber reforms (New York Times, August 10, 1987).

Another increased barrier that has attracted very little serious policy discus-
sion has been the adoption of higher standards for GED degrees. These adult
education high-school degrees awarded through programs of study and stan-
dardized testing outside of traditional high schools are very important sources of
credentials for jobs and college eligibility. As part of the reform movement, the
star.dards have been raised and more training is being required. This may make
the degrees more credible, but it will also make them less accessible. Policy
changes ¢ this sort should not be adopted without careful evaluation of the
possibility that they could make things worse for those most in need without
significantly improving their educational achievement.

THE NEED TO CONSIDER ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES

One of the important aspects of the Florida competency testing case,
Debra P. v. Turlington, was the tes**mnony of employers about the economic
consequences of failing to receive a high-school diploma. Executives of major
firms hiring many Floridians testified that they would not consider employing a
young person without a degree. In other words, there would be great and direct
harm to those who did not get diplomas because of the new requirements. This
testimon was congruent with evidence showing major differences in
employment and earnings for those witl and without college degrees in the
1980s. Those without high-school degrees were far less likely to find full-time
work at a decent wage and much more likely to end up in jail or live in
long-term poverty. The typical black high school graduate made 49 pe-cent
more income in 1984 than the typicai dropout (U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Series P-70, X10 11, 1987:8). Michelle Fine has done a detailed study (reported in
this volume) of what happens to dropouts as the hopelessness of their economic
situalion becomes apparent in the years after they leave school. Fine's study
shows how uninformed the, students often are when they leave and how
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crushing the problem of operating in the contemporary economy without a
degree really is. The effect is not limited to the student but will also be felt by
the children of the dropout. Dropouts tend to have more children than college
graduates and to have them much younger. Since parental education and
income are leading determinants of children’s fates in school, the consequences
of dropping out are almost certainly intergenerational. Dropouts produce
dropouts, and the social costs cumulate.

Some experts have attempted to estimate the financial cost of dropouts. Even
with relatively modest assumptions about the consequences for the person
alone, the costs are staggering. In Cleveland, for example, a court-appointed
monitoring office estimates the dropout rate at 49 percent. Applying a formula
developed by UCLA economist James S. Catterall, the Cleveland dropouts from
the class graduating in 1986 will “suffer a potential lifetime ear.iings loss of $469
million” (Cleveland Plain Dealer, April 26, 1987). A research study commissioned
by the Texas State Legislature reported in 1986 that the state’s high dropout rate
was an extraordinary burden on the state’s future. If one added to the direct
costs the costs of imprisonment for lawbreakers, the costs of health care and
welfare for additional children, the costs created by another generation of
uneducated dropouts coming along, and many other indirect effects, the costs of
dropouts would be immense. The costs would become even larger if the impact
of an uneducated labor force on a community’s ability to attract and fill jobs
could be factored in.

Educators must not act as if economic facts do not exist. All of us know that
one of the central roles we play in a complex modern society is one of
“credentialing” people and helping employers sort out possible job candidates
from those whom they will not even consider. We often speak proudly of the
great enabling power of the degrees we give and the way in which they produce
tangible improvements in the lives of successful students. We are often right.
School systems and other educational organizations, for instance, give extrz or-
dinary importance to possession of the right educational credentials in their own
employment decisions.

When we take credit for increasing the economic potential of students, we
must realistically consider the other side of that relationship —the economic and
personal damage that we can do to students who invest the time and receive
nothing but an official statement that they have failed. It is our responsibility to
be certain when we use such policies that they are designed and carried out in
ways that do more good than harm to the people they are intended to benefit.
The reforms raising the standards for high-school graduation have no basis in
research or experience. There is much evidence in the research literature that
points to exactly the opposite conclusion. In most cases, the school authorities
responsible are not even attempting to evaluate costs. If we proclaim success in
the short term while doing long-term damage, the negative results will become
apparent and the criticism directed at the educational leaders responsible will be
deserved. These things are beginning to occur: -
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RAISING STANDARDS WITHOUT RAISING BARRIERS

1 achers realize that drawing out the full potential of students requires a
variety of techniques. Coercion and threats work with some students. For many
others the key is good teaching, contact with other students excited about
learning, or special incentives for successful work. The reform movement in
many states has overwhelmingly concentrated on coercion, on reform by edict.
There is, in fact, a need for energetic state leadership and challenges to local
educators. Coercion as a basic approach, however, has not worked well in the
past with at-risk children, and it seems unlikely to work well now.

A great deal more energy needs to be channeled into finding other and more
effective ways to stimulate and support better work— ways that do not have the
risk of both negative educational consequences and ruined opportunities to get
a decent job.

THINKING BEYOND TRADITIONAL EDUCATIONAL ISSUES

Educational leaders often treat issues of educational pc'icv as professional
queshons, not political or economic questions, and they Carefully avoid involve-
ment in any other kind of issue. One does not need to think very long about the
problems of at-risk children in the schools, however, to realize that this may not
be a tenable strategy. For example, school people typically explain the highly
predictable failure rates of minority and low-income schools simply by pointing
to the students’ social backgrounds, suggesting that nothing much can be done
given the poor raw materials that the schools have received. Some state testing
systems give this theory official sanction by providing norms for testing that
compare school districts with similar racial and economic levels, not with the
nation as a whole. Many educational systems classify schools by student
background, tacitly expecting those with more poor and minority children to
perform less well.

Policymakers often take the race and income segregation of the schools and
the level of services, jobs, and income provided as given—as realities that the
schoels must somehow cope with or use as an explanation for their failure to cope.
In fact, of course, these things are often the results of public decisions outside the
school systems and are subject to change through different kinds of public
decisions.

Residential and school segregation are the basic causes of both racial and
economic stratification in urban public scheo!s. In almost all cases where it has
been fully litigated, school segregation has been found not to be part of the order
of nature and not to be beyond the capacity of public officials to change. Local
school agencies are almost always found guilty of a history of discrimination.
Recent cases often contain findings of violations by state governments and
housing agencies as weil. There has been no national progress in school
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desegregation since the early 1970s and onlv modest change in the nature of
housing segregation for blacks since fair housing became law. Hispanic scheol
children are becoming much more segregated in all parts of the country (Orfield,
Monfort, and George, 1986; Farley and Wilger, 1987).

When one thinks abo.. the godls of many of the reforms and the ac lemic
experiments .~ turning around mner-city schools, it is apparent that the
reformers are attempting through tremendous efforts to inject into inner-city
schools some of the characteristics almost always present in middle-class
schools. They try + stimulate the teachers to raise their expectations, to improve
science and computing equipment and training, to provide better role models,
and so on. Large amounts of aid and many years of effort may be expended on
changing a single school in hopes of finding a model that can be used in many
urban schools. While resuits in indi-~ "ual schools have sometmes been extraor-
dinary, no such readily expandable model has been found in more than two
decades of massively funded experimentation.

It is a mark of the pervasive acceptance of racial and class barriers in our
schools that we continually launch efforts to partially reconstruct middle-class
schooling in inner cities wher we are closing excellent middle-class schools with
unused space only a few miles away (in nearby suburbs) without giving any
consideration to using them to provide better education - ghetto and barrio
child-en. These schools, in fact, often possess attributes that cannot be equaled
in the cc~tral ¢y, such as better-trained teachers who are from more competitive
colleges and have reputations and connections that will help students after they
complete schuol. The suburban schools would also give the inner-city children
the opportunity to learn to operate in the mult acial society they will probably
have to cope with in college and in good jobs. We should not stop trying
everything we can think of to upgrade minority and low-income schools, but we
should think mach more carefully about how to challenge the existing barriers
and get the children mor* in need of educational opportunities to schools that
are already successful in providing them.

Viable desegregation plans, particularly urban plans that include botl. the
city and the suburbs, can lessen racial and economic separatior and, when
properly implemented, liave both educational benefits and benefits for adult
life. The desegregation that was forced by the courts and the federal
bureaucracy from 1964 io 1972 profoundly changed race relations in Southern
schools. Desegregation has become much more widely acceptec by the public.
The absolute majority of Americans below thirty now support it, as do more
than two-thirds of those families whose children have been bused (data from
Harris Survey conducted in Nov.~-Dec. 1986, in Education Week, January 21, 1987,
p- 6).

There has been extremely little state or 'ocal ieadership for desegregation by
education officials. Recent proposals in C. ..necticut and Minnesota are notable
exceptions. In general, however, far more state energy and money have been put
into resistance—usually futile resistance.
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Educators who recognize the extremely strong relationship that exists
between educational experien ‘ and segregation by race and income must not
merely use these relationships as justifications for the failvre of the schools but
must think about how to help the students who are most hurt by them. Needing
special attention are the young minority students who have the potential to
learn at grade level but find themselves in schools and classes operating far
below those levels.

Minority students and their parents are often totally unaware that they are
being shortchanged educationally until they reach college and find out when it
is too late. They do not know because they live in separate societies with no
contact with the educational mainstream as reflected in typical suburpan
schools. For the educational system to offer them any kind of real equity, it is
very important that they be given better information, solid precollegiate coun-
seling, and access to competitive l-vels of preparation through general deseg-
regation, through magnet schools, or through the possibility of voluntary
transfers to middle-class white or integrated schools.

In metropolitan communities where totally different and self- erpetuating
worlds cf schooling exist, there should be at least minimal standards for basic
equity. Such standards require school officials to work toward bridging the gap
between schools serving minorities and those serving the middle class and
toward creating, within segregated and unequal minority schools, classes and
programs that will competitively prepare the more talented students. Encour-
agement by state education leaders would facilitate such efforts.

State school officials need to be concerned about offsetting some of the
consequences of segregation, not mereiy for educational reasons but also to
protect themselves from possible legal liability. It is now commonplace for states
to be held accountable to some degree for school segregation @ .d to be ordered
to assume both financial responsibility for and, sometimes, direct supervision of
desegregation remedies—remedies that may include large and very expensive
compensatory-education programs designed to overcome the effects of a history
of unequal treatment. Such orders have been handed down in sev..al states,
including Missouri, Ohio, Delaware, Indiana, and Arkansa: 5tates have nego-
tiated settlement agreements requinng expenditures in Ohio and Californir. By
far the best defense for state officials in 2ny such litigation is a record of } sitive
action to overcome segregation and its conseqv ~nces (Tatel, Sneed, Lanigan, and
Routh, 1987).

A second policy dimrension that is crucial to educational leadership is the
development of a realistic approach to financing the much greater educational
burdens carried by schnols wizh large concentrations ot minority and low-income
students. This is particularly true regarding the financial burdens of implement-
ing the new reforms. No school that is already ¢ uggling hard to provide basic
services to highly sadvantaged students should be forced to divert resources for
rew requirements wnat are less “.-..lamental. If students have not learned to ¢
requiring them to take a ccurse on computers is senseless.
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Adequate resources should be supplied to prevent additional damage to
stirdents’ lives from the new requirements. In other words, if the graduation
requirements are raised, sufficient resources should be provided to schools to
offer tne courses and the support services to permit at least the great majority ot
thcse who would have gi.duated under the old requirements to succeed under
the rew.

Examining the legislative history of the reforms in several states snows that
very little consideration has been given to such issues, particularly as those
issues affect the largest urba.: systems. In state legislatures and state depart-
ments of education, these big-city systems are often dcfined as lost causes and
denounced for what is seen as their insatiable demands for funding without
clear evidence of acadvmic gains. There is far too little 'inderstanding of the
profound social and economic crises these school systems are confronting and
perpetuating.

A third general policy should be to avoid curtailment of the supply of
minority teac 1ers and administrators. This could be accomplished by injecting
sufficient fu \ds and civil rights moniioring into the operation of coliege
teacher-trai .ing programs to reve-se the rapid shrinking of the supply of new
black and Hispanic teachers so apparent in the recent statist:cs from several
states.

Recognizing the terrible inequality of educaticn for low-income students
suggests that school officials not only need tc think about policies that have
unintended negative consequences but also need to play some role in discussion
of public policies th.at would make the problems of the city schools even more
desperate by making the poor poorer. Since the victims of such policies are
typically disorganized and withcut political voice and since the schools are the
only institutions that are forced to deal daily with the consequences, school
people should speak to the problems, at least in a general way. Educators in
inner cities are well aware of the problems of families depending on welfare
payments that have been ct't one-third tv one hzalf in most states in constant
value dollars since 1970 (U.S. Congressional Rese. ich Service, 1985). Teachers in
schools with concentrations of welfare families se= the educati’ nal problems that
result when children are denied prenatal care, treatment of chronic debilitating
HlInesses, and sufficient food. When, as current housing statistics in many big
cities show, it costs 75 percent or more of the cash income of poor far ilies to pay
for housing and no new subsidized housing is being built, it is easy to predict
that those families will not have money for clothes, school fees, or almost
anything else their hildreri may need.

It is difficult for educators to speak to economic and social policy issues. But
they should reach bey.ad their normal roles both because of the overwhelming
educational consequences of social policy decisions and because they ofter have
to fight for scarce resources, urging legislators t. fund education at the same
time the legislature is planning to slash other prograrns ‘or poor families. Often,
particularly in years of tight budgets and cuncervative administratic s, educa-
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tion does fairly well in the political battle for resources, while all the other
programs that affect opportunity for poor youth are defeated. To pretend that
children can have an equal opportunity for education wken they and their
parents tace debilitating poverty and deprivation of basic necds is to ignore what
we know to be true.

All state educational leaders who Slame the impossible educational situation
in low-income schools on economic and social conditions should also say
something about the public decisions that make bad conditions of family life in
poor communities completely intolerable. Some state officials have spoken out
on such issues as programs for child health care, for nutrition, and for teen
pregnancy. These are a few of the policy questions that powerfully affect school
conditions in low-income areas.

School officials and other supporters of educational reform carmot and
shonld not becorae all-purpose social policy advocates. They should, however,
explain .o other policymakers and to the public that the worst and most
intractabie educational problems they encounter are rooted in racial and
economic inequalities that are : congly tied to other public policies.

School policymakers need .o realize that more and more members of their
changing student bodies will be from backgrounds prnfoundly affected by soci..]
policies and that they will be functioning in an extremely stratified and
segregated society where most of the dominant white politicians will be from
and will represent communities where these problems are not seen or under-
stood. If ed acators do not help the society to understand some of the roots of the
problems that are reflected in the schools, there will be a continuing tendency to
blame the school problems of minority and low-income schools on the personal
inadequacies of the teachers, administrators, and students, not on the larger
problems. Such blame is a dead-end course for policy and is profoundly
disheartening to those working the hardest.

THE NATURE OF THE CHALLENGE

It 15 very hard to ask educational leaders who have been through an
exhausting and difficult process of reform and are now, in many places, dealing
with thorny problems of implementating sweepin; changes with inadequate
resources to take on another set of very difficult issues. Yet it must be done. The
school population and its needs are changing at an extremely rapid rate, and
there i3 a very serious possibility that the policy victories of the excellence
movement may actually hurt many of the most vulnerabic students in our
schools unless the movement’s policies are :aodified in appropriate ways. If
these prcblems are not faced, it is very likely that the entire reform enterprise
will come under increasing attack as some of the nezative consequences become
apparent. Within a year or two, substantial evidence of such damage will be
assembled. The reform movement will be seen in a racial and class context that
was not intended and tha. can be corrected.
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Blacks and Hispanics believe in the public schools. In fact, they strongly
share the traditional helief in schools as the keystone of opportunity. A striking
fact of our public life is how highly people of all racial and economic back-
grcunds regard public education, particularly the education their own children
are receiving. Even when there was a very strong conservative attack on the size
and cost of government, leading t drastic cutbacks in some areas, the public
wanted to spenu more on public education. That support has been high even
among those whose children are doing worst in public schoois— 1inorities and
the poor. The people on the bottom fully share the dream of opportunity, even
though their children are attending the worst schools. It is often the only hope
they can hold out that their children’s fate will be better than their own.

Educators should be touched by the depth and intensity of this belief. They
should realize that, in spite of everything they say about how ti.e other
institutions should not pile the burden of social change on the schools, the
American public schools are the only basic institution in our society that has
opportunity for all as its core mission and that has a profound effect on the vast
majority of children of all backgrounds growing up in the United States. Great
and even irrational faith is vested in public schools. Educational leaders need to
respond to this hope by understanding much more fully the deeply rooted
problems afflicting a growing number of students. Even as the excellence
movement tapped a basic part of our understanding of the role of our schools,
a new strategy for the gnal of geruine opportunity for equal education will
strike a deep chord in the nation’s consciousness. A large and rapidly growing
part of the public and of the national leadership knows that something is going
badly wrong and that the strategies ot th= early 1980s will not do the job. More
and more Americans realize that our children will not live in a white society but
in a multiracial society that will be endangered if it cannot offer a fair chance to
all. They believe *: .t the schools can help, and they want to see the ed’*cational
leadership of the natio~ turn attention again to this great goal.
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EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS

Why They Rarely Exist for At-Risk
Elementary-School and Adolescent Students

James P. Comer, M.D., M.PH

INTRODUCTION

V‘ Then our Yale Child Study Center School Development Program staff began
V work in an elementary school in New Haven several years ago, the
principa’ gave us what was intended to be a helpful warning. He pointed out
that we should not expect to have the same success in his school as we had had
in our initial project schools, Martin Luther King, Jr., and Katherine Brennan.
He said, "The people in the King School area are poor, but they live in
single-family homes.” I pointed out that Katherine Brennan served a housing
project and that the children had shown similar academic and social perfor-
mance improvement. He countered, “Yes, but those are two-story project
buildings; the children in our school are from a high-rise housing project.”

A teacher in the same buildi;.g said to me, “We can’t expect grade-level work
from these children because they have to put up wich too much at home. For
some it’s quite an achievement just to be able to get to school.” With this level
of understanding and expectation, it is not surprising that the students, school
staff, and parents were all underachieving. And these were well-meaning people
.. . friends.

The principal and the teacher were white, but they were not hard-line racists.
They had adequate administrative and teaching skills. They were caring people
who wanted to do the best they could for the students. And to their credit, once
the school improvement model was in place, they were both enthusiastic
contributors to the school’s ~ ‘sequent dramatic success. The situation was
similar ‘or most of the staff.

A year later the principal gave a glowing report on the social and academic
progress being made at the school. He described how staff members who had
appeared “burned out” had been reenergized through participating in building-
level, or school-level, planning and activities, particularly those designed to
improve the social climate of the school. As an example he cited the good feeling
after a staff event in which the male teachers prepared breakfast for the women
teachers. As an afterthought he said, “And can you believe that there were no
behavior problems among the students in the school that day?”

I could believe. There was no1eported crime in Washington, D.C., on th-- day
of the March on Washington, August 28, 1963, during the height of the
intensified civil rights movement—ard for many of the same reasons: pride and
hope born of the generated ethos of the moment. When the major forces in a
social system & ‘e mobilized in support of constructive activities, undesirable
behaviors are minimized.
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While this principle of human behavior is generally accepted, it is rarely
applied to our understanding and implementation of school programs. But it is
at the heart of the problem of less-than-effective schools for at-risk students. The
failure to understand and to respond to the school as a modifiable social
system —with academic learning as a function of the quality of relationships in
the system—is more the problem of social and behavioral scientists, and of the
culture, than of educators. The dominant viewpoint in our culture is that
behavior is determined almost totally by an individual, without the significant
influence—past, present, and future—of political, economic, and social policies
and practices at every level. We have paid little attention to the complex way in
which social policies and practices affect communities, schools, families, and, in
turn, students’ personal development and learning. Yet the understanding,
attitudes, and behavior of the teacher and principal above were obviously
influenced by research, wraining, and media information; by political, 2conomic,
and social policies and practices—past, present, and future; and by stafl, family,
and student responses to the teachcr and principal.

In the absence of needed understanding, academic learning is too often
thought >f as a mechanical process that can be turned on and off at will by t. =
student. And teaching is thought of as a mechanical process: as a transaction
only incidentally involving relationships rather than primarily as a relationship
that promotes and fa<ilitates a desirable level of academic learning. This attitude
is reflected in most of the education-reform reports up until now. The emphasis
on raising teacker and student standards is simply a call for an increased amount
of the same thing schools were already doing that did not work for many
students. This “understanding” of and apprcch to the problem increase the risk
of academic and life failure for students already at risk.

Academic lcarning is facilitated by overall growth and development—
social-interactive; psychological-emotional-affective; moral; speech and lan-
guage; and intellectual-cognitive-academic. Children who do not receive expe-
riences that promote adequate overall development are at risk of failing in school
and, in turn, failing in life. Schools that are unable to help children overcome
their underdevelopment, or development that is adequate outside of school but
not adequate to accomplish the academic task, simply maintain or increase the
risk of academic and life difficulties for these children.

To overcome prior developmental limitations among students, adults who
teach must have caretaking or ckild-rearing skills. And the climate of
relationships in a school must be at a level that peiaits their use and
effectiveness. All adults involved with young people are more or less
child-rearers. Yet little or no attention is given to the selecting of teacher~ with
these skills or to providing practice in such skills during their preservice and
inservice training. Even less attention is given to helping them learn to create a
building-level social system and an ethos that promote constructive interac-
tions, teaching, and learning. These circumstances hurt the at-risk stude.:t the
most.




74 « Jam:s P. Comer, M.D., M.P.H.

In this paper I will first discuss the ways in which political, economic, and
social conditions—past, present, and futvre—impact communities, families, and
school teaching and learning. I will then explore the relationship between overall
development and academic learning. Next I will discuss the black experience,
illustrating the ways in which troublesome political, economic, and social
policies and practices—past and present—eventually created and continue to
create a disproportionate number of at risk students among blacks. I will then
consider the essential conditions needed to create effective schools for at-risk
students and the obstacles to creating them. I will close with a discussion of the
implications of my paper for chief state school officers.

EDUCATION, SOCIETY, AND BEHAVIOR

Thomas Jefferson and others argued that a system of public education was
essential to the success of a democratic society (Padover, 1946). It was believed
that in a society with a broad basc of educated persous, it would be difficult for
a small group of powerful individuals to serve their own interests at the exper.se
of the great majority. It was also believed that public education was the only way
to advance the arts and sciences and to promote civil and responsible behavior
among enough people so as to easure desirable societal functioning and
stability. These belicfs led to the rationalization of federal government suvport
for public education under the general welfare clause of the United States
Constitution (Morris, 1980).

However, because we had an agricultural and highly industrial society until
the 1550s, most heads of households were able to meet adult responsibilities—
earn a living, take care of themselves and their families, experience a sense of
well-being because they were able to do so, and function as responsible
community members and citizens—without a formal education. As a result, the
power and impact of education on societal functioning and individual behavior
was not fully tested.

After World War II education became the ticket of admission to living-vage
jobs and, in turn, the mechanism through which individuals met adult expec-
tations and experienced a sense of well-being. Obtaining an education, as well
as meeting adult work expectations, required a higher level of overall develop-
ment than was necessary prior to that time. Indeed, the level of development
necessary to meet everyday adult tasks and responsibilities was the highest ever
required in the history of the world. This change occurred tecause of the rapid
application of scientific and technological knowledge to every aspect of life,
particularly after 1945. We moved from a horse-and-buggy level of technology in
the early 1900s—not far removed from that of the wheel—through an age of
automobiles and airplanes in the 1940s, to a jet-plane, rocket-age level of
tec  ‘ogy, all within the lifetime of today’s senior citizens.

Srientific and technological change profoundly affected the nature of com-
munity life, creating new and challenging social problems. Many of our major
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social problems—including students at risk for poor academic learning —are due
to our inability to adjust our institutions, particularly public schools, to the levei
and speed of social change. And yet the mission of schools remains the same—
to create a broad base of people educated at a level and in a way needed to
maintain a vital democratic society.

Prior to 1900 and indeed up until World War II, we were a nation of small
towns and rural areas, and even the cities were collections of small towns. Heads
of households often walked or rode short distances to work, except in rural
areas. Teachers sometimes walked to school along with their students. Play or
recreation was often local and communal —church or club picnics, ainners,
dances, and the like. Teache.s often atter ded the same churches as the parents
of their studeats. Thus p-rents, teachers, : dministrators, and religious, econom-
ic, and political persor : often interacted with each other in incidental ways.

With this kind of day-to-day interaction of authority figures, there was a fair
amount of trust among them, and expectations and outcomes fcr desirable and
undesirable behavior were clear and predictable. Adults and yow. _ people had
a sense of place—even when it did not afford them a high level of status. And
there was an overall sense of cominunity.

Communication media were limited in impact right up until the 1940s.
Because transportation was slow and often difficult, there were fewer people and
ideas from ¢ _tside neighborhoods or communities. Thus parents, teachers,
administrators, ministers, policemen, and others were the “source of all truth”
for children. During the critical early developmental years, almost all of what
children learnad about the world came to them from emotionally important
authority figures. And the adults censored and presented the world to the
young as they wanted them to understand it and respond to it. Because there
was a reasonable consensus about what was right, wrong, good, and bad, these
important authority figures often appeared to sreak with a “common tongue.”
Under such conditions the school was a highly respected and natural part of a
community. There was an automatic transfer of authority from parents to school
staif. And with the frequent interaction and sense of agreement among authority
figures, it was difficult for students to act in troublesome ways. Pareats, school
staff, neighbors, church members, and the like all supported desirable social
development among young people. Thus difficult school behavior was not as
common.

Nonetheless, the schools always failed to interest a large number of the
students in the academic program. And for this reason ar.d others, as late as
1940, 76 percent of all students left school prior to graduation (Snyder, 1987).
Many of those who left had not had the kind of preschool experience and level
of overall development that would allow them to find satisfaction in academic
learning. But again, there was no problem. They could leave school, find work,
meet all their adult responsivilities, and experierce the related social and
psychological benefits—the well-being needed for the kind of general welfare
our social system requires.
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After World War II we became a nation of metropolitan areas—with high
mobility, rapid visual communication (television), and now telecommunication
systems. Heads of households began to travel long distances to work. It was less
common for teachers to live in the same neighborhoods and walk to school with
their students. Parents, teachers, and administrators interacted with each other
in an incidental or communal fashion less often than before. These changes and
others reduced the sense of trust, place, and community that had previously
existed in a natural way.

Television presented families with attitudes, values, and ways from around
the corner and around the world. And the information went directly to young
people without the censorship of meaningful adults. Some of the information
children now receive is in conflict with the attitudes, values, and ways of their
parents. Children can observe differences of opinion about what is right 2nd
wrong, good and bad, with every newscast and debate. Television dramas
present violence and sexuality on an explicit level that was uncommon in the
past.

The world of today, then, is infinitely more complex than the world of
yesterday. And yet, young people are no more mature today at five, twelve, or
eighteen than they were in the past. Again, to manage in the complex society of
today, young people need the highest level of overall development ever required
in the history of the world. They need sustained and skilled parental help to
acquire such 2 level of development, as well as sensitive and supportive
institutions, particularly the school. Yet, for many reasons. they in fact have less
help and support for overall growth and development now than in the past.

Today both parents in a family often work. There is more divorce and more
single-parent childrearing. Families under social and economic stress often lack
or are unable to apply the childiearing skills necessary to help their children
develop abilities necessary for functicning well in schools. The school is no
longer a natural part of the community, and there is not an automatic transfer of
authority from home to school. And where the staff and .he community being
served are different in significant ways —class, education, race, religion—there is
the potential for conflict between home and school. Alienation and distrust
reduce the ability of parents and staff to work together to support the
development of students. A first-grade teacher in New Haven told me that she
explained the expectations of her classroom to tl.c students on the first day of
school and a six-year-old raised his hand and said, “Teacher, my momma said I
don’t have to do anything you say.”

Most schools have not adjusted their organization and management in a way
that promotes better home-school relationships and, in turn, supports student
development. Schools are still basically hierarchical in organization and author-
itarian in management and style. There is top-down rather than collaborative
management. Staff, parents, and students usually feel that they cannot contrib-
ute to or influence the program of the school, whether it meets their needs or
not. Inflexible organization and management make it extremely difficult for the
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staff to take advantage of spontaneous and huilding-level-planned opportunities
for teaching and learning. And ngain _etiuse learning and desirable behavior
are understood as mechanical and willful acts rather than as a consequence of
good overall development, school personnel are not trained to support child
development.

EDUCATION AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Children are born totally dependent, with only biological potential, aggres-
sive energy, and the capacity for establishing relationships. Without support
from mature caretakers, the biological potential will not be developed; indeed,
children will die. Aggressive or survival energy must be channeled into learning,
work, and play, or it can be destructive or troublesome to the chilc. in. people
around him or her. The purpose of education is to move children from their
dependent state to a level of development in which they can successfully meet
their adult tasks, including citizenship responsibilities.

Motivation and preparation for academic learning occur largely though the
channeling of survival or aggressive energy into intellectual curiosity and
self-expression. Improperly and inadequately channeled aggressive energy is
responsible for most of the behavior problems we are concerned about among
young people in school.

As parents provide food, warmth, secur v, and intellectual stimulation for
the child, an emotional bond develops between the caretaker and the child. This
permits the child to imitate, identify with, and internalize the attitudes, values,
and ways of parents. The caretaker is then able to provide the child with
experiences of ever-increasing complexity that lead to development along a
number of pathways. There are many pathways along which development takes
place simultaneously. Several are critical for academic learning: social-
interactive, psychological-emotional-affective, moral, speech and language,
intellectual-cognitive-academuc.

The parent or caretaker who intervenes when a two-year-old attempts to take
a ball away from another child promotes development along these critical
pathways. He or she explains that Johnny cannot hit or violete Bobby but must
either wait until he is through playing with the ball, work out an arrangement in
which they can play together, or just go and do something else. In intervening
and spelling out the options, the caretaker provides the child with the rules of
the social-interactive game. This gives the child the motivation to control the
impulse to hit or take and soothes any hurt feelings, thus supporting psycho-
emotional development; anc: it presents what is right and wrong, thus providing
moral training. Speech and language a 2 involved as thinking, or intellectual-
cognitive learning.

On a recent five-hour plane trip I observed a father ‘eaching cognitive skills
to his preschool-age daughter. “What is the opposite of ..n? . .  What do you

81 -




75 * James P Comer, M.D., M.P.H.

wually think of as going together with « fork? . . . Why don’t you finish this
story for me?” Even when he limited her behavior, he taught. “If you stand up
in your seat while the movie is on, what happens to the people behind vou?” At
one point the daughter said jokingly, “I'm so silly, I am dumb.” Protecting her
self-image, in a calm and good-humored fashion the father said, “Oh, you're not
dumb. I'll bet you're one of the smartest girls in your nursery-school class.” And
sensitive to her energy level, just when I thought to myself that that was enough
teaching for today, he encouraged his daughter to take a nap.

Most better-educated parents read to their children. The child has the adult
to himseif or herself in what is otherwise a busy day; hence, reading time is a
positively charged period. Ci.iidren’s stories meet many of their psycho-
emotional needs, and thus they want to hear them again and again. Eventually
they associate the words with the pictures on the page and they begin to read
from memory. Parents are delighted and excited, and the child enjoys the
approval that comes with achievement. This reinforces the child’s desire for
mastery in reading and in managing other aspects of the 2nironment. The child
notices that the parent reads from the top down, from left to right, and exclaims
in certain ways. These are prereading skills, and children who have such
experiences usually go to school already reading or prepared to learn to read.

An eight-year-old aske: his father what he would give him if he made all 2’s
in cchool. The father said, “Wait a minute. You're nct going to school for me.
You're going to school for yourself. If you do not do well in school, your teachers
won’t hold me responsible; they will hold you responsible . . . and the same
goes for your classmates. You will have to hold yourself responsible not me.”
Good childrearing helps the child develop inner control, direction, motivation,
and acceptance of responsibility for his or her own behavior and academic
growth.

Children who receive such experiences at home generally present themselves
to teachers =i.d cthers in ways that bring them positive feeuback, increasing
their confidence and self-esteem. As a result, positive emotional attachment and
bonding, similar to but less intense than that which takes place with parents,
develops between school staff and students who are functioning well. This
permils the students to imitate, .dentify with, and internalize the attitudes,
values, and ways of the staff, including desirable social behavior and learning.
Because early school learning has limited immediate utility, it is important that
the relationship between teacher and student enable the teacher to serve as a
valued role model and guide.

Children who have nnt had desirable and necessary preschool experiences
ar2 often underdeveloped along the pathways necessary for school success.
Tr:achers not trained in child development oftsn view their behavior as “bad” or
consider indications of limited academic learning potential as “dumb.” In our
culture we punish bad people, and we have low expectations for people with
apparently limited intelligence. Healthy, aggressive, reactive children often
respond to such attitudes and behaviors in provocative ways, orly making their

—
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situation worse. Teachers feel alternately argry and guilty, frustrated and
disappointed, and they respond even more inapproprately. This eventually
leads to a downhill academic course for the siuaent, emotional burnout for the
teack. 'r who has large numbrrs of such student: and poor relationships in the
school and between home and school. Students in such situations are at risk for
academic failure. A disproportionate number of such students are black,
Hispanic, and Native American I will discuss the black American experience
since it has been the area of my research.

EDUCATION AND THE BLACK EXPERIENCE

Understanding of the black experience is generally limited by implicit and
explicit assumptions th~.c, aside from slaverv it has been essentially the same as
that of ill other groups. It has bee. different in critical ways. It is important to
understand the ways in which the black exp- ‘ence has been different, and the
consequences of those differences, in order to develop effective strategies for
overcoming obstacles to the development and full academic achievement of
black youti.

Most American immigrants were able to maintain cultural continuity (Han-
sen, 1940). Most continued to use their same language and practice their same
religion in the new country until opportunity and assimilation were possible.
Many came {rom the same place in the old country and settled in significant
numbers in the same place in the new country. This created homogeneous
cultural enclaves in which there was a fair degree of social cohesion. In addition,
they were able to vote almost immediately; thus various ethnic groups could
gain pou.ical, economic, and sncial power in one generation. Such power
permitted the groups to experience a wide spectrum of opportunities in the
mainstream of the society. As a result, group merbers gained knowledge, skills,
and contacts in every sphere of community life, increasing opportunity for the
next generation. This permitted a three-generation family and group develop-
mental cycle that paralleled economic development in this country.

Before 1900 it was possibie for adult heads of househol 15 to be uneducated
and unskilled and yet provide for themselves and their families in what was
largely an agricultural and, eventually, an early-ind 1strial society. This sitization
made it possible for heads of households 0 meet their responsitilities without
ec acation, f.2moting the level of family and community stability necessary for
children to gain the moderate academic and social skills neede 4 for success in
the job market of the heavy-industrial age, 1900-1945. Well-functioning families
during this period had the best chance of giving the*~ children the ac-demic and
social skills necessary to gain the high level of education and the social behaviors
necessary for success int the job market ¢ {1 late industrial age, 1945-1980, and
the postindustrial age, 1981 to the present. These conditions permitted immi-
grant groups to experier.ce a sense of independence and opportunity and a
sense of individual and group control of their destiny.
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The black experience has been marked by cultural discortinuity, forced
dependency, a limit=d sense of opportunity for an improved individual ar
group situation, and a limited sensz of control.

West Arrican societies, the origin of most black Americans, were organized
through tightknit kinsh‘p groups in which the giving of direction, the provision
of security, and the management o: government, economic, religious, and other
institutions were all integrated (Gibbs, 1965). Slavery destroyed these institu-
tions along with language and other rultural forces that might have provided
social cohesion. The provision of food, clothing, and shelter, and even sexual
and sociai expzession, were either controlled or supervised by the master. And
no matter how hard or well the slave worked, it was for the benefit of the master
and not for wae glory »f the tribe or tribal group, or to improve the condition of
the slave or slave family (Elkins. 1963).

Slavery produced a range of behaviors from acting up and acting out to
passive aggressicn to dependency, apatl.y, and depression. This l=d to harmful
habits and conditions, such as working as slowiy as possible, nut planning for a
future, and taking out anger and resentment at the master and the slave system
on other slaves. Many of these troublesome attitudes and behaviors were
transmitted from generation to generation, doing significant psychological and
social damage (Comer, 1972). Some slaves w~re less traumatized through
identification with the master and through religion, or the black church.

Identification with the master, or the aggressor, meant a sense of adequacy as
a slave on the master’s terms. However, the master still regarded the slave as an
inferior person, so tha* this identification created group divisions and problems
with self-identity. Religion permitted the slave to experience a sense of adequacy
~n “God’s terms” rather than those of the master (Frazier 1962). Religion thus
provided slaves with a belief system thic could become the motivation and basis
of support for a constructive family and community life style. Religion and the
black church provided the black community with the conditions that led to the
first n leus of educated people. It wa the black church that provided the
impetus for the intensification of the ¢ rights movement.

Opportunities in the mainstream of the society after slavery could have
reduced many of the troublesome behavior problems created by the institution.
B.t terror, violence, and subterfuge were used to illegally deny blaci s the vote.
Institutions that should have protecte~ black rights and thereby created ¢ sense
of belonging and well-being often cuuperated with the lawbreakers (Berry and
Blassingaie, 1982) Without the vote in the area in which most blacks were
located, the group «uld not gain political, «conomic, or social power. It was
denied know ledge, skills, and contacts within the political, econcmic, and social
mainstream. Group cohesion and power grew only out of the back church, and
it came under attack if it addressed political, economic, and social issues.

Because the black community had little power, it was possible not to provide
adequate educationa: vpportunitie: to the group. As late as the 1930s, four to




James P. Comer, M.D., M.PH. + 81

eight times as much money per person was spent on the education of a white
child as a black child (Blose and Caliver, 1936). Where blucks v’ere dispropor-
tionate in number, the disparity was as much as twenty-five times. As late as the
mid-1960s two prestigious white women'’s colleges together had an endowment
that was one-half the endowment of Harvard. That one-half endowment of
Harvard was more than the combined enciowment of all the one-hundred-plus
black colleges in the United States (Council for Financial Aid to Education, 1967).
This is evidence that blacks were massively undereducated during the middle-
or heavy-industrial era when most Americans were preparing for the late and
postindustrial periods.

Despite these conditions most black families functioned reasonably well into
the 1950s. Although blacks worked at ihe bottom of the economic barrel —as
sharecroppers, tenant farmers, laborers, domestics—ihis meniai labor was
anr agh to provide basic reeds. Rural and almost communal life styles perniitted
many communities to support desirable family functioning. And the attitudes,
values, and ways of the black church culture sustained individuals and the
group against social injustice and hardship. As a result, almost 80 percent of all
black f-uiies had two parents as late as 1950 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960).
And most black communities were reasonatly safe until that time.

When education became the ticket of admission to living-wage jobs after
World War II, the black community began to experience increased difficulty.
Undereducated in prior years, blacks were the first to experience exclusion
because of raised educational standards. And because blacks laced political,
economic, an” social power, a high level of racism persisted in the society. Thus
even well-educated bl..:ks were denied adequate jobs and other economi:
opportunities.

Higher education for blacks was in the professional service areas and was
Jesigned to support a racially segregated social system. not to allow blacks to
pasticipate in all areas of the society. As a result, the black middle class is largely
a professional group and did not enter the mainstream political and economic
arenas in significant numbers until very late. In addition, the south-to-north
movement tore many people away frcm the nurturant roots of the rural black
church culture and left them excludea .com the mainstream of e society in the
urban North. As a result of all these conditions, many families that once
functioned well began to function less well after the 1950s; and many blacks were
denied the op} ortunity to undergo the three generatic ns of development
possible for other groups.

By th.. time the civil rights movement opened up opportunities for blacks in
the 1960s, we were already into the middle of the last stage of the industrial era.
And for the previous twenty *o thirty years, the best-functioning black f.milies,
like most well-functioning families, had reduced their size in response to
conditicns in the industrial age. But many families that functioned less well
continued to have a large number of children. It is for all these reasons that black
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families appear to be going in opposite directions: better-functioning faini-
lies have more oppoitunities than ever before, and by every social indicator,
families that function less well are under greater shess and in more difficulty
than ever before.

It is for all these reasons that a disproportionate number of social casualties
in the society are black. A disproportionate number of black children do not
receive the experiences that will enable them to do well in school and to have a
reasonable chance to do wuli in life.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY

FROM AN INTERVENTION MODEL

Our Yale Child Study Center School Development Program was designed as
a building-level attack on the barriers to appropriately serving at-risk stucients.
It was based on our understanding of societal change, the lag in institutional
adjustment, the black experience, and developmental and relationship issues
(Comer, 1980). Our four-person team from the Child Study Center—ps, hi.
trist, social worker, psychologist, special-education teacher—began a collabora-
tive program with the New Haven School System in two elementary schools in
1968. The two schools were 99 perceat black and almost all of the st 'ents were
poor.

In 1969 they ranked thirty-second and thirty-tlird out of thirty-three schools
in lar.juage arts and mathematics on standardized achievement tests. The
students were eighteen and nineteen months behind in language arts and
mathematics by the fourth grade. School attendance was among the worst in the
city, and there were severe behavior problems in both schools. Staff morale was
low and parents were angry with and auenated from toth schools. One schonl
was eventually closed and replaced by a similar elementary school serv.ag a
housing project. In 1984 the original prcject schnol was tied for third and the
replacement school was tied for fourth in achievement in language arts and
mathematics on standardizea a~hievement tests out of iwenty-six schools. The
students were a year above grade level in one school and seven months above in
the other by the fourth srade. There had been no change in the socioeconomic
makeup of either community.

We recognized that the parents were under social and economic stress for the
reasons described above and that as a result a disproportionate number were not
able to provide their children with the experiences necessary to perform well in
school. Because of societal change, the community no longer aided the devel-
opment of children in a natural way, and the level of development needed for
success in school was higher than ever before. There was a need for the school
to work with parents to support the student development needed for acceptable
academic learning. But the staff was not trained nor was the school organized




Jan'=s P. Comer, M D., M.PH « 83

and functioning ina w  to make this possible. In addition, income, education,
race, and class differe...es created tensions and often anger and alienation
between home and school. These factors contributed to difficult interactions
among parents, staff, and students.

We knew that we could not mandate the needed changes. We concluded that
we would have to develop a process that would change the ecology of or
interactions within the school in a way that would facilitate student development
and academic learning. Thus our focus was on the social system more than on
any particular individual or group in the school enterprise.

We created a school governance and management team that was led by the
principal but was representative of all of the adults in the building. It included
teachers selected by teachers, parents selected by parents, and a member of the
mental-health team (made up of the support staff —social worker, psychologist,
and special-education teacher). This group developed a comprehensive building
plan focused on the school social climatc a.d the academic program. Staff
development activities were based on building-level goals and strategies. The
mental-health team worked in a preventive way as well as in the traditional way,
providing help to the individual child, group, or family. The parent group
supported the program of the school as designed by the governance and
management team, givine particular support to the social program.

The school governance and management group coordinated all of the plans,
activities, and people in a way tl.:t reduced duplication, confusion, and difficult
interaction. It identified problems and opportunities, developed intervention
prograrms or deleg  d responsibility for leveloping them to other groups in the
school, assessed the ..iterventions, and modified them on the basis of the find-
ings. All of this was done with a sensitwity ‘o child-d  lopment and relationship
issues that was provided to the group by the mental-health team representative.

Certain rules and philosophies guided our work. First, we took a “no-fault”
approach . . . not blaming the students, thei- parents, teachers administrators,
or anybody else. Second, it was understood that members of the governance and
management team could not paralyze the principal. On the other hand, the
principal could not use the group as a “rubber stamp.” Decisions were made by
consensus so as to avoid “winners and losers.” We looked for ways to addiess
problems within ourselves and in the building before turning to the central office
and other outside help.

This approach systematically restored the desirable climate and relationships
between home and school that existed in a natural way in the pre-1940s
communities. It empowered parents, teachers, administrators, and students
through collaborative, coordinated planning and program implementation. It
gave everybody involved a sense of ownership in the school and a stake in the
outcome, 'hus motivating desirable b~havior.

Teaching was based on an understanding of what the children had not
received in preschool experiences and was reinforced through relevant and
meaningful activities. At the same time, the emphasis was on teaching basic
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skills. The involvement of parents in planning and implementation helped to
make the program culturally sensitive and to make parents and staff accountable
to one another. The work of the mental-health or support team helped all
involved utilize child-development and relationship principles in every aspect of
the school programn

Eventually a program called “The Social Skills Curriculum for Inner-City
Childrer.” was designed. It systematically provided low-income black children
with the experiences that many middle-income children gain simply by growing
ap with their parents. The teaching of basic skills, social skills, and appreciation
for the arts was carried out in this program t. rough four units—politics and
goveinment, business and economics, health and nutrition, and spiritual and
leisure time. This approach promoted social development among the students,
which led to improved academic performance and set in motion a _ircular and
reciprocal action that gradually improved the quality of living and learning in the
sct.ools.

A follow-up study on twerty-four students from our project and twenty-four
students from the same community who did not attend our project schools,
conducted three years later and in the same middle school, showed our project
students to be two years ahead in language arts and a year ahead in mathe-
matics Students from our project schools were more often leaders and had
fewer behavior problems. Similar res - using our model have now been
demonstrated in more than twenty elementary schools.

FOR PUBLIC POLICYMAKERS

Public policymakers, particularly chief state schcol officers, can help at-risk
elementary and adolescent students by effecting changes in polcy and pr.ctices
in severa!l areas. I will address education .nd training; standards for teachers,
students, and working conditions; counseling and selection of teachers and
administrators; and inservice support.

EDUCATION AN™ MR TRAINING

Preservice education ar.d trairing should provide teachers and administra-
tors with an appreciation of the purposes of education within the context of the
liberal arts courses needed for the future teachei to be culturally literate. Such a
curriculum should include instruction in economic and social history and in the
appreciation of the multicultural nature of our society. Certainly, courses in
traditional teaching methods are needed. But equa’ attention should be given to
providing teachers and administrators with the kind of understanding and skills
needed to create a school ciimate that supports Jverall student cevelopment,
desirable behavior, and academic learning. All teache:s and administrators need
to be well grounded in chi.d-development and behavicr theory and knowledge.
Prior to graduation, tney should have to demonstrate the abulity to apply such
knowledge through supervised work with students.
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Future teachers should be taugh: the basic princip.es of school organization
and management. They should have an opportunity to learn realistic alternatives
to negative discipline such as scolding, punishment, and exclusion. Teachers
should be prepared to work with parents, administrators, and the community in
collaborative ways; and the preservic: program should enable teachers, admin-
istrators, and service personnel sucn as mental-health teams to collaborate prior
to the time they are expected to do so in difficult inservice situations.

During the student (or practice) teaching, the student teachers should have
an opporturity to observe highly competent and successful teachers organize
and manage classrooms and teach subject-area material, as is the case in many
traditional programs. In addition, attention should be given to having future
teachers observe such teachers facilitate the social, psychological, and emotional
development of students. This should include academic, social, and psycholog-
icai evaluation of students, self or other stzaff, school or community problems,
and structures and events interfering with or facilitating learning. The exper:-
en = should enable the future teacher to observe the teacher working with t"ie
adminustration, support staff, and varents on matters of school governance and
maragement. The student teacher also should .ve an opportunity to do all
these things, under supervision, himself or herself.

STANDARDS

I have no quarrel witl. the need for high standards for staff or students, but
we must be careful not to base our decisions about staridards on example= from
foreign cultures, in which different student populations and sociocultural
conditions exist. The recommendations for the reform of American schools
recently made by several groups are probably appropriate for our top
college-bound students but do not address the underdevelopraent and the
divlerent needs of most of our students. It will be harmful to continue to suggest
that most of our students are not meeting “the standards” wihen a set of
standards geared to their needs has not been developed. When such standards
are developed, they must not limit opportunity for any group of students, but
must all w them to compensate for their underdevelopient and move to the
level of their ability.

Inadecuate attention has been given to standards relative to the working
conditions of school staffs, to de:isions made by school boards and/or school
finance committees, and to teacher-support arrangements. The salaries ot many
teachers and administrators remain too low, and many work in less than
reasonable physical plant conditions, with too few supphes and materials. Too
many policy decisions relative to education are made by persons with little
knowledge about children, learning, ichool organization, and management.
Sometimes political patronage, personn . organizations, and/or union intc 2sts
and needs are given higner priority than student needs. A set of standards for
behavior, performance, and conditions in all these areas, would be helpfu.
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COUNSELING AND SELECTION

Because motivation for academic learning grows largely out of the relation-
ships children—especially young children—have with meaningfui, positive
adults, it is important to select teachers and administrators for their bility to
work well with children. There is much to suggest that the greater emphasis on
curriclum content than on relationships in middle and seconidary schools is a
major contributor to behavior problems, including an inadequate investment in
learning, among many middle- and high-school students. A major complaint of
dropouts and poorly performing students is that “they don’t care.”

Most teachers do care. But teaching is a d*ficult task. It requires a particular
temperament and good interaction skills. It requires analytical ard creative
thinking —most useful in independent, individual actions—as well as the
capacity for collaboration, cooperation, patience, and tolerance. These combined
traits—sometimes conflicting—are not widely found in the general population
and are not easily developed. When people entes the field of education and lack
the suitable traits but are forced to remain for financial and other reasons,
everybody involved is harmed, particularly at-risk students most in need of
highl;* motivat>d, effective teachers and administrators. Thus some system of
preservice and inservice counseling and selection for needed traits is as much
indicated as selection for academic achievement. Persons “counseled out” of
education are often relieved and more successful elsewhere. Even witii a
growing shortage of teachers, policies pronioting selection and counseling cov’d
be useful and, in the long run, beneficial to all.

SUPPORT SERVICES

As the teaching task becan e more complex after the 1940s the role of
support disciphnes—psychology, social work, special education, counseling,
nursing, and others—increcsed. Bui too little has been done to modify the
training in these areas fror their parent disciplines, particularly psychology,
nursing, ard social work, in nrder to permit their full integration and appropri-
ate use in schools. Thus the one-to-one treatment approach used in medicine
after problems arise is still the one most utilized in schools. But the application
of child development, behavioral science, and health knowledge to all aspects of
a school program is equally, if not more, useful. Teachers and administrators will
de better able to use support services in this way if they have an opportunity to
work with support pcrsonnel while all are in preservice training.

Also, it is my impression that schools and school s:'ste.ns serving the highest
number of at-risk students do not adequately use available inservice time.
Inservice is often planned from the central cffice and is not based on building-
level goals and strategies. Studies show that even when such inservice is well
done and excning, krowledge gained 1s not integrated into practice and
maintained as relevant to building-level goals and strategies.

Another important area of support is the coaching of teachers and adminis-
trators, particularly of inexperienced gpersonnel. Because coachiig is associated
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with the practice of supervision for evaluation purposes, it is being resisted and
underused as a support mechanism. The same is true of the school program audit
similar to that used for accreditation. Yet these approaches are used regularly and
effectively in industry. They are a way to simultaneously promote accountability
and assist individuals and programs in need of help, as well as maintain excel-
lence. The careful introduction of these approaches —training, program develop-
ment, attitudinal change—could make such practices acceptable and useful.

SUMMARKRY

Effective schools rarely exist for at-risk elementary-school and adolescent
students because rapid societal changes have reduced the supports available for
the preschool development of many students. Simultaneously, other changes
have increased the level of development needed for success in school and in life.
Institutions, particularly schools, have not made the kind of adjustments needed
to help at-risk students reach the level of development needed for school
success. A disproportionate number of at-risk students are among minorities
because of the social and economic histories of these groups. Programs based on
a recognition of the problems causing risk and designed t» overcome them can
be successful. Public policymakers can promote changes in the training, stan-
dards, counseling and selection, and support of teachers and administrators that
can reduce the risk for many elementary-school and adolescent tudents. Buc
because such changes are difficult to bring about, effective schools for at-risk
elementary-school and adolescent students rarely exist.

REFERENCES
Berry, M. F,, and J. W. Blassingame. Long Colleges and Universities. New York:
Memory: The Black Experience in America. Council for Financial Aid to Education,
New York: Oxford University Press, 1967.
1982. Elkins, S. M. Slavery: A P-sblem in American
Blose, D and A. “aliver. “Statistics of Institutional and Intellec [ Life. Chicago:
the Educatir, of Negroes, 1929-1932.” University of Chicago Yress, 1963.
Bulletin #13: U. S. Office of Education. Frazier, E. F. The Negro Church in America.
Washing?on, D.C.: U.S. Department of New York: Schocken Books, 1962.
the Interior, 1936. Gibbs, J., ed. Peoples of Africa. New York:
Comer, J. P. Beyond Black and White. New Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1965.
’Yorl:s 9;7a2drangle/New York  Times Ha.'sen, M. L. The Immigra 1t in American
Y00XS, /2. History. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
—— . School Power. New York: Free University Press, 1940.
Press, 1980.

‘ ' ] ) Morris, A. A. The Constitution and Ameri-
Council for Financial Aid to Education. can Education. St. Paul, Minn.: West

1964-1965 Voluntary Support of America’s -  Pyblishers, 1980.

91



88 « Janies P. Comer, M.D., M.P.H.

Padover, 5. K, ed. Thomas Jefferson on U.S Bureau of the Census Statistical
Democracy. New York: Appleton- Abstract of the United States: 1958. Wash-
Century-Crofts, 1946. ington, D.C.: U. S. Government Print-

Snvder, T D. Digest of Education Statistics ing Office, 1960.

1987. Washington, D.C.: U. S. Govern-
ment Pri.iting Office, 1987.

“an
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t the first Parent-Teacher Association meeting, Mr. Stein, the principal of a
comprehensive public high school in New York City, announced, “Wel-
come to High School. We are proud that 80 percent of our graduates go on
to college.” Of course, Mr. Stein did not say that only 20 percent of any entering,
ninth-grade cohort ever graduates.

Milan Kundera, in The Unbearable Lightness of Being (1984), introduces the
notion of “kitsch,” one which unfortunately plays well and prominently in
urban public schools. As Kundera defines it, kitsch entails “the absolute denial
of shit . . . kitsch excludes everything from its purview which is essentially
unacceptable in human existerce” (p. 248). Evidence of doubt, irony, and
ambivalence that threatens an institution’s presentatior of self is banished.

My work has taken me inside diverse institutions of public schooling as a
survey researcher in a South Bronx alternative high schcol; as an ethnographer
in a year-long participant observation of a comprehensive high school in
Manhattan; as an interviewer of some fifty high-school dropouts in their homes
throughout Central and East Harlem; and as an expert witness in a racial
desegregation lawsuit in the Northeast, which took me inside the halls and
~inds of a predominantly minority public high school and its nearly exclusi- ely
white counterpart 2.4 miles apart. Tae traditions of “kitsch” have overwhelmed
this spectator of public education.

In 1981 I was hired as the evaluation researcher of a2 special program in an
alternative high schoo! in the South Bronx in N¢v York City. Armed with
surveys, interview schedules, and standardized instruments, I selected torty
informants in September whom I naively expected would be waiting for my
“posttest” in May. Within the nine months, however, over one-third of the
original youngsters had dropped out. Converting methodological problem into
research opportunity, I decided to compare those adolescents who had dropped
cat against those who remained °‘n school, using the September data on
Jenression, attributions of success and failure, perspectives on social injustice.
reactions to classroom inequities, and presentations of self as “socially desir-
able.”

Much to my surprise, the following portraits of “dsopouts’ and “persisters”
emerged: :
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THOSE STUDENTS WHO DROPPED OUT were significantly less
depressed, more likely to say “my problems are due to poverty, racism,
and my personality,” more likely to say “if a teacher gave mea P und I
deserved an A, I would do something about it,” and less likely to
present themselves as “socially desirable” —that is, to conform—than
those students who remained in school.

THOSE STUDENTS WHO REMAINED IN SCHOOL were significantly
more depressed, more likely to say “my problems are due to my
personality,” more likely to say “if a teacher gave me a B, I would do
nothing about it; teachers are always right ... ,” and presented
themselves in a quite socially desirable mold—~that is, conformed

extensively relative to their peers who dropped out.

To summarize: the dropout profile was of a student relatively nondepressed,
critical of social injustice, willing to take initiative, and unwilling o conform
mindlessly. “Good students,” those who persisted, were relatively depressed,
self-blaming, teacher-dependent, unwilling to take initiative in response to an
unfair grade, and endlessly willing to conform. So much for the stereotype of th~
helpless dropout; and, perhaps as tragic, so much for the image of the assertive,
weil-socialized good student (Fine, 1983). My notions of what constituted a
dropout and wh~t made for an educational persister were fundamentally
challenged.

Intrigued that dropouts could be reconceptualized as critics of educational
and labor market arrangements and that dropping out could be recast as a
strategy for taking control of lives that are materially out of control, I searched
the literature only to find the prevailing images of the helpless, hopeless loser
(see Fine and Rosenberg, 1983; Elliott, Voss, and Wendling, 1966; Felice, 1981, as
exceptions), along with a persistent absence of empirical information and a
substantial neglect of the topic of why students drop out of high schoci. More
kitsch. Along with Pearl Rosenberg, (Fine and Rosenberg, 1983) I lezrned that
while 25 percent of students nationally drop out of school—inclding dispro-
porticnately greater percentages of low-income and working-class stude.ts,
Native Americans, Hispanics, and blacks, “special-educaticn” students, those
who have been retained at least once, those with repeated suspensions, and
those who were pregnant and/or parenting—educational psychology tests
remained silent al but the issue. The national educational reform documents and
legislation had also been relatively neglectful of the topic, and the psychological
» d sociological literature continued to represent dropouts as depressed,
helpless, hopeless, and without options.

We began to question: Who is served by a rhetoric of dropouts as losers?
What is obscured if dropouts are themselves presumed to be deficient in a fair
system, rather than challengers of an inequitable one? What enables educators and
policymakers to continue to describe “at-risk” youth as a minority unable to
meet the demands of the system when prevailing structures, ideologies, and
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practices of public education have rendered most urban adolescents ot educa-
tional risk through the nuances of institutionalized inequity?

Designs for Change, an educational research and advocacy organization,
tracked 39,500 Chicago ninth-graders and found that of this cohort 21,000 failed
to complete high school within the public school system, that one-third of those
who did graduate read at or above the national twelfth-grade norm, and that
only 8 percent of the original group of black and Hispanic ninth-grade students
both graduated and read at or above the national average (Designs for Change,
1985). How can we continue to presume that a small, discrete group of urban
adolescents are “at risk”? How can we pronounce that 80 percent of graduates
proceed to college when in many public schools only 20 percent graduate? And
yet, given the vehement public criticism of public schools, one must also ask,
how can educators not present their best face, even if it deceptively represents
only one chapter of the story?

To have no public conversation about the complexity of the dropout problem
is to participate in kitsch, and this was the case up until five years ago. Recently
we have heard more about the issue. Indeed, many conflicting voices speak to
the topic today. Chester Finn, Assistant Secretary of Education, claims that
urban dropout statistics are “scare tactics.” He offers comfort in Public Imerest,
noting that many dropouts ultimately return to school to earn their GEDs. Finn,
however, does not tell how many of those who enter GED programs do not earn
their GEDs; he does not address the limited earning power of a GED relative to
a standard high-school diploma; and he fails ‘0 examine social class, race, ethnic,
or gender discrepancies in these rcturn-rate data. And he does not call, of
course, for intervention (1987).

Finr with Secretary of Education William Bennett and many others active in
the current reform movement, calls for “excellence-based reform,” which, if
implemented uncritically, would institute policies to punish educational failure
without providing resources and/or remediation to prevent or correct failure. Such
practices will swell the ranks of dropouts and destroy the educational possibil-
ities for precisely those youths cunsidered most at risk (Education Week, 1985;
McDill, Natriello, and Pallas, 1986).

Other educators closer to the site of practice, including those associated with
the National Education Association’s Committee on Dropouts and Dropout
Prevention Projects across major urban areas, call for programmatic reforms for
at-risk youths. But they often operate as if dropouts constitute a discrete group,
as if the dropout problem were located inside the heads or wills of students,
isolatable and remrediable without massive structural change.

Some critics attending to the dropout problem —from both the political right
and left—seize the moment to bemoan these statistics as merely redundant, as
another piece of evidence of & two-ticred society in which public schools simply
reproduce class, race, and gender inequities.

This paper aims to get beneath the kitsch and unearth the complexities of
dropping out; to examine critically the outcomes, structures, and practices of
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educational inequity; and to imagine the ways in which public educators might
de-institutionalize educational inequity. The paper ends with cautious recom-
mendations to the chief state school officers—cautious because I remain skeptical
of top-down mandates. I make the recommendations because you [chief state
school officers] are the policymakers and the exemplars of public education, and
if you do not take a courageous stand to provide more for those who have least,
then no one will.

The first half of the paper frames those aspects of public education that
function as barriers to serving at-risk youth. Relying on the analytical frames of
injustice theorists including Morton Deui. h (1975), Barrington Moore, Jr.
(1978), Maxine Greene (1986), John Ogbu (1978), and my own theoretical
writings on injustice (Fine, 1983, 1986), I trace the complex ways in which public
schools obstruct the very possibilities and promises of educational justice that
allow people to dream of what could be. The second hal. >f the paper addresses
the possibilities embodied in the prospect of de-institutionalizing inequity by
enabling a critical social education through the public schools.

THE OUTCOMES OF EDUCATIONAL INEQUITY:
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL INDICATORS

Reports trom New York, Philadelphia, Boston, Chicago, and othe: muajor cities

document high-school dropout rates ranging from 40 to 60 percent (Aspira, 1983;
Hess and L auber, 1985; Natriello, 1986). The Designs for Change study of Chicago
students confirms that most leave prior to graduation; someare educated to grade
level, and few who are black or Hispanic gain an empowering or enlightening
education. Most working-class and poor adolescents who travel through public
schools—whether drojouts or graduates—voice some critique of a system that
has served them badly, and many blame themselves for miseducation. I was told
often, in interviews with recent dropouts: “I'm seventeen, and it's a shame. I got
nothing to show for it. It’. o late for me, but a better life for my baby. A house
in New Jersey and Catholic schools” (Fine, 1986). Almost all ultimately suffer
economically, socially, and psychologically. They survive at th. bottom of a social
heap layered ostensibly by merit but empirically by social class, race, and gender.

As educators we need to ask ourselves how we feel about this layering as it
relates to our tasks of public schooling. Perhaps most subscribe to the necessity
of social layering or stratification. Some may feel that, in our socie._, race, social
class, and gender unfairly predetermine one’s location among the layers, and
that public schooling is precisely the institution which enables individuals to
move across layers, irrespec’ive of their demographic characteristics.

Despite prevailing ideologies of such mobility and equal opportunity, evi-
dence from the U.S. Department of Labor on the aggregate economic conse-
quences of dropping out of public schooling suggests otherwise (Bastian,
Fruchmer, Gittell, Greer, Haskins, 1985; Cai.10y and Levin, 1985). Those most

.

e - ‘




Michelle Fine » 93

likely to drop out of high school suffer most for doing 1t; those who graduate do
not earn equally for having a high-school degree. The credential seems to
multiply, not level, economic advantages rendered by race/ethnicity, gender,
and social class of origin. Likewise, not having a high-school diploma exacer-
bates economic disadvantage rendered by race/ethnicity, gender, and social class
of origin.

Department of Labor data confirm that social class of origin, race, ethnicity,
and gender systematically and grossly influence economic outcomes in our
society (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Rumberger, 1986). With & high-school degree,
female full-time workers still earn less than males at a ratio of .59 (U.S.
Department of Labor, 1983, p. 98). Even more compelling, these same data
indicate that the absence of a high-school degree bears significantly different
consequences by race and gender. Let us look at those who live in poverty
“because” they have dropped out of high school. Relying on 1980 data, we see
that 15 percent ot white male dropouts (age twenty-two to thirty-four) live below
the poverty line, compared to 28 percent of white females, 37 percent of black
males, and 62 percent of black females. Not having a degree correlates with
substantially different economic profiles based on one’s race and gender. The
same is true for persons who have earned a high-school diploma: 8 percent of
white male graduates live in poverty, corapared to 11 percent of white females,
17 percent of black males, and 31 percent of black females (U.S. Department of
Labor, 1983, pp. 117-118). While attainment of a high-school degree does
mprove an individual’s economic prospects within a demographic group,
acquiring a high-school degree does not convert the opportunities of a black
woman .ito those available to a white man.

Schools will not systematically change the economic arrangements in our
society (McGaliev and Jeffries, 1587; Sherraden, 1987). If all of the high-school
dropouts in Central and East Harlem whom I interviewed returred to school and
completed their degrees—indeed, if all adolescents in Harlem remained in high
school through graduation—the unemployment and poverty rates of Harlem
would not then approximate those of the fashionable East Side.

Educators’ obsession with economic outcomes as an indicator of educational
excellence bears serious consequences for teacher burnout, the promotion of
soaal illusions 1n schools (“If you stay in school, you'll get a job”), and the
suppression of creative pedagogical and curricular innovation, which could
promote additional educational outcomes such as social critique, participation,
and community 1nvolvement. As long as educators assume that schooling is
designed primarily and exclusively for aggregate economic equity, we fool
ourselves into believing that public schools should be designed primarily, if not
exclusively, toward work and mobility outcomes. We confront (and often deny)
substantial and widespread failure, and we remain trapped uncritically by
pedagogies and .arricula that have been rendered oltsolete for today’s youth.

By accepting social stratification as an overlay on our public schools, we as
educators reinforce such stratification through institutional practices. These

-~ e



94 « Michelle Fine

include multitiered high-school systems, which “triage” students (Hess and
Lauper, 1985); tracking and special-education placements that usually, even if
well intended, result in the indelible branding of students and few documented
positive outcomes (B.klin, 1988; Oakes, 1985); and policies that promote, without
support, the retention, suspension, discharge, and “voluntary withdrawal” of
large numbers of working-class and poor adolescents prior to graduation (Fine,
1986; National Coalition of Advocates fo . Students, 1987).

Those who are called “at risk,” students who need tie most educationally, suffer
disproportionately from practices that may be designied toward better discipline
but which empirically facilitate early exit. These practices include, but are not
limited to, the following: heavy discipline; higher suspension rates (National
Coalition of Advocates for Students, 1987); more notes sent home; increased
probability of being retained and “tracked down” (Oakes, 1985); aull and
repetitious pedagogical strategies (e.g., “I have written forty words on the
board. Now define them before the end of the period”); remote curricula; low
expectations; depressing predictions (in a Philadelphia suburb an educatioral
consultant was reminded, “Special programs zre for the talented students, not
the ones who are having a hard time no matter what. They can’t appreciate
participatory education or innovation. They’ll just take advantage”); and paren-
tal exclusion from schools. These institutional experiences predict well the
tendency to leave high school prior to graduation.

Let me invite you to transcend the debate over educational achievement and
economic equity, to move away from the question of whether or not education
reaps equitable economic rewards. Instead, let us review the outcomes of
ed:ication not solely in terms of economics but in terms of students’ acquiring
the abilities to critique, to organize collectively, and to pose significant chal-
lenges to prevailing social and economic arrangements; to think, work, and
participate creatively. What if schools were truly about the creation of social
activists—critical schools as many of you say, should be; caring, as all of us
would wish them to be; and collectively active, as so many need them to be?
What if these were among the in¢ icators of excellence in schools? Then the
predominantly white upper-class high school in the Northeast lawsuit referred
to earlier, which boasts AP test scores in the upper quartile, would be deemed
“bankrupt.” Its students in interviews routinely disparaged the predominantly
black school 2.4 miles down the road. What if these students were considered to
be educationally disadvantaged and to have been denied a thorough and
efficient education as evidenced by their misunderstandings of race, social class,
and privilege? Then I would be much more sanguine about the possibilities, if
not the current realities, of public education’s promoting equitable outcomes.
What if at-risk adolescents could remain in or return to schools commutted to
educating them toward empowerment through social critique, affirming what I
have called a “sense of entitlement to better”? Then, at the level of social
movements, critical collectives, and powerful politics —maybe even at the level of
reading—we could create something better: a truly educated populace.
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At this point in history, however, even if we stop obsessing about economic
outcomes of education as the primary indicator of educational equity and rely
instead on access to critical education as a marker of equity, public schools siill
offer evidence of being structured inequitably. Not everyone has access to a
critical education. Indeed, those who begin with the greatest sense of theirr own
voice and worth are most likely to be inviced into a context of critical education.

hose with the most diminished sense of personal worth and voice are most
likely to be denied just such an education.

Students in high school seemingly need to earn the opportunity to be critical,
to participate, and to work collectively. “Smart kids” get to participate, “remedial
kids” get to memorize. “Smart kids” get to work 1n groups; “remedial kids” are
accused of cheating. “Smart kids” are creative; “remedial kids” are right or
wrong. When I interviewed high-school dropouts about their educational
biographies, a n'mber responded similarly to my question “When you were
younger, were you the kind of kid who participated 1n class a lot?” It took three
independent responses for me to understand: “Not me. I was a good kid.” My
interview question naively assumed that all of us were raised to believe that
having a vnice in a classroom was encouraged, nurtured, and rewarded. For
these youngsters, however, participation in school signified the “bad student.”
Participation and collectivity in classrooms seem to be privileges available
primarily to those who will assuredly net say anything that will disrupt. Using
economic and empowerment indicators, then, high-nsk students lose the most,
within and without their high-school educations.

Whother or not our society 1s committed to cntical education toward
empowerment remains an empirical and political question. About whether or
not many teachers are so committed, I have no doubts. I have seen talented and
splendid evidence of just such teaching. (For exomple, Ms. Schilling created a
wiiting collective from among her “remedial” students, who were alive, smiling,
attending, and active by the end of one semester. Likewise, Rose Torreuellas of
the El Barrio Popular Education Program works with Hispanic dropouts who
“hate” to write. She describes a program in which students developed a script
for a videotape in which the graffiti artist, the conga player, the poet, and the
dancer “came alive.” The youngsters were “able to demonstrate skills they have
that are marginalized in traditional educational institutions.”) Whether or not
you, as chief state school officers, are commutted to such critical education, I can
only invite you to see this as your responsibility, so that Marian Wright Edelman
and so many other social activists are not working alone for social change, and
so that we can be engaged collectively in the project of de-institutionali’ ng
educational inequity.

Starting from this vision of schooling as a public movement for the construc-
tion of critique, community, and creativity, I invite you to consider the structural,
ideological, and practice-based processes that currently institutionalize inequity
in our public schools, and then to imagine how de-institutionalization could
flourish.

ERIC o
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INSTITUTIONALIZING EDUCATIONAL INEQUITY

Field Note* The auditorium at Hunter College is filled —girls in white
dresses; boys in suits; graduating students in caps and gowns No
Walkmans, sweatshirts, bandannas, nylon stocking caps. No “l love (or
don’t love) high school” buttons; no hallway threats of expulsion

Grandmothers from Georgia, Puerto Rico, and the Dominican Repub-
lic. Mothers, fathers, uncles, httle brothers, sisters, nieces, nephews
The room smells of pride. In many cases the first in their family ever to
receive a high-school diploma is about to do so

They line the stage—prinapal, admimistrators, counselors, teachers,
and some parents, representatives of the Parents Association Most
white. The auditorium is filled Most black The lights of cameras
flicker.

Awards are presented for feats ranging from academic success in each
discipline (including special education) to perfect attendance.

Principal. Our valedictorian (a black woman) makes us very proud. Ske
has been granted a total of $96,000 in scholarships to stud~ medicine at
Haverford College

The entire au hitorium—the graduating class, families, and friends—
roars. On their feet with collective pride 1 count the graduating class
a total of 200 In a school of approximately 3,200, I cynically fantasize a
moment of silence for the approximately 70 perc. nt of students who
began ninth grade four years ago and who haven't graduated and, for
the most part, won'’t

To understand how educational institutions participate in breeding inequity,
we need to reflect on those elements of public schooling that contribute to
students’ “at-riskness”:

® Educational policies and structires that contribute to and then justify inequitable
outcomes;

¢ School-based processes of silencing that mute and discredit voices of critique so
that educational inequities persist unexamined; and

¢ Curricwar and pedagogical practices that patiiologize student critique, insights,

and participation and represent students’ families and communities as defi-
cient.

THE STRUCTURES AND IDEOLOGIES OF
EDUCATIONAL INEQUITY

The structuring of educational inequity, historically organized within the
explicitly elitist two-tiered “vocational” and “academic” high schools (Kantor
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and Tyack, 1982; Katz, 19/0; Tyack, 1974), is now diffused through a vanety of
innocuous, seemingly necessary and “fair” educational structures and policies.
The multitiered public high-school system distributes and segregates students
by “ability,"” race, and social class. Promotion policies retain 20 to 30 percent of
students at key years (e.g., in Atlanta, 25 percent of first-graders were recently
retained [Orfield, in this volume], with sufficient remediation offered to assist
these students, no discernible sustained impact of learning, and dramatic,
deleterious effects on dropout rates (Designs for Change, 1985; Massachusetts
Advocacy for Children, 1987; New York City Board of Education, 1986). Testiag
programs often punish rather than diagnose (Gould, 1981; Madaus, 1485), and
special-education programs invite increasing numbers to enter and few to leave
(Biklin, 1988). High-school scheduling systems routinely prepare for a substan-
tially diminished senior class survival rate (e.g., hygiene class, including sex
education, was offered to students in their senior year at one New York City high
school, instead of earlier, because fewer students would then need to be
accommodated, compared to gym classes, which can hold up to fifty and were
offered in ninth, tenth, and eleventh grades). High-school graduation exams
today inform heretofore successful seniors that they are not entitled to a diploma
(Orfield, in this volume), and bell-shaped grading curves sustain a “tradition” in
competitive classrooms (Deutsch, 1979).

The structuring of inequity is so basic to education in the United States that
programs that do not retain students are suspected of having poor standards;
tests that do not discriminate are considered invalid; classrooms in which all can
achieve are disparaged as illusion-producing; adolescents who value family or
community over self are considered unmotivated; standards that all achieve are
perceived as not being standards at all.

Let us explore one example of structured inequity that promotes
dramatically inequitable outcomes—the tiered urban high-school system. Today
many urban school districts have generated three- or four-tier high-school
svstems through which academic, magnet, and comprehen-ive schools layer
students based on what are presumed to be inherent ability levels but closely
parallel race and class divisions. This tiering, or “triage” (Hess, 1985), results in
a disproportionately high percentage of low-income black and Hispanic
youngsters attending comprehensive high schools where mean mathematics
and reading scores of incoming students are approximately two levels below
grade level. These students attend schools isolated from all but a few token peer
role models who have clear college or work aspirations; they are isolated
school in ways that Wilson describes as the isolation of today's “ghetto
underclass” (Neckerman and Wilson, in this volume). Remote from people and
institutions that represent stability and continuity, these adolescents in
comprehensive high schools are surrounded by adolescents equally disadvan-
taged by class and education. They have few images of attainable heroes/he-
roines and are deprived of the very institutiors that support middle-class
youths. Comprehensive high schools—which many now consider the “dump-
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ing grounds” of urban educational systems —are characterized by dropout rates
in excess of 50 percent.

A study conducted by the Rev. Charles Kyle and his colleagues at DePaul
University in Chicago dramatically illustrates the ways in which such systems
ultimately make holding pens of their comprehensive high schools —contexts in
which failure and dropout are normative. In their 1986 Report to the Chicage
Board of Education and the Illinois Attorney General, Kyle and his colleagues
tracked the differential dropout rates among Chicago’s selective, vocational,
nonselective integrated, and nonselective segregated high schools. They found
that Chicago’s selective high schools, attended by 7 percent of all high-school
students, document a 15 percent dropout rate. Selective vocational schools
document a 24 percent dropout rate. Nonselective integrated high schools lose
30 percent of their students, and nonselective segregated high schools—
attended bty 62 percent of Chicago’s public high-schoul student body —docu-
ment a 42 percent dropout rate (Kyle et al., 1986). The structuring of inequity is
so pervasive and insidious that these tiers appear “fair” and “justified.” Indeed
the differential dropout rates, attendance figures, and test scores are used post
hoc as evidence that the creation of these tiers and their maintenance through
rigid entrance criteria are essenual, rather than as evidence that this form of
structured inequity permanently damages the educational, economic, and social
fates of low-income youngsters.

The structuring of inequity not only operates on the “macro” level of
education but also permeates the daily, negotiated practices of schooling. Take,
for example, the ways in which social class or origin grossly and then insidiously
affects a student’s educational career.

The U.S. Department of Education reports that approximately 25 percent of
adolescents nationwide do not graduate with a degree or diploma. Across racial
and ethnic groups, only 8.9 percent of those in the wealthiest social class
dropped out of the 1980 sophomore cohort followed in the U.S. Depar.ment of
Education “High School and Beyond” data set (Kolstad and Ownings, 1986,
compared to 22.3 percent of those in the poorest social class.

While many factors contribute to these differential rates, I can, by drawing on
my ethnographic work inside a New York City public high school, easily see the
subtle influence of class and race biases on judgments that fundamentally affect
students’ futures. Within four months, two similar incidents occurred. Rodney,
a black, low-income adolescent, was suspended from his school and escorted
into *he juvenile justice system for the same offense for which Perry, a white,
middle-class boy, was verbally “chastised” by local police. Rodney, at age
sixteen, was accused of breaking and entering an apartment iz, Newark, New
Jersey; and Perry, the son of a friend of mine, age {ifteen, was found, with a
group of friends, to have broken into a neighbor’s house and stolen some beer
in a suburban community in Connecticut.

Rodney spent the night in a juvenile facility, acauired a record, and was
placed on probation after I testified on his behalf. Perry, on the other hand, was
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warned in the presence of his parents by local police, half-winking, half-serious,
that this could lead to trouble, but that he and his friends would be let off this
time. The workings of race and class bias allowed Rodney to be seen as
launciiing a career in crime and erry to be in the hold of teenage hormones,
sometling he would grow out of because “boys will be boys.” Social c'ass and
race constructed extremely different beginnings and, I suspect, ultimately
different ends for these young men. Such is the very “naturalness” of the
structuring of inequity.

This anecdote about Rodney and Perry confirms all too well the National
Coalition of Advocates for Students (NCAS) analysis of Office for Civil Rights
data (1986). Relying on national data from 1982, NCAS demonstrated that while
blacks accounted for 16 percent of student enrollment, black students received
31 percent of suspensions, 28 percent of instances of corpora! punishment, and
only 8 percent of placements in gifted and talented programs. Conversely,
whites, representing 71 percent of enrollment figures, accounted for only 59
percent of the suspensions And the relationship between suspension and
ultimate dropout is now well substantiated (Fine, forthcoming).

To illustrate the influence of class and race in the area of high-school
discharge, I draw again from my year spent observing in a New York City high
school. From September on, sitting in the attendance office and the dean’s
office, I witnessed a thoroughgoing disposal of adolescents who, for reasons of
chronic curting, talking back repeatedly, loitering, frequent absences, wearing
headphones routinely, or accumulating numerous suspensions (see NCAS,
1986), were “allowed” to leave school or were “discharged” once they reached
age seventeen. I spenrt a full year at this high school witnessing the routinization
of dropping out. I often reflected on my own nephews who, in their white
middle-class suburban public school, would have been referred to a school
psychologist for some of the very same behavioral problems.

And beyond those who are pushed out in situations where race and class are
explicitly operative, sitting in a public high school one notices the ease with
which poor an 1 working-class adolescents are allowed to leave high school. Note
that this “choice” is almost never granted to middle-class, white adolescents.
The early exit of adole:cents I observed was considered voluntary, although they
were rarely informea . [ the likely consequences of their “choices” (see even
Chester Finn, [1987] on this point of “uninformed choices” at exit).

High dropout rates, by choice or not, signify the stuff of educational inequity
and so deserve critical analysis. While students leave urban high schools
through a variety of channels and with endless reasons, two patterns can be
discerned —cumulative failure and spcntaneous failure.

Many students who ultimately drop out fall into a pattern of cumulative
failure early in their educations. This pattern was spelled out by the Massachu-
setts Advocacy Center (MAC) in a recent memo to Boston’s Superintendent of
Schools Dr. Laval Wilson. MAC predicted that if Boston’s 1985-86 nonpromo-
tion policies were to persist unmodified, up to 44 percent of fifth-graders, 85
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percent of all eighth-graders, and 95 percent of black eighth-graders will have
been retained at least once in their academic careers. As we know, turning these
students around is no easy feat. Early retention with no effective remediation
propels students into the cycle of cumulative failure —first feeling “tall,” then
embarrassed to be “sittin’ next to my baby brother in class,” and ultimately
“stupid” and “out of place.”

Other students are introduced i secondary school to educational failure,
which ultimately aborts their high-school careers. An archival analysis across six
years of a New York City cohort of 1,430 entering freshmen at the comprehen-
sive high school where I conducted my field work revealed that only 13 percent
of the original cohort, or 166 students, ultimately graduated from this high
school. Eighty-seven percent had been discharged for being overage, to attend
an auxiliary program, to enroll in GED preparation, to transfer, to work or to
continue a pregnancy. Conservatively estimated, a full 66 percent of the original
1,430 could be considered dropouts.

A closer analysis of who dropped oui revealed a number of additional
disturbing patterns. From a stratified random sample of the original 1,430
consisting of one-third dropouts, one-third graduates, and one-third transfers,
we found that the experience of being retained in grade—even independent of
ability or achievement level—substantially enhanced the likelihood of dropping
out.

Of students in the ninth grade who had never been retained and were
promoted to tenth, 73 percent went on to the tenth, 64 percent to the eleventh,
and 48 percent to the twelfth. In comparison, of students who were retained
once in the ninth grade, 46 percent went on to the tenth, 35 percent to the
eleventh, and 20 percent to the twelfth. And of those retained twice in the ninth
grade, 32 percent went to the tenth, 19 percent to eleventh, and only 6 percent
to the twelfth. Being retained in the ninth grade almost doubled the likelihood
that a student would not reach the tenth, and almost tripled the likelihood that
she/he would not graduate.

The skeptical reader should be thinking, “This is no surprise; being retained
i5 a proxy for low ability level. No causality can be discerned between retention
ana dropout because low ability mediates the statistical relationship.” So let us
examine the data only for those students who we'e reading and computing at
the high-schoo' ievel—grades 9 to 12.9. Here we find that while it is true that
those retained were more likely to be below grade level than those promoted,
nevertheless:

1. For this sample, almost half of the students retained in the ninth grade
were reading/computing at or above grade level;

2. Almost 80 percent of those who had been retained never got to the twelfth
grade; and

3. Of students reading/computing at the high-school level, 77 percent of those
never retained ultimately graduated, 14 percent dropped out, and 9 percent
transferred; whereas 46 percent of those who had been retained ultimately
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graduated, 31 percent dropped out, and 23 percent transferred. For
high-school-level readers, being held back almost tripled the likelihood of
dropping out of high schoot! (11 percent of nonretained [n=37] versus 39
percent of retained [n=17]).

The stories to be told about the role of retention in institutionalizing
educational inequity, then, number at least two. The first story illustrates how
long-term cumulative failure breaks the minds and the souls of these youngsters
and promotes high levels of underachievement, low self-esteem, truancy, and
dropout rates.

But the other, equally disturbing and more spontaneous story of failure
grows out of the high-school experience. This story tells of inequitable outcomes
that are attributable to retention and suspension policies that punish students
and offer no educational supports, and that affect low-income black and
Hispanic students disproportionately.

Whether their experiences with failure were cumulative or spontaneous, stu-
dents whom I intervic wed who had dropped out left high school with energy,
vision, and commitment to make something better of themselves (Fine, 1986).
Most were eager to earn a GED, join the military, or attend a proprietary school.
None, in my experience, was informed by a teacher or counselor that in New York
the failure rate on the GED exam was nearly 50 percent (and this was before
written essays were added); that the military does not accept female dropouts;
that undereducated males are unlikely to pass the military aptitude exam and that
those dropouts who do enter the military are more likely than any other group
to receive a less-than-honorable discharge within six months; or that many pro-
prietary schools, at least in New York City, have a reputation for not fulfilhing
promises of jobs and training, for encouraging three-time attendance (after which
they can receive a full semester or year of tuition whether or not the student
completes the term), and for false advertising and unethical recruitment practices.
Indeed, Iinterviewed one young woman who had been recruited by a proprietary
business academy to go through the housing projects and get friends to sign up
tor the program. I paid another young woman to interview at a beauty academy,
posing as a dropout—and she was so thoroughly seduced that she admitted that
she would have, if vulnerable and indeed a dropout, seriously considered signing
up, particularly when the recruiter invited her to “just give me a depo-.it of $25
so then we can tell your mother that you have already reserved a spot. Then taking
out a loan won'’t be such a big deal” (Fine, 1987).

The “choice” to leave high school is substantially more available to those least
advantaged, to those most likely to be exploited by private “educational”
business interests, and to those most hurt by the absence of a degree. The
widespread availability of this “choice” for low-income adolescents is a painful
reminder that the structuring of inequity requires no bad guys in school, no
malevolence. Yet the spawning and recommending of these alternatives, which
may be entirely well-intentioned, reap substantially inequitable outcomes by
race, class, and gender.
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I leave the structures of inequity for a moment to present a brief analysis of
silencing, those processes that mute ar d marginalize the voices of critique and
dissent, which couid be converted into school-based creativity and innovation.
The silencing of these voices only preserves schools as closed institutions of

inequity.

MUTING THE VOICES OF CRITIQUE

As among the most critical students who dropped out in the South Bronx,
in public schools the critic is often silenced, sometimes banished, frequently
.umiliated into reticence (Fine, 1986). Alternatively, honors students are more
likely to be invited to participate and to be innovative and critical. Those
encouraged to have an independent voice in class are ofien the ones who have
demonstrated their ability to ape appropriate language, dialect, dress, and
views. They are invited to voice opinions, to chance creativity, and to offer
critique. Not so in most remedial or special-education classes, in which
memorization, repetition, and the authority of the teacher are the norm. One
often wonders if students are tracked by ability or by the willingness to
withhold critical thoughts. What is called academic ability level often parallels
who can speak freely and whose discourse is controlled (Cummins, 1986).

If silencing is about who can and who cannot speak, it is also about what can
and cannot be spoken. Inside public schools, particularly low-income public
schools, there persists a systemic commitment not to name those aspects of social
life or of schooling that activate social anxieties—particularly anxieties of
teachers and administrators who are often from different social classes, racial
and ethnic groups, and neighborhoods than the children they teach. With
important moments of exception, school-based silencing precludes conversation
about social controversy and social inequity (Fine, 1987).

When | asked a white teacher why she does not discuss racism in her
classroom of black and Hispanic students, I was told, "It would demoralize the
children.” When [ asked the principal why he preferred that I not mention
dropping out to students l interviewed, he replied, “If you say it, they will do it.”
And when | asked administiators at the New York City Board of Education why
they would not disaggregate dropout statistics by social class, race, or ethnicity,
I was told, “That would reflect racism.” (This practice has recently been
reformed.)

Silencing occurs when local and remote voices—dropouts, advocates, par-
ents, teachers, paraprofessionals—remain unheard. Uninvited dissent on the
part of parents, guardians, or community leaders is muted or appropriated
(Cennell et al., 1982). Some parents are discouraged entirely from attending and
mor.itoring their children’s schools. Most are denied legal and social information
critical to an improved school-community relationship.
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In the attendance office, mothers must negotiate their right to a letter for
welfare, being ever diplomatic when their needed lettor is held hostage to their
child’s poor attendance, fearing always that speaking out will further jeopardize
thei: child’s education. Here we see mothers, and sometimes fathers, who are
neither passive nor uncaring, only strategists, ever suspect of schools” invita-
tions to “get involved.”

When urban public schools extend themselves to parents and initiate
dialogue or relationships with parents and community, these relationships are
rarely reciprocal and are never about sharing power. Sessions for pare its by
school districts, designed to increase parental involvement, may include “how
to love the unlovable child” or “dealing with a latch key adolescent” tut much
less often “your legal rights in special-education placement” or “knowing when
your child can and cannot be legally discharged from high school.” School-
community relations are rarely bilateral in low-income communities. How often
do teachers or principals visit community churches or community centers, or
provide empowering legal information to these constituencies? Let me remind
you again that these are precisely the kinds of strategies employed by public
schools to encourage parental participation in middle-class neighborhoods.

Finally, silencing mutes those who cdream—children like Tony, who
explained, “You know, when you’re young, real little, you have dreams. You
imagine endless possibilities for your life. Little by little school chips away at
your dreams. Everything is postponed. They tell you elementary school pre-
pares you for junior high, which prepares you for senior high, which prepares
you for college, which prepares you for life. I was having life at fourteen and
wanted out to fulfill my dreams and not have them stepped on!” Tony, who

dropped out at sixteen to become an actor, had a walk-on part in one television
advertisement. When I last saw him, he was working as a bellhop at a
Manhattan hotel.

CURRICULAR AND PEDAGOGICAL STRATEGIES
THAT PATHOLOGIZE STRENGTH

The last category of elements that contribute to the institutionalization of
educational inequity includes curricular and pedagogical strategies that create
pathology out of student and community strength. Students, including those
considered at risk, bring skills, experiences, talents, energies, critiques, and
dreams t> school. But they often “don’t fit” and are considered problematic,
reminders of a so-called “underclass” with features to be corrected. To illustrate
the process of pathologizing students’ strei.gths, we will examine a social
strategy characteristic of low-income adolescents but counter-normative of
school practice.

Low-income youngsters, particularly femeles, embody a strong commitment to
the collective—be it a neighborhood, a family, a relationship, or a gang. When
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instructed to work in a group, low-income adolescents in one comprehensive
high school were far more reliable and productive than whe. instructed to work
individually or competitively —a clez r reversal of middle-class adolezcents’ fetish
about compehtion. Yet low-income students are often punished in sck ol for
their cooperative bent.

I am reminded of a story told by anthropologist Jules Henry of a class of
children in which the teacher asked students to publicly “correct” arnother
student (1965). The arms of most classmates waved anxiously in an effor to
please. Henry comments, I »wever, that Zuni, Hopi, and D:«ota Indian children
would not participate in such a competitive display. Refusing to humiliate
another child, they would be invested in cooperation, willing to assist but not to
upstage.

In the dominant United States culture, motivations of individualism and
competition are systematically privileged over cooperation (see Blaney et al.,
1977; Deutsch, 1979). Yet low-income adolescents reside in a world in which
relationships, networks, and kin are privileged over self. Take, for example, the
story of Luisa. Luisa dropped out of high school to care for a sick grandmother.
When I asked her guidance counselor why a social worker was not contacted, 1
was told, “Luisa got overinvolved.” An extremely caring woman whose job it
was to do all she could to keep Luisa and perhaps 800 other students in school,
this guidance counselor viewed Luisa’s withdrawal from school as a mistake,
evidence of her lack of commitment to education. She further explained, “All
3,200 kids here need a social worker.” Even the best-intentioned counselor needs
to “define . .. limits. I can’t do it all for these kids,” she said. So in the
meantime, Luisa dropped out. What low-income and poor students care aboui—
in this case family well-being (a throwback to the children of i nmigrants of the
early twentieth century)—surfaces as a problem that schools struggle against,
rather than as a resource to be tapped, praised, or nurtured.

The pathologizing of strength emerges most powerfully in schools’ response
to the parents and communities of low-income students. Today popular educa-
tion rhetoric seems not to blame the students but to blame their families, at least
in low-income and poor communities. One hears over and over again, in
response to the question “Why do so many students fail?” the popular refrains—
“The parents,” "Children having children,” “These kids are raising themselves.”
In my interviews [ saw very littie evidence of lack of concern from these parents,
and in my school-based work I saw equally little evidence that scheols as
institutions were deeply interested in finding out what these parents did know,
care about, and want for their children. Teachers and administrators. at leas: at
the high-school level in overcrowded schools, often had no information about
parents beyond uninformed stereotypes and folklore. Meetings with parents
were often limited to those moments when a child was about to be thrown out
of school or placed on disciplinary “contract.” And then knowledge gathered
was unfortunately reduced to parental markers of social class, race/ethnicity,
clothing, style, and dialect. Whereas in middle-class districts parents and

108




viichelle Fime » 105

community leaders are the persons to whom the school is accountable, in
low-income districts parents and community leaders are, in the aggregate (with
notable exceptions), ignc-ed or considered a liability to the school —persons to
be managed, worked around, excluded, an/or "helped” in ways the school
defines as necessary. While some educators were sincerely inter~sted, energetic,
-nd forthcoming with parents, the prevailing school postur: portrayed these
parents as essentially problematic. And this sentiment was all too clear to .iiose
parents and guardians.

I witnessed a young girl thrown ow’ »f high school after she was invoived in
a fight with another girl. Her grandme her sigued the discharge papers as the
law required. A few months later I visited this young woman at home to
interview her about “dropping out.” Her grandmother was present. I asked her
why she did not fight for her granddaughter’s right to an education through to
graduation. She answered: “Look at me! You think they would listen to me? You
think they’d be any good to my baby if I spoke up and let them know what
I think?”” And so she knew what I knew but did not want to admit. Indeed, she
was not the community to whom that school saw itself as accountable.

In the aggregate, and again there were important exceptions, the parents and
communities of low-income students, particularly of black and Hispanic stu-
dents, are viewed as irrelevant to schooling, as an obstacle to overcome, or as a
context out of which to be upwardly mobile. This view on the part of tee.hers
and administrators has serious consequences for the way students themselves
view academic success. Listen to the words of Mallory, who read at the
twelfth-grade level in the tenth grade, the year she dropped -ut:

Maybe 1 was just scared that I v~ d make it out there; outside of
Harlem. And white people would treat me like they always do--with
suspicion. Did you feel unwanted when you came up here to Harlem
the way whites make me feel when we go to their neighborhoods? —Up
here everybody loves me, and when [ leave I'm alone without my
momma, or my friends. Life ain’t easy in Harlem but bein” black and
alone in white people’s restaurants or neighborhoods, that don’t sound
so good either . . .

I heard teachers threaten students, often sincerely trying to “motivate”: “You
act like that and you will end ap on welfare.” What does this statement mean to
a youngster raised on and humiliated by the meager and inadequate allowance
of AFDC and food stamps? The welface system was not examined in class as a
social policy in need of critical analysis. The fact that many youngsters received
some form of welfare was either neglected or viewed as problematic. While
many students were survivors of a system that does not work—indeed experts
in “working the system” —their experiences were deemed irrelevant.

Before we leave this analysis of institutionalized educational inequity to
imagine what could be, let us pause to remember the sobering words of Kenneth
Clark, a man who commutted his professional life to de-institutionalizing
R ]
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educational inequity. In his retirement speech after twenty years on the New
York State Board of Regents, Dr. Clark began his remarks as follows: “I am
ashamed that I have not made education any better for black youngsters today
than it was twenty years ago when I began. Perhaps ' should have shouted
more, not been so mi. -mannered.” He too felt the pressure to mute his critical
voice, and institutionalized inequity persisted. The task before you is enormous,
radical, and imperative.

DE-INSTITUTIONALIZING EDUCATIONAL INEQUITY

If we presume that the institutionalizing of educational inequity produces
individual and societal costs we are no longer willing to tolerate (Catterrall, 1986)
and that as educators we are committed to de-institutionalizing educational
inequity, we are obligated to imagine what could be. Before doing that, however,
let us first reflect on the limits of our dreams.

1. Changes in education without accompanying changes in the economy,
local labor markets, job training, child care, health care, housing, confi-
dentiai abortion and contraceptive services for adolescents, and welfare
policies are not likely to yield dramatic change in prevailing economic
arrangements.

2. Changes in education that occur independent of political movements,
community involvement, and teacher and paraprofessional empowerment
are also doomed to have limited impact.

3. We must understand the contradictory social and economic realities that
construct the lives and minds of working-class and poor children. When
I asked Ronald, “Why do you stay in school?” he explained, “Because
every morning when I come to school I see this drunk sleeping in the
subway and I think ‘'not me.” Then I think ‘I bet he has a high-school
diploma.” ”

Such are the realities that haunt these adolescents. Their descriptions are not
“cop-outs” or ways to avoid responsibility, but portraits of a complex and
paradoxical set of social circumstances. These circumstances are not addressed
by the school rhetoric “Stay in school and you'll get a good job.” Nor are they
allayed by the street rhetoric “Drop out now. What good is staying in school
doing you?” Indeed these adolescents need a place—a public, safe, and
uncontaminated sphere —to discuss and analyze the contradictory messages and
realities that confront them and their kin. To deny these contradictions is to lose
a generation of young men and women.

It is important for us to keep asking, how would federal and state govern-
ments respond if 50 to 70 percent of white affluent students dropped out of high
school? Would they increase promotional standards, toughen testing and
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standardization, cut access to school lunches, reduce students’ access to
“alternative” (e.g., women'’s studies, black studies, Hispanic studies) courses,
and make it tougher to graduate? Or would they reassess the policies, struc-
tures, and practices of education, recognizing the dropout rate as a marker of a
system destroying children’s minds, spirits, and imaginations?

What would they do if white affluent youths were employed at approximately
50 percent, with or without a degree, as black youths are in major urban areas?
What woula they do if white college sraduates were unemployed at approxi-
mateiy the same rates as black high-school dropouts, as is true in the reverse?
How can educators and psychol-gists persist in the belief that dropping out
evidences depression and irrationality, an adolescent lack of motivation, or a
misreading of the opportunity structure?

Let us imagine what could be, rather than drowning in the depressive
portrait of what is. What could be are public schools that nurture social critique
and activism while facilitating the development of critical workers, citizens,
friends, and family members. While I agree with my colieagues, in particular
Henry Levin, that reform must begin in the early grades, I am 2qually convinced
that even at high school it is not too late for the majority of urban adolescents
who will drop out unless you do something radical for them. Interventions need
to be initiated at precisely those institutional moments in which educational
inequity is bred: structural arrangements, processes of silencing, and practices of
pathologizing students and their communities. Below are a sam_ ‘ing of inter-
ventions that are possible, desirable, and even do-able in the 1980s.

STRUCTURAL INTERVENTIONS

Schools must be small enough in actual size and/or divided into “houses” to
hear the voices of individual and collective students who can feel known,
recognized, and participatory as members of a community (Foley and Crull,
1984). Schools should be integrated by race/ethnicity, class, gender, and ability
levels—not only for abstract principles of justice but also because social learning
toward participatory and critical citizenship should be a goal of public education.
Comprehensive high schools cannot become the dumping ground for those left
over from the pickings of the academic-elite and magnet schools; likewise, elite
white studerts cannot be allowed to participate in segregated public schools that
promote (if inadvertently) racist stereotypes (Hess, 1985).

Public-school curricula and associated pedagogies should be infused richly
by empowered teachers and paraprofessionals, not made “teacherproof,” rigidly
standardized, or paced so that educators are demoted to implementers rather
than recognized as creative professionals (Aronowitz and Giroux, 1985; Giroux
and McLaren, 1986; North Dakota Study Group on Evaluation, 1986).

In addition, school-based health clinics should be available for educational,
counseling, diagnostic, and intervention purposes—to allow students to talk
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and ask questions; to identify health problems; to intervene and prescribe
contraceptives, including condoms; and to refer for abortion courseling those
who are engaging in sexual intercourse whether we like it or not (Dryfoos, 1985).

We need piblic schools that want to keep their students until they graduate,
not just until the budget figures are accounted; that are concerned when
youngsters arrive at the attendance office to drop out; that provide serious
informed consent, options, ard follow-up for those who are nevertheless leaving
(Fine, 1986); and that establishk “second chance” programs to invite back those
students who, alter two months on the streats, find that “there aren’t many
good jobs out here, and a GED is kLard to get” (La Raza, 1986a).

Finally, in the structural realm, we need schools Linked with meaningful and
nontraditional vocational trairing. Man; summer and year-round programs
have demonstrated themselves to be highly effective with marginal students—
stemming the summer loss, enhanci g academic skiils, and stretching vocational
aspirations (see Williams and Kornblum, 1985).

DE-SILENCING COMMUNITIES OF
STUDENTS, PARENTS, AND .\DVOCATES

Beyond structural change, we need schools that enable the expression of
voice. These institutions should be influenced powerfully and carefully by
advocates and ccmmunity-based groups who speak for inclusion, not exclusio.,
characterized by pedagogies that elicit diverse student views, invite wide
participation by teachers, students, parents, and advocates, and recog ize
multiple “realities,” not single authoutative truths (e.g., “Why does he ask our
opinions when he’s gonna tell us the ‘right’ answer?”); schools in which the joys
and difficulties of labor are learned and analyzed critically, in which the
perspectives of management and workers aie presented as problematic, not
“given” (Anyon, 1980). We need schools in which the structures of class, race,
gende-, and disability stratification *he st:gmatization of sexual minorities, the
politics of gentrification, the drama of domestic violence, and the details of drug
sales and arrests, tenant organizing, and AIDS funding are the substance of
socia otudies, science, English, and even mathematics classes, rather than being
excluded from the curriculum, segiegated into a large-scale and chaotic assem-
bly, or identified as appropriate for vention only in the secluded office of the
school counselor (if she/he canbe * - d). (See Perlez, 1987, May 24, p. 24, for
an example of such a curriculur:.® . e r ed schools in which meaningful
programs can flourish, such a< :h+ | en !usty Project, sponsored by the
Historical Society of Pennsylvan:>. . hi:* a smail group of urban adolescents
were invited to access rare arc, © . Jveiits to construct a cross-class and
cross-race history of adolescen” + u . United States.

Part of de-silencing means 1eti .g students acknowledge their strengths as
well as their problems. Here I would include the establishment of interventions
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in which community-based organizations, through the provision of health,
social services, housing, welfare, and child-care services and information, work
with schools to assist adolescents, particularly females, with their concerns so
that they do not have to become the social workers for their families.

These programs need to be tied to the workings of school. Special arrange-
ments can then be made for the student who needs time off and then needs
encouragement to come back. Information about students’ concerns and prob-
lems can be fed back, confidentially, from program to school. Curricula can be
altered to address these issues. Teachers and counselors can be intormed so that
the “personal problems” of students, which distribute across race, class, «nd
gender (e.g., health concerns, domestic violence, drugs, family relations,
sexuality, and the like) but disproportionately disrupt the lives of low-income
adolescents, can be introduced into classrooms as socual issues and added to the
curriculum of social studies, English, and science rather than psychologized n
counselors’ offices, inflating caseloads and reinforcing the myth, in the minds of
adolescents, that they are alone with their troubles.

In school, counselors and social workers can begin to use adolescent culture
to invite students to work together—to conduct a needs assessment of health
concerns in their community; to construct an “Adolescents’ Yellow Pages” of
resources for quality and confidential health care; or to organize a “Speak Out”
around the inadequacies of health-care services m their communities. In this
wav the coinmunity-based organizations would not only be helping individuals
..t would also be empowering adolescents to work for and with themselves,
each other, their kin, and their communities.

RECOGNIZING STUDENT AND COMMUNITY STRENGTHS

Public schools, if they are to sincerely strive toward equitable outcomes, need
to team up with communuty-based educational advocates who can critique,
monitor, and transform public schools. One suggestion might involve
community-based advocates located inside schools, but not accountable to those
schools, who meet with every adolescent prior to his/her discharge for a
thorough discussion of options and follow-up.

Schools might link with communities by lending their space and/or equip-
ment on evenings and weekends, by providing educational services for parents
qua parents or parents qua adults, and/or by sponsoring educational projects that
focus on community orgamzing or improvement.

The West Philadelphia MOVE project involves a set of high-school students,
including some considered at risk, working on a Department-of-Labor-funded
effort to rehabilitate a house in West Philadelphia. In the process the students
are sharpening their skills in mathematics, social studies, and science (personal
communication, Ira Harkavey, 1987). Likewise, Career Explorations, a program
initially cosponsored by Hunter College’s Community Health Program and the
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Coalition of 100 Black Women, was designed to provide high-school students
wh summer experiences of work and academic learning and to enhance a sense
of community among peers and in their neighborhoods (personal communica-
tion, Nick Freudenberg, 1986).

Why can we not offer ali ninth-graders the opportunity to do what I did—to
conduct community-wide oral histories in which they interview brothers,
sisters, neighbors, political leaders, tenant organizers, health-care providers,
babysitters, grandmothers, the man who runs the grocery, the now-convicted
drug dealer, the teen mother, clergy, and the woman who runs the church youth
group about education, politics, and the economy? The knowledge of commu-
nity and individual needs that rises from these interviews can be recycled into
the curriculum of public schools. Public schools cannot be isolated from, much
less fortressed against, students’ communities.

To draw on students’ commitment to the collective an1 to engender a sense
of community within the school, classroom-based strategies should incorporate
new understandings of cooperative learning techniques (Blaney et al., 1977;
Cummins, 1986; Lockheed, 1986; Slavin, 1980). Through the creation of small,
meaningful communities inside schools, even marginal students come to feel
connected, respected, and heard (Foley and Crull, 1934). Stereotypes can be
reduced, cross-race/ethnic friendships nurtured, and social learning toward
critical and participatory citizenship practiced.

Currently, there is a series of projects sponsorec nationally that explores
parental involvement as a means to reduce dropout and at-risk rates. The
National Committee for Citizens in Education has received funds to generate
parental empowerment as a vehicle to strengthen school-community relations
and ultimately reduce dropout rates. The Children’s Defense Fund has taken as
its goal of the next five to ten years the reduction of teen pregnancy ir selected
communuties through parental and adolescent empowerment programs. The
Beethoven Housing Project in Chicago, the site of an exciting comprehensive
infusion of education and services into a concentrated low-income neighbor-
hood, has inco.porated parental involvement as key to the reduction of teen
pregnancy, truancy, and dropout rates in that mmunity.

As parental and community involvement grow fashionable, we see early
attempts at the integration of school and community emanating from advocacy,
church, and community-based organizations. It is time for schools to initiate
meaningful and collaborative relationships with the communties they allege to
serve.

THE ROLE GF THE CHIEFS

What can be done at the state level? This question has nagged me throughout
the summer. My work and educational beliefs reside at the level of individual
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schools in their complex commurnuty contexts. I have not had much confidence
in state or national policies as the major site of educational reform or irterven-
tion. Having spent a year in a high school watching practice as 1t deviates from
policy, I have grov.n somewhat suspect of any policy generated by people who
are remote from the scene of practice. Yet enormous changes at the local level are
attributable to federal legislation for disabled children, Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972 which has virtually eliminated explicitly gender-
segregated education, and the Supreme Court decision for desegregated public
schools.

And so I do have some recommendations for you and your staffs, although
I probably have more to say about what you should not do than what I think you
should do.

If schools are to nurture students who grow up to be critical and participatory
citizens, we need . . .

1. Empowerment of teachers and paraprofessionals

Data from a study conducted in the early 1920s (Fine, 1983) suggest that
teachers and counselors who feel they have no voice in policymaking or school
decisions tend to disparage students, consider them unteachable, hold them
personally responsible for failure, and consider themselves powerless to effect
change institutionally or individually.

On the other hand, those teachers and counselors who see themselves as
involved in decision making and policy setting have a sense of their ability to
effect institutional change and view students as able to change, and students’
problems as externally generated and modifiable. A sense of voice goes a long
way in the field of education.

Today we witness educational policies, in the name of progress and reform,
that essentially disempower teachers and counselors. Need I list “teacherproof”
curricula, “teacher blind” diagnostic devices, and the structural buttressing of
rigid school hierarchies and centralization that overemphasize the voices of
superintendents and principals while muting those of teachers and paraprofes-
sionals.

These so-called reforms will likely force smart and creative people out of the
system, underground, and/or into isolation. They will cost the field of education
in ideas and educational strategies that are best generated by those who work
directly with students. And they will ultimately harm the students who inherit
the low morale and sense of powerlessness of the adults around them.

Perhaps the teache1s, counselors, and paraprofessionals who leave the field
of education are not unlike the South Bronx students who left their high school.
The ones who were creative and critical took initiative when they needed to get
out of a system they felt was strangling them. Structurally and financially we
must support teachers and paraprofessionals and not contribute to the de-
skilling of their work.
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2. Desegregation of teachers by race/othmicity and students by racelethnicity, social
class, and disability levels

We can no longer tolerate schools segregated by race/ethnicity, social class, or
disability levels. Not only is it destructive to erect tiered urban schools in which
the bottom tier consists almost exclusively of low-income, “low-skill” students of
color, but it is equally damaging to allow white students of the middl= class to
attend school with only other white students of the middle class. In such
contexts, their social educations are systematically aborted; their sense of racial
superionity and their social apathy are reinforced; and their notions that wealth
and poverty are independent phenomena attributable to inherent characteristics
of the rich and the poor are justified.

In the educational lawsuit mentioned earlier, in which I testified as expert
witness, one of my arguments held that public schooling in a context in which
students and faculty are almost exclusively white and middle class is essentially
inadequate education if our goal is to build critical, sensitive, and participatnry
citizens. Sessions on reducing prejudice are not enough. To learn not to say
“nigger” or “kike or “faggot” is not the same as to engage collectively in
educational tasks of social significance with people of differing racial/ethnic and
class backgrounds. To learn about difference, and therefore about sameness and
about self, requires equal status and cooperative interaction, not merely abstract
“sensitivity training.” Educational segregation is bad for the health of those poor
black and Hispanic children who were acknowledged in court thirty years ago,
but it is equally polluting for the minds of white low-income and middle-class
children who are being traired, passively and uncritically, in the ways of racism
and segregation through their putlic schools.

As afootnote, let me mention (with worry) the creative use of “private tuition
plans” in the 1980s to resegregate now integrated school (istricts. I encourage
each of you to investigate these policies as they operate within public schools in
your state, ultimately subverting integration by creaming off white and middle-
class black students from integrated districts and placing them in more “exclu-
sive” districts.

In the “white and privileged” school involved in this lawsuit, almost 100 of
the 500 students were out-of-district, private-tuition students; and yet this
school continued to be considered a public school. It is difficult to encourage
good citizenship among those who have been allowed to “buy out” of integra-
tion and buy into the exclusivity of an expensive, white, and privileged public
high school. And yet, as you can imagine, courses on South Africa, tutoring
programs into local “poor areas,” and sensitivity training were abundant at this
school. Training for good citizenship was pervasive, but decidedly remote.

3. Curricula and pedagogy that value students and their commu iities and recognize
social inequities as problematic and worthy of academic investigation

We need educational pedagogies and curricula that speak to the lives of
students themselves, that address in social studies, mathematics, English,
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science, and health the issues of race, gender, social class, disability, language
minorities, and sexual orientation as social and civil-rights issues, not as
“add-ons” in an otherwise mainstream set of courses on the lives of white,
nondisabled, heterosexual men as though these lives were “truth” and the rest
of us “deviarts.”

4, Advocac i and commumty voice

The perspectives of community members, parents, and advocates must be
heard within schools and within your work. Neither you nor I can assume to
know whai is inherently best for a community of which we are not a part.
Parents in low-income neighborhoods . <e parents in upper-income neighbor-
hoods, }»ut maybe even more, care about t..=ir children’s education. To deny this
fact is tu preserve our power at the expense of the education of these youths.
Their mothers, fathers, guardians, and community leaders need to be our allies
in the struggle to figure out what works for these youngsters in their commu-
nities. To write off these youths, their parents, guardians, community leaders,
and/or advocates is to cede the education of this generation to the streets, and
then to hold these children responsible for their own failure.

If we are to generate high schools that support those students who most need
support, as well as those who need the least, we must implement what may be
considered “radical” interventions (as we remember that sex-integrated gym
classes, sex education, and boys in home economics used to be considered
radical interventions). And so we must . . .

1. Establish school-based health clinics

Let me move to the center of controversy and clearly state that school-based
health clinics that provide health services for all students, including sexuality
counseling, contraceptive information, and abortion counseling for those stu-
dents in need, are a must. The evidence coming in frcm Baltimore, Minneapolis,
and other sites across the country is incredibly encouraging. The school-based
clinics do not appear to facilitate the onset of heterosexual intercourse; indeed,
they may stall it by some months. The clinics do not promote multiple partners;
rather, students seem more responsible once they are “equipped” to be
responsible. The clinics do reduce the number of unwanted pregnancies and
dropout rates, as well as low birth-weight babies for thuse young women who
continue their pregnancies (Zabin et al., 1986). Polling evidence suggess that
the perhaps silent majority of adults supports these clinics, while the vocal and
affluent minority, known as the “Moral Majornty,” opposes them. We must
remember that the constituency to whom we are responsible is the children.

2. Reconsider retention and promotion policies

Oa the issue of retention and promotion policies, I again have some advice
that goes against present trends. Current evidence from New York, Chicago,

- 117




114 « Michelle Fine

and Boston demonstrates that promotion policies swell the ranks of dropouts
but dc not contribute substantially to the learning of students retained. A simple
retention policy, as currently implemented, usually punishes students without
providing supports, transforming pedagogy, or altering educational contexts. In
such cases, the second time around the student is likely to feel no better off than
the first, especially if she/he now feels tall, awkward, and ultimately stupid.

Educators must be more creative than to pit social versus merit promotions
against each other. We must experiment with transition classes, individualized
progress, summer programs, substantially modified pedagogies, curriculum
in-class tutors, peer tutoring, and a system such as the one recommended in
New York, in which students progress not according to grade per se but
accumulate credits and graduate when a sufficient number have been earned.
We cannot afford to forfeit another generation of students to a policy because it
blows well in the winds of excellence.

3. Analyze suspension practices

So tov with suspensions. We must consider alternatives to out-of-school
suspensions, which merely remove “the problem” for a time—disproportion-
ately the black and Hispanic “problem” —and then allow these students to
return to a more hostile and discouraging environment. They are almost assured
of failing for the semester and may then be propelled into the cycle of cumulative
failure (Fine, 1987).

It is incumbent upon you to analyze school-based pciicies such as retention,
promotion, graduation, and suspension as they differentially affect students by
social class, race/ethnicity, gender, and/or disability. We must analyze differ-
ences in terms of opportunities available to students and outcomes experienced
by students, and we must respond effectively and couragzously when evidence
of disproportion ‘te, adverse effect is apparent.

4. Establish broad-based community support programs

We need to install at or near public high schools what I call “Velcro”
programs—those community-based programs for health, welfare, housing, child
care, etc., that are literally or organizationally attached to schools and are
designed to help students get their personal lives together and assist with family
problems. Child-care programs, for example, can keep teenaged mothers and
fathers in school and can enable *heir children to receive the kinds of preschool
education *hat most middle-class children receive.

Educators today describe “family problems” as a major cause of iropping
out. Yet we accept this fact as an unfortunate reality for low-income youths,
allowing a generation of responsible adolescents— those willing to sacrifice their
own education for the well-being of their kin and those too poor to get a social
worker or counselor to help—to be forgotten educationally and economically.

I would argue that inadequate and discouraging schools, in particular, allow
family problems to rise to the surface in ways that overwhelm and therefore
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encourage students to leave. In comipelling and supportive school environ-
ments, buttressed by support programs that acknowledge students’ lives
holistically (Foley and Crull, 1984), students who encounter family problems
often turn to the school, not away from the school, for help. We need to create
such contexts and opportunities for assistance and not punish those students
who are sufficiently responsible and unselfish to notice and attend to the needs
of their kin.

If state policies are to recognize students as vour primary constituency,
then . . .

1. Evaluate educational policies and practices for discrimnatory opportunitics and
outcomes

You must establish research that evaluates existing policies and procedures
(e.g., retention, promotion, suspension, special education, home instruction,
“pregnancy schools,” tiered high schools) for their impact on students differen-
tially by race/ethnicity, gender, social class, and ability level. Make the findings
available publicly and hold small, public conversations with teachers, parapro-
fessionals, advocates, parents, students, dropouts, and community groups
about the discrepancies that emerge in the data and about interventions that
could minimize these discrepancies.

2. Monitor military and proprietary school programs that recruit students
out of high school

Investigate in your state the nature of military presence (and equal time for
peace activists) and recruitment in public high schools; the marketing practices
and placement outcomes of state-accredited and nonaccredited proprietary
schools; and GED programs designed to assist students who have left the public
school system.

3. Abolish educational policie: that punish without supports

Remove from the books all policies and procedures that punish students for
failure but provide no remedation to assist them in achieving better.

4, De-tier urvan schools

Create high-school systems that are either entirely magnet-based (as 1s being
tried in Kansas City) or neterogeneous but not stratified in ways that sacrifice the
majority for the minority. In New York City, revisions are now in place to modify
entrance requirements to the theme high schools. Advocates have called for fully
random selection, enough magnet schools to meet the demand, and more
equitable and representative distribution of students in these schools by
race/ethnicity and social class.

5. Generate funding formulas that support at-risk youths

We need to generate funding formulas that create incentives to bring back
truants and dropouts, as in the Second Chance programs. Such formulas should
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not punish a school that meets with success, nor should they punish those
schools that continue to confront failure in the face of trying to solve the
problem.

6. Reduce school and class size

To hark back to a familiar, if strongly resisted, notion, we need to have
smaller schools and classes. Students in academic trouble hide in the back of the
large classroom. In an overcrowded setting, Patrice, a black girl who in each
class wore her hat, roat, and a Walkman, placed her head on the desk, and
uttered not a word, was experienced by teachers as a gift, not a problem. W=
need to create classrooms in which Patrice is recognized as an untapped but
troubled resource who needs encouragement and assistance, not a student to be
ignored until she “chooses” to drop out.

As we de-institutionalize inequity and move schools toward empowerment,
we must pose critical question< about whom the excellence rhetoric is obscuring.
What 1s being hidden, and whose lives are being destroyed in the process?
Recently I asked an administrator in a major urban school district how his district
would evaluate their newly instituted promotion policy, how they will know if
it “works.” He confided in me: “I don’t expect 1t to work . . . there are a million
caveats built in so that both merit and social promotions are nevitable.” He
predicted that the “whole thing will blow over as soon as this excellence business
dies down” and regretted that “a generatin of city youngsters will be sacrificed
in the meantime.”

The concern with excellence hides ‘he depth of our social and educational
problems. The concept “at-risk” obscures the systematic nature of undereduca-
tion, of “pushing” students out, and of mislabeling youngsters. It deceptively
locates the oroblem in the individual students, their families, and their commu-
nities rathe  than in the structural realities that constrain their educational,
social, and economic lives.

Let me suggest that we reframe educational reform to take seriously
empowerment, collectivity, voice, and community. Dropouts and at-risk youth
n this country demand a systematic, radical response —not programmatic shifts
that merely tinker with the problem; not programs that assume the naturalness
of academic hierarchies that parallel social class, ability level, gender, and race
differences; not projects that banish social critique and activism, but rather those
that nurture them.

Responsibility for the dropout problem lies broadly within and beyond
schools. Responsibility for initiating solutions lies narrowly, however, within
schools. The challenge lies with us as educators and advocates.

In the name of excellence and “reform,” we have kept silent and colluded in
“kitsch” at the expense of a generation of educational victims.

In the name of providing modest and atomized programs for at-risk youth,
we have deformed the problem and the solution, diverting attention away from
social, economic, and educational structures stacked against these young
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Let us appropriate the crisis of the dropout as a moment of resistance and
critique, as an opportunity to lisien to the students, their parents, guardians,
teachers, and paraprofessionals—and to the critics—and to radically alter the
nature of the relationship between school and community, educational and
social/political arrangements, education, and empowerment. If we accomplish
this, we will have dismantled substantially the barriers to serving an “at-risk”
society and contributed significantly to the education of a critical and democratic

populace.
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AT-RISK CHILDREN AND YOUTH:

Educational Challenges and Opportunities in Serving
Limited-English-Proficient Students

Hernan LaFontaine

SUPERINTENDEN1 OF SCHOOLS
HartrORD, CONNECTICUT

L. INTRODUCTION

Perhaps no area or educational policy has been as controversial for as long a
period of time as efforts to fashion appropriate educational programs for
children of limited English proficiency (LEP). Policymakers and educators have
disagreed, sometimes vehemently, about the purpose of education for this
group of children, and even where there is consensus as to the ends, there are
disagreements about the means. The lack of experience of most local educators
with special language-assistance programs and the scarcity of extra resources for
new curricula and training have sometimes led educators to feel overwhelmed
by the task.

Perhaps most significantly, the fact that the preferred method of student
assistance in the last two decades has involved the use of English and
non-English languages—bilingual education—has also added fuel to the fire,
since the debate has been complicated by individuals’ varying beliefs about the
role of English as a common language. Fears that public use of languages other
than English may reduce the willingness of LEP individuals to learn English and
thereby threaten the role of English as our common language have led in the last
few years to a tremendous backlash against the use of bilingual education and
have caused a language debate or movement focused on emotion and ideology
rather than pedagogy. Emerging as it has on the heels of tremendous demo-
graphic change in some regions of the country—California, for example, is
projected to be a majority-minority state by the year 2000— part of this movement
has its roots in fear of the changing complexion and composition of the nation
as more non-European immigrants make their homes among us and as the
Hispanic population of the United States continues to grow.

The increasing politicizatior: of educational programs for LEP students has
caught many educators by surprise as vociferous opponents have charged that
educational interventions to serve a small proportion of children in a school
district undermine the English language and foster social disunity. Several
extremely well-financed national organizations have arisen in the last few years
to protect the supremacy of the English language and do battle against “creeping
bilingualism,” which is embodied primarily, their supporters claim, in bilingual
education and bilingual ballots. Unfortunately, along with an attack on this
particular instructional approach, many of these groups havealso challenged the
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prevailing notion of the purpose of education for LEP children. As redefined by
English-only advocates, the only purpose of schooling for LEP children is to
teach them English. Comprehensive schooling for these children is to be
deferred until they have gained proficiency in English. The fundamental
differences are thus not only about method but also about purpose.

The nature of the debate has tended to polarize advocates and opponents
and drive the discussion further and further away from how best to provide a full
and equitable education for LEP children. Small wonder that practical needs and
pedagogical concerns have been submerged in the flood of this debate. Yet the
numbers of limited-English-proficient children continue to grow, and our
schools have a more pressing obligation than ever to find comprehensive and
effective ways to educate LEP students.

Although this paper will acknowledge these political and emotional issue<
and attempt to place them n historical and legal context, its primary focus wis.
be on describing the LEI' population and the educational challenges facing these
students. It will also include a discussion of some of the essential components of
any type of effective educational program designed for LEP students and an
examination of the ;ule of state departments of education in the effort to ensure
high-quality services to this population.

II. CHILDREN AT RISK: DEFINITIONS AND NUMBERS

NON-ENGLISH-I ANGUAGE-BACKGROUND PERSONS

Children from non-English-language backgrounds can be found in virtually
every state in e union, in United States territories, and in the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico. These children include American Indians, the n:ion’s first
residents, as well as her newest immigrants. Children from non-English-
language backgrounds are both citizens and noncitizens, children of immigrants
and children of native-born Americans.

While .nglish attained de facto status as our national common language in
colonial times, our “nation of immigrants” has always included Americans
whose mother tongue was other than English. Many non-English-language-
background (NELB) persons did not immigrate to the United States, but rather
the Unuted States—through territorial expansion, purchase of land, or treaty of
war —came to them. This has been the case for American Indians, Puerto Ricans,
many Mexican Americans in the Southwest, and some Pacific Islanders.

In 1980 the United States Census Bureau counted approximately 30 million
persons with non-English-language backgrounds. These individuals constituted
about 14 percent of the total United States population. Although this group
includes speakers of a wide variety of languages, the largest group of NELB
persons are speakers of 5Spanish. Nearly 16 mullion of the total population of
language-minority households in 1980 were individuals living in households

where Spanish was spoken. -
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A 1981 study prepared for the U.S. Department of Education to project the
increase in the numbers of non-English-language-background and limited-
English-proficient persons to the year 2000 predicted that the number of
Americans with other than English-language backgrounds will continue to grow
(U.S. Department of Education, 1981). Since this study based its projections on
the generally more youthful age of the language-minority population and or
legal immigration and couid not account for such phenomena as illegal immi-
gration or sudden influxes of refugees, it is likely that its estimates are
conservative.

The study reported that the number of NELB persons in the United States
will increase nearly twice as much as the general population between 1980 and
the year 2000. While the general population was forecast to grow by about 17
percent over that time, the language-minority population was projected to
increase by about 32 percent. Additiorally, the study projected that most of the
increase in the language-minority population would be caused by growth among
people with Spanish-language backgrounds. The number of such persons was
projected to increase by 55 percent by the year 2000 (U.S. Department of
Education, 1981).

Due to the youthfulness of the language-minority population (Hispanics, for
example, in 1985 had a median age of 25.0 years as compared to a national
median of 31.5 years), children are a larger proportion of this population group
than of the general population. The number of school-aged children of non-
English-language backgrounds 1s therefore expected to increase more by the
year 2000 (40 percent projected increase) than the number of children in the
general population (16 percent projected increase). The number of children from
Spanish-language backgrc inds is projected to grow at an even higher rate of 55
percent. It is particularly interesting to note thatin 1981, national data indicated
that two-thirds of all language-minority people in the United States werc
native-born, and three-quarters of children ages five through fourteen with
limited English proficiency were born in the United States.

LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT CHILDREN

Clearly. not a!l persons of non-English-language backgrounds are limited in
their English skills. Some have replaced the language of their childhood with
English as their dominant tongue. Others are fully bilingual. However, some
students and their parents have not yet acquired full proficiency in the English
language. This may be due to a variety of factors, including age (older persons
or children who have not yet entered school); recentness of immigration;
residence in highly segregated neighborhoods; previous lack of ippropriate
English-la, guage programs in school; and limited schooling due tv migrancy,
segregation, or exclusion. Itis also important to note that NELB persons residing
in Puerto Ricou live in an environr-ent where, although English is taught and
bilingualism is encouraged, Spanish, not English, is the common language.

'
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The 1981 projections study estimated that in 1980 there were 3.5 million
language-minority children of school age in the United States who were limited
in their English proficiency and in need of special assistance in school. However,
estimates of the number of LEP children vary widely, depending on the
definition of English proficiency that is employed. Estimates range from a low of
1.2 to 1.7 million to a high of 3.5 to 5.3 million LEP children.

Studies conducted for Congress pursuant to the federal Bilingual Education
Act have generally used the definition of an LEP individual that is contained in
that statute, i.e., persons with a non-English-language background whose
ability to understand, speak, read, and write English is limited enough to deny
them the atility tol n successfully in classrooms where the only language of
instruction is English. Studies based on this definition of need —that, because of
language barriers, children would not be able to participate effectively in school
without special assistance—have produced estimates of need ranging from 3.5 to
5.3 million school-aged children.

The U.S. Department of Education produced the lower estimates in 1986 by
altering the definition of LEP children contained in the federal statute to include
the requirement that such children make “significant use” of the non-English
language and by lowering the passing score on a test used to measure limited
English proficiency in its studies (Waggoner, 1986). By deciding that LEP
children who performed at the twentieth percentile on an English test (aprrox-
imately the same result a student can get by merely guessing at the answers) no
longer needed special language assistance, the department was able to shave 1.2
million children from its estimates of need. By including the undefined and
unmeasurable requirement that a child make “significant use” of his or her
native language, the department declared itself not responsible for another
800,000 children.

Also contained in the Depaitment of Education’s 1986 report was the
assertion that 94 percent of language-minority children needing special services
were receiving those services. These numbers were used primarily to justify
reductions made in federal funding for bilingual education since 1980 and the
apparently frozen levels of current support for Title VII. According to the
Department of Education budget requests, no additional funding is needed for
Title VII because there are really far fewer children in need of special services
than had initially been claimed, and furthermore, almost all of them are already
in special programs. In other words, there is virtually no unmet need.

Playing with definitions may be useful for justifying reductions in federal
funding to serve a particular population, but such efforts do not reduce the
actual number of real children needing special language assistance in schools.
Data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census projections studies, figures from the
Immuy, tion and Naturalization Service (INS), and the testimony of local school
officials appearing before congressional committees reauthorizing the Bilingual
Education Act and Immigrant Education Act indicate that the population of
LEP children is increasing and that there is still a tremendous unmet need for

-a

12y



124 < Hernan LaFontane

comprehensive special language programs in the schools (O'Malley, 1980).
Researchers who hold that there are somew here between 3.5 and 5.3 million
LEP school-age children state that about two *thirds of LEP children are not
being provided with the la..guage assistance they need to succeed in school.

UNIDENTIFIED AND UNMET NEEDS

Problems of definition and assessment also abound at the local level.
Regardless of the type of instructional program a district wishes to employ, all
districts have the affirmative responsibility to identify non-English-language-
background children and assess their proficiency in English. The specific
definition of limited English proficiency is up tc local districts, unless specified
by state law, ard there is wide variability in the testing instruments used and the
cut-off scores that districts select.

Unfortunately, a substantial proportiun of districts may be excluding needy
children from language programs, based on incomplete assessments of English
language skills. A 1983 U.S. Department of Education survey revealed that more
than one-fourth of local districts e'ect to test only children’s oral skills and only
61 percent assess language proficiency by testing all language skills (O'Malley,
1980). However, this limited form of assessment does not realiy measure the
language skills that children need to succeed in school because

. . . ability to speak and understand English is only part of what it takes
to succeed in school programs designed for English-speaking majority
children. Language-minority children must also acquire the reading
and writing skills which become increasingly important in the upper
grades, where achievement depends to a great extent on ability to read
and comprehend written materials. (Waggoner, 1984)

Basic communication skills do not suffi . if the task at hand is learning
chemistry, reading American literature, or writing research papers.

Whether or not an LEP child is included in the federal government’s
estimates, everv LEP child is entitled by federal iaw to an education appropriate
to meet his or her language needs and to access to the school curriculum offered
to other children. Designing local assessment measures that do not assess all the
skills children need to succeed in school does not reduce the challenges faced by
LEP children or by the instructors who must teach them. A district may decrease
its count of LEP children by such measures, but it will surely increase its grade
retention and dropout rates. Statistical subterfuge does not make the children or
their needs disappear. It merely robs districts and teachers of the information
and resources they need to fulfill their responsibility to help all children succeed.
Failure to identify an. assess children’s language needs adequately also puts a
local schocl district in a very vulnerable posit'on if and when parents decide that
the school district is not acting in good faith to meet their children’s needs and
decide to sue the district in court.
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Without question, there are significant numbers of limited-English-proficient
children in our schools. The youthfulness of the language-minority population
and continuing immigration (legal and illegal) ensure that those numbers will
continue to grow in the years ahead.

III. EXTRA CHALLENGES PROVIDED BY LEP CHILDREN

MINORITY GROUP AND LOW SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Before any discussion of what “extra” challenges based on language and/or
cultural barriers are presented by LEP children, it is anpropriate to consider
challenges that face these children by viztue of their position as minority-group
members in the United States. The low socioeconomic status of most LEP
children means these children face many of the same challenges as other poor
children. In a recent article on LEP students in CONCERNS, the newsletter of
the Council of Cnief State School Officers Resource Center on Educational
Equity, the authors acknowledged the “double whammy” facing most LEP
children and called readers’ attention to two equally vulnerable groups of
children:

* those students for whom i-nguage is not the only education-related issue to be
addressed by the schools; and

* those students for whom a limited .nowledge of English raises an immediate
barrier to their opportunity to lear a.

Most LEP students do indeed face other educational problems in addition to
those caused directly by lack of proficiency in English. Educators designing
programs to serve this population would do well to consider these needs
carefully and to plan for careful coordination with otner schonl program.
targeted on educationally and economically disadvantaged children.

As previously noted, LEP children may be recent immigrants or native-born
United States citizens whose families have been in this country for gen rutions.
They have in common the fact that they generally belong to identifiable ethnic
and racial groups. The no..-Anglo national origin of most LEP students also
identifies them as minority-group members. University of California at Berkeley
anthropologist John Ogbu divides these individuals into three separate groups
and posits different educational challenges and outcomes for each:

* Autonomous minorities—individuals who are minorities primarily in a numeri-
cal sense but are not economically or politically dominated;

* Immigrant minorities— people who have more or less voluntarily immigrated to
the United States; and
* Subordinate or castelike minorities— people who were originally involuntarily and

permanently incorporated into the United States society and then denied true
assimilation (Ogbu, 1985).
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In Ogbu’s analysis, some LEP children, by virtue of their national origin, face
neither the designation nor the difficulties of minority-group status. Others,
primarily new arrivals, are designated as minority-group members, but perceive
America as an opportunity society with education as the key. However,
subordinate or castelike minorities have had long experience in the United States
with minority status and discrimination. They have typically experienced
discrimination in housing, employment, and education and may perceive that
education has not provided the key to a better life nor full participation in
American society.

Numerically, most LEP children in the United States are Hispanic, Mexican-
American, and Puerto Rican, with long-term minority-group status and life
experiences that would likely classify them as subordinate minority-group
members according to Ogbu’s framework. While recent immigrant children from
a variety of nations experience many of the negative effects of minority-group
status, Obgu and other researchers and practitioners report that the experiences
and educational outcomes for these children may be quite different.

In addition to minority-group status, many LEP children, boti immigrant
and native-born, belong to families with low socioeconomic status. Thus they
also face many of the same challenges that confront otker poor children. They
often reside in substandard housing in overcrowded neighborhocds. Inadequate
housing leads to high rates of urban mobility, and these children are more likely
than native-Eng 'ish-speaking majority-group children to attend several different
schools. The extremely high rate of mobility of the LEP population is one of the
most difficult challenges facing many school districts. Not only is cc.itinuity of
schooling for such children lacking, but a district’s attempts to collect longitu-
dinal data and evaluate the effectiveness of its prograins are frustrated because
a very high proportion: of the children who participated in a bilingual or other
special program in kindergarten may be gone from the district by grade six.
Other LEP children may have enrolled in schools within the district but not
participated in special-assistance programs for various portions of their
elementary-school experience.

Other types of mobility among certain groups of LEP children also cause
repeated school interruptions. For children of migrant and seasonal farmwork-
ers, who are among the poorest children, education is disrupted repeatedly as
parents move to follow the crops. For many Puerto Rican families, limited
economic opportunities on the island of Puerto Rico and the presence of family
members in both Puerto Rico and the continental United States have created a
cycle of circular migration. Thus a substantial number of Puerto Rican children
can expect to receive a portion of their schooling in all-English environments and
a portion in all-Spanish classrooms.

As a result of residence in low-income neighborhoods and inequitable
within-district funding patterns, many LEP children attend schools that are
overcrowded and have few flexible resources. Their schools often have difficulty
in attracting highly trained tea-hers because they are located in predominantly
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minority neighborhoods and because few schooi districts offer extra pay for the
extra work entailed in being a bilingual education or ESL teacher.

Like other poor children, LEP children may suffer from a variety of health
problems, beginning with early malnutrition and complicated by inadequate
access to health care. Health may be especially fragile for those immigrant
children from Third World countries, where they were exposed to a variety of
diseases not found in the United States and where childhood immunizations
may well have been absent.

Unemployment and underemployment are problems for many families of
LEP children. Since little reliable data is available for LEP persons, data for
Hispanics —by far the largest group of LEP persons, composing 65 to 75 percent
of the population—is offered here as a surrogate indicator. While the labor force
participation rate (that is, the proportion of the population that is either working
or actively seeking work) is higher for Hispanic raen (80.4 percent) than for white
or black men (77.0 percent and 70.8 percent respectively), and the proportion of
Hispanic men who are actuzlly employed is only slightly less than the propor-
tion of white men, Hispanic families earn substantially less than white familics —
and the gap is not narrowing (Orum, 1986).

This gap in earnings exists in part because of the low proportion of Hispanic
women and youth who are working or seeking work, but also because earnins3
for employed Hispanics average about 30 percent less than for whites. The
Hispanic unemployment rate—while lower than the rate for blacks—is typically
60 percent above the white rate in both good and bad economic times. There
are considerable differences among Hispanic subgroups, with Puerto Rican
men, women, and youth typically faring the worst of the three major Hispanic
subgroups (Mexican-Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans) (Orum, 1986).

These high rates of unemployment, depressed wages, and occupational
segregation into low-paying and generally unstable jobs have resulted in high
proportions of Hispanic children being born and raised in poverty. According to
a 1986 overview of the demographic status of Hispanics:

The proportion of Hispanic children living in poverty in 1984 was more
than double that of non-Hispanic families. Some 25 percent of Hispanic
families had incomes below the poverty tevel as compared to 11 percent
of non-Hispanic families; povert' rates were highest for Puerto Ricans.
The incidence of poverty among Hispanic children in 1984 was 84
percent above that for all U.S. children. (Orum, 1986)

The 1984 data also indicated that poverty for Hispanic children increased not
only for children residing in households headed by females but also in
households headed by males and homes where both parents were present.
However, Hispanic children in households headed by females appear to be
particularly vulnerable economically; two-thirds of these children were poor in
1984 --the samrc .ate as for similarly situated black children.

In conclusion, LEP children who are members of identifiable minority groups
(especially those who are members of subordinate groups or groups with along
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history of experiencing discrimination) and LEP children who are of low
socioeconomic status face a variety of pressures, which create educationa!
challenges in addition to the barriers posed by language. Educational programs
that simply address language and assume that in all other respects these
children are identical to middle-class majority-group children are likely to fail.

CHALLENGES POSED BY LANGUAGE BARRIERS AND
NON-UNITED-STATES NATIONAL ORIGIN

Limited-English-proficient children have a formidable task facing them as
they enter school. If they are to succeed in school, they must overcome the
obstacles caused by poverty and assignment to low-achieving schools, learn to
deal successfully with an institution and individuals from a culture other than
their own, master all the subjects taught in the regular school curricuium, and
become completely proficient in a second language—English.

Immigrant LEP children from differing countries of origin also bring with
them different experiences and traumas, which must be addressed before
effective learning can take place. For example, children who lived in countries
experiencing civil war or other armed conflict are likely to have suffered the
physical and psychological injuries and deprivations of war. Mental-health
practitioners have begun to call attention to the fact that some children—
especially those from Southeast Asia and Central America—have seen their
family members tortured and killed, and some have themselves experienced
torture and abuse. Other young adolescents have been pressed into military
service and may have participated directly in violence and bloodshed. Some of
these youngsters have been diagnosed as suffering from the same type of
post-traumatic stress syndrome experienced by Vietnam veterans. Unfortunate-
ly, few schools have comprehensive mental-health programs, and even where
school psychologists are available, there are few who speak such children’s
native languages.

Regardless of the particular problems that accompany children from their
country of origin or their status as members of language minorities in the United
States, LEP children are expected to acquire English-language skills as quickly as
possible since state and local policies rarely allow children to stay in the special
language-assistance programs for the length of time necessary to develop full
language proficiency. While educators have no expectation that a high-school
student studying German, French, or Spanish for one hour per day over three
years will become a fluent, competitive user of that language, they often do hold
that assumption for LEP children receiving as little as twenty minutes per day of
special instruction in English or assistance from a bilingual aide or tutor.

Barriers caused by language should not be underestimated, especially among
LEP children who are clearly victims of poverty. Beyond the tragic legacy of
poverty, LEPchildren face educational barriers and lowered achievement which
cannot be explaineﬂ éolély by poverty. Although the U.S. Department of
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Education has suggested in recent years that most of the problems of language-
minority children are attributable to poverty and not to language barriers,
research has shown that both factors have a substantial and independent effect
on academic achievement. A 1984 study conducted by the National Center for
Bilingual Research found that even when controlling for the effects of socioeco-
nomic status and ethnicity, 50 percent of the gap in reading achievement
between language-minority and non-language-minority children was the prod-
uct of language background (So and Chan, 1984). Based on this information, the
authors concluded that language-minority students need programs that are
designed to eliminate language barriers and not just to deal with sccioeconomic
factors. Those special language programs should be designed to help children
achieve full proficiency in English, not just oral skills. As previously discussed,
too many special programs concentrate only on oral-language-production skills.
Reading and writing skills are much more complex and take longer to learn, as
does the type of academic English students need in order to participate fully in
schooling. An excellent discussion of this fact is provided in Dr. Kenji Hakuta’s
recent book, Mirror of Language (Hakuta, 1986).

Ease of language acquisition also varies according to the background of LEP
students and their families. Children who already have strong oral and literacy
skills in their first language have a tremendous advantage over children whose
native-fanguage skills are poorly developed. Likewise, children whose parents
are literate in their native language generally have an easier time mastering
English. Native-language literacy and educational level of parents may vary
considerably between LEP national-origin groups. It is unrealistic to expect a
child who has poorly developed oral skills and no written skills in his or her
native language and whose parents are marginally literate to acquire English at
the same rate as a child who is already literatr- in his or her native language and
has educated, literate parents. Many of the achievement differences between
langua~e-minority groups that are commonly explained by different “cultural”
values placed on education may mrre properly be explained by the difference in
native-language-literacy skills anc family educational background.

This is not to say that cultural attitudes do not play a role in schooling, for
they do. However, to attribute all differences in achievement to cultural factors
is to cast much too broad a net. Certainly, different groups of individuals place
differing emphasis on the importance of formal education as a means to
economic success and on the desirability of replacing the home language with
English. Ogbu’s work suggests that recent immigrants may have a different
belief system about education from that which predominates in native-born
linguistic minorities. Dr. Lilly Wong-Fillmore's research on bilingual programs in
northern California also indicates that different cultural groups have different
learning styles (Wong-Fillmore, 1985).

However, almost all LEP parents believe that it is extremely important that
their children learn English—and learn it well. A recent survey conducted in
Miami on attitudes toward English found that the Cuban community placed a

.
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higher value on having their children learn English than did black and white
Miami residents (Trasvina and Combs, 1986). The importance given to learning
English is not the only significant variable. Differences may be found in terms of
the importance of also retaining a native language. This is true not only because
of a community’s value structure but also because for some groups of language
minorities bilingualism is « practical or economic necessity. In the case of Puerto
Ricans who expect to move back and forth between Puerto Rico and the
continental United States, proficiency in both Spanish and Englishis a necessity.
Similarly, Mexican-Americans and Mexican immigrants living in many parts of
the Southwest essentially live in an interdependent border economy, and there
are many economic and social incentives to retain the Spanish language. On the
other hand, individuals who have migrated to the United States from a distant
or war-torn land to which they never expect to return have less incentive to
maintain the non-English language.

The different experiences of various language-minority groups and the
practical situations in which they live contribute to differing opinions about the
value of bilingualism and may translate to differing preferences for bilingual or
all-English instructional approaches. Wha.ever instructional approach a local
district selects for LEP children should take into account the needs and
preferences of the local community. Parent and community support is important
to the success of any program for LEP or other children. Therefore, if parents
believe that children have a strong reason to retain their native-language skills in
addition to acquiring English, an all-English instructional program may not meet
their needs and may be resisted. Conversely, if the particular language minority
group strongly feels tha* the child’s native language should be replaced with
English, a district may have difficulty finding support for a bilingual-education
approach.

However, having indicated the importance of parental supportand input into
the program selection process, several cautions must be noted. Care needs to be
taken to ensure that the instructional goals and methods of a bilingual program
are carefully and fully explained to parents so that parents understand that
English is used extensively in bilingual programs and that the goal of the
program is to help their children become fully proficient in English. As
confusing as the term bilinguai education has proven to be to monolingual
speakers of English, it is equally likely to be misunderstood by LEP parents.

For example, if a well-informed LEP community presses a district for
nonbilingual instruction for their children, local school officials should not
assume their task is suddenly easier or cheaper. Districts wishing to provide
nonbilingual instruction (in states and circumstaiices where this is allowed) must
still assess students’ language needs and provide LEP students with a compre-
hensive educational program staffed by appropriately trained teachers and
supported by curriculum materials and texts designed for the needs of the LEP
students. They are also responsible for finding a way to make content instruction
accessible to the children while they learn English. In many respects, a
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high-caliber all-English instructional program for LEP children is more difficult
and costly than a bilingual-education approach.

Whatever type of program is designed to meet the language-learning needs
of LEP students, educators should keep in mind that the total educational
development of the child is just as important as the teaching of English.
Programs that quickly move children to an all-English curriculum in the regular
classroom but then create situations where former LEP students are overrepre-
sented in special education and underrepresented in gifted and talented
programs are doing a disservice to their students. When language-minority
children are no longer limited in English proficiency, they should be distributed
across the achievement scale in about the same pattern as other similarly
situated children. The lack of English skills does not signify an underdeveloped
intellect. In fact, Hakuta’'s research suggests that language minority children
may actually have more cognitive flexibility than other childre a by virtue of their
bilingualism. There is no excuse for simply providing these children with
remedial curricula or for regarding them as “successful” and no longer in need
of special assistance when they score ac the lowest levels attained by native
speakers of English (Hakuta, 1986).

IV. PAST ATTEMPTS TO MEET THE
NEEDS OF LEP CHILDREN

Throughout United States history there have been several different
approaches to providing schooling for LEP children. Children of black slaves,
whose parents spoke a variety of African languages, were denied access to any
form: ! education. Until the Civil War many Southern states had strict laws
against teaching blacks how to read or write. in the nineteenth century, where
other non-English-language groups were sufficiently numerous within a school
system, bilingual or non-English-language instruction was sometimes provided.
Territorial laws in New Mexico in the late 1800s allowed for instruction in
English, Spanish. or both, as decided by local school boards. In the Midwest,
German-language and German-English-bilingual schools were fairly widespread
(Leibowitz, 1978). Diego Castellanos, whose book The Best of Two Worlds provides
a detailed history of the schooling of language-minority children in the United
States, notes that approximately 1 million American children received their
education in German and English during the 1800s. In Hartford, Connecticut,
according to the Annual Repor. of the Board of School Visitors for the Year Ending
August 31, 1869, a significant program was continued with the approval of the
Board of Education. It reads:

On application of the Committee of the Ge.man School, situated in the
Center District, earnestly seconded by the German population gener-
ally, this school was transferred to the care and control of the Board of
Visitors, became indeed a public school, was accepted, and placed at
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the Brown School, under the immediate charge of an instructor capable
of teaching both the German and English tongues. The department is
designed to teach Ger.nan children the English language, by converting
its study with the ordinary school course, without permitting them to
forget, but on the contrary to improve their knowledge of their mother
tongue. By this means, it is expected that they will become proficient in
both languages, while pursuing the ordinary studies of the school.

However, this early flowering of bilingual education lasted only half a
century, and according to Castellanos, enjoyed little widespread popular sup-
port since the programs generally resulted from political pressure from language
minority groups (predominantly German) and not from general public support.

Bilingualism began to disappear in American schools as the numbers of
immigrants and newly acquired non-English-speaking territories increased. The
fact that the immigrants and colonized peoples included more and more
non-northern European peoples also contributed to a rise in ethnic chauvinism
which sanctioned the subordination of “inferior races.” Indian-removal policies
intensified with the adoption of the Homestead Act and also included attempts
to eradicate Indian languages and separate Indian children from their families.
In the Southwest, continued migration of Anglo-Americans caused the abroga-
tion of language rights guaranteed to the Indians by treaty, as well as the
revision of many state laws sanctioning the use of Spanish for schooling.

The anti-German sentiment surrounding World War I resulted in a barrage of
English-only measuresand prohibitions against the use of non-English languages
in schooling except for the express purpose of teaching a foreign language.
Nebraska even attempted to restrict the teaching of a foreign language (German)
by a church school to children below grade eight. The Nebraska law was chal-
lenged and overturned by the Supreme Court in 1923 (Meyer v. Nebraska). How-
ever, the practice of English-only schooling and often the segregation of language-
minority children into separate classes in schools was firmly established by statute
and practice during this period and continued unchanged throughout the first
half of the current century. LEP children were essentially left to sink or swim in
an instructional environment designed for native speakers of English. Their
general failure to achieve under such circumstances was often taken as evidence
of their inferiority and lack of aptitude for education (Leibowitz, 1978).

The segregation of schoolchildren by race was finally successfully overturned
in 1954 by the U.S. Supreme Court in the case of Brown v. Board of Education.
Earlier challenges had been raised on behalf of segregated Hispanic school
children, but none had successfully reached the Supreme Court (see Mendez v.
Westminister School District, 64 F. Supp. 544 [S. D. Cal. 1946] aff'd. 161 . 2d 774
[9th Cir. 1947]). The Brown decision signaled a reexamination of American civil
rights and educational policies and was followed by enactment of federal civil-
rights laws designed to end unequal treatment based on race, creed, color, and
national origin.
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This new interpretation of educational civil rights was followed closely by
another event that spurred innovation in schooling practices for LEP children—
the 1959 Cuban revolution and the subsequent immigration of many Cubans
fleeing communism. The arrival of these Cubans in Miami (and other cities)
caused school districts to try to find new ways to teach Cuban children English
and provide for their education. Educators borrowed heavily from the foreign-
language field and created a grammar translation method, a structural audio-
lingual approach, and a descriptive audiolingual approach (Castellanos, 1983).
All three methods came to be known as English as a Second Language, or ESL.

ESL instruction by itself proved to have severe limitations in teaching Cuban
children, in large part because it was difficult to serve large numbers of LEP
children through a program that required children to be “pulled out” of regular
classrooms for part of the day. This had also been the experience in New York a
decade earlier when large numbers of Puerto Ricans came to New York City after
World War II. At first, when the numbers of Puerto Rican children were small,
pullout programs were used. However, as the number of children needing
special language assistance grew, pullout programs were ineffective and a new
approach was required.

Additionally, because ESL was usually a pullout form of instruction for a
small portion of the school day, the rest of the time LEP stuaents were typically
assigned to a regular school classroonr a: <l left to “sink or swim” when it came
to mastery of other curricula. The EL . approach "y itself did little to make
content curricula accessible to LEP chilaren. Furth.rmore, since it was primarily
adopted from strategies oriented toward literate adult learners, the approach
was not totally suitable for young children with no previous literacy st*" in their
native language. In fact, later federal guidelines proscribed the use ot ESL by
itself with elementary-school LEP children because of these limitations.

Florida educators needed a more comprehensive and developmentally
appropriate approackh: to teachin_, Cuban children and decided t~ experiment
with a self-contained classroom approach using both English and Spanish. Thus
the firs' biling al education program since Worla War II was established for
Cuban childre. at the Coral Way School in Coral Gables, Florida.

In response to the demar. s of the Cuban community in Florida, and as a
result of federal incentives and funding, more of these bilingual programs began
to appear in the 1960s. While rejecting e use of ESL as an isolated instructional
approach, educators incorporated ESL instructional techniques into these bilin-
gual education programs, and modified forms of ESL instruction came to be
included as essential components.

Much of the basis for the modern use of bilingual education came as a result
of federal law, administrative regulations and guidelines. and judicial decree.
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 specified that tt . ability to benefit from or
participate in programs receiving federal assistance could not be deniec on the
basis of race, color, or national origin. The Civil Rights Act also gave all agencies
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distributing federal funds the affirmative obligatiun to ensure that the recipients
of such funds did not violate civil rights laws.

In the case of education, this responsibility initially fell to the Office for Civil
Rights (OCR) in the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW).
In 1970, in response to many complaints about unfair and inequitable educa-
tional practices with respect to language-minority children, OCR sent a memo-
randum to all school districts with 5 percent or more national-origin-minority
(NOM) enrollments. The memorandum advised local school districts that OCR
reviews had uncovered several common practices that served to deny NOM
children an equal educational opportunity. The memorandum advised school
districts that they had four responsibilities:

1. Where inability to speak and understand English excludes NOM children
from effective participation in the educational prograin of the school, the
district must take affirmative steps to rectify the language