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Thirty years after Ray Rist’s classic article “Student Social Class and Teacher Ex-
peclaiions” first appeared in the Harvard Educational Review, the Editorial
Board reprinted it with a new iniroduciion by Rist, which is veprinted here along
with the original work.

Author’s Introduction:
The Enduring Dilemmas of Class and Color
in American Education

this short note as the introduction to the reprint of my 1970 ardicle,

my first reaction was that it cannot already be thirty years since the
publication of “Student Social Class and Teacher Expectations.” But it is, and
thus I offer these brief observations on three areas germane to this piece: the
state of urban education then and now; the qualitative research methods
used then and now, especially the “insider-outsider” issue of myself as a White
person doing research in the African American community; and, finally, sev-
eral personal reflections.

‘ x Then asked by the editors of the Harvard Educational Review to prepare

THE STATE OF URBAN EDUCATION

Raising this issue with a thirty-year retrospective is almost to enter a time
warp. 8o much of what was the reality of the education of Black youth thirty
years ago is no different today. Urban schools so often did not do well by their
charges then, and in many ways, they still do not do so. Schools are still facing
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many of the same issues now as they did then. It would not be misleading, to
paraphrase an old cliché, to say that the more time passes, the more things
stay the same.

Intersecting with the highly visible and flammable issues in urban educa-
tion of violence, drugs, academic failure, and collapsing infrastructures are
the twin pivots of class and color. When I titled the original article, I empha-
sized the matter of student social class. I did so because the classrooms, the
school, and its neighborhood community in St. Louis at that time were of one
ethnic/racial group — African American. What I had observed was that as
color was held constant, the realities of the social-class differences became
not only apparent but pivotal in the construction of reality. Indeed, there was
such a strong fit between the social class of the students and their academic
tracking that it was striking how powerful this variable was for understanding
their present and future treatment within that school setting. And when I ex-
panded the analysis into a book, I again emphasized the class dimension by
entitling the book, The Urban School: A Factory for Failure (1973).

Let me be clear. I was not then arguing that class superceded color, but
that they together created a powerful interaction. I had colleagues at the time
who were adamant in their arguments that one or the other was preeminent.
Any number of them posited that color overrode any considerations of class.
Stated differently, racism was so pervasive and so powerful in defining the sit-
uation in the United States that it had to be recognized as the dominant real-
ity in any study of African Americans. Conversely, any number of my sociolog-
ical colleagues at the time believed that the most appropriate analysis was
through a framework of social class. In their opinion, Karl Marx was correct,
and the best understanding of the situation of Black Americans was to view
them as an exploited internal colony.

In contrast to this either-or approach, I.found in the school a reality where
class interacted with color. Of course, racism was powerful and ever present
— otherwise why would the city schools of St. Louis be so entirely segregated
that all-Black and all-White schools were the norm? And how could it be thatI
was the only White person to ever enter into that school building week after
week after week? But social-class differentiation was equally a reality. Poor stu-
dents in that school received neither the rewards nor the attention that was
granted to the few middle-class students. Why is it that one might expect Afri-
can Americans, including the teachers studied, not to respond to many of the
same social-class forces that influence the behaviors and values of other
groups in the society, whether majority or minority? In a school world of seg-
regation, racism, and isolation, the power of social class was still evident. As
an analyst, [ could not avoid addressing the presence of both and how each
played off against or in concert with the other.

The geographical compression of the broader social-class structure of the
Black community into a restricted set of residential areas meant that the op-
portunities back in the 1960s to create geographically dispersed communities
based on social class were few (o nonexistent. (Indeed, the level of residential
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segregation in St. Louis was among the highest in the country.) Whereas
White communities could differentiate among themselves on matters of so-
cial class with all the space they needed in the suburbs (where communities
calibrated themselves at $10,000 intervals), the Black communities had no
such opportunities. Thus, like an accordion squeezed shut, the Black com-
munity found its social classes compressed in on one another. And while I
have no comparative data on urban White schools, my suspicion would be
that the social-class diversity within each White school was less than in Black
schools; that is, that poor White students were going to school predominately
or exclusively with other poor White students.

There is an ironic twist to one aspect of the improvement in race relations
in the United States over these past three decades. As the Black middle class
has grown and suburban housing has opened up, the Black children remain-
ingin the urban schools are now overwhelmingly poor. Thus, a kind of per-
verse equality has emerged between poor urban Whites, poor urban Blacks,
and poor urban Hispanics — they are now each in schools populated by other
poor students.

Parenthetically, I see this reality as having played for years into the issue of
school integration, as it also does now with vouchers. The bottom line is that
non-poor folks do not like to see their children going to school with poor
children. One of the realities that cut deep into the issue of school integra-
tion was that it meant poor Black children were being brought into schools of
non-poor Whites. Color and class then collided. This T documented in an-
other of my ethnographic studies, where I studied how thirty Black children
came each day on a bus to integrate a school of more than seven hundred
White children (Rist, 1978). The voucher issue also has the underlying issues
of color and class front and center, regardless of the rhetoric of market tests,
choice, and breaking up monopolies. Vouchers imply mobility for poor chil-
dren, most of whom are minorities. Why this concept continues to stall on the
American political scene is not just a matter of costs or teacher and school
board opposition, but because of the intruding realities of color and class.

The issue thirty years after my article is that there is scant evidence that the
urban schools are now any better prepared or positioned to address issues of
color and class. Poor children in general have a hard time making it through
school. Poor children who are also minority children have an even tougher
time making it through. These children are just notlikely to ever find a seat at
the American Feast. At this time in American society when wealth absolutely
abounds and money sloshes around in staggering amounts, between 18 and
20 percent of all children are living in poverty. (The numbers for Black chil-
dren and Hispanic children are 36 percent and 34 percent, respectively.) In-
deed, on several key statistics of the well-being of American children, for ex-
ample, infant mortality and the percentage of children living in households
below 50 percent of the national median, to name but two, American chil-
dren now lag behind children in many developing countries (Federal Inter-

agency Forum on Child and Family Statistics, 2000). The sobering reality is
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that when it comes to both color and class, U.S. schools tend to conform
much more to the contours of American society than they transform it. And
this appears to be a lesson that we are not wanting to learn.

THE METHODOLOGY OF STUDYING IN A PUBLIC SCHOOL

There was, in the 1960s, something of an upstart movement of social scientists
who thought that if one wanted to know the realities of the social problems in
the United States, they had to be experienced and observed first hand. This
was in contrast, at the time, to the predominant emphasis on large survey re-
search projects, on quantitative analysis, and on deductive theory building,
The quantitative/qualitative debate in the social sciences was just coming on
the scene. Thus, Elliot Liebow studied homeless men in Washington, DC,
Joyce Ladner studied large public housing projects in St. Louis, Carol Stack
studied women struggling to subsist on welfare in Boston, Gerald Suttles stud-
ied the social order of a Chicago slum, and James Spradley studied skid row al-
coholics in Seattle, to name but.five classical studies. In all of these and many
more, researchers used field-based methods derived from anthropology and
sociology. The conventional and mainline funding organizations seldom sup-
ported such work, be they the National Science Foundation, the National In-
stitutes of Health, or the foundations. Three federal agencies that did nurture
such studies were the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH), the Office
of Economic Opportunity (OEQ), which was to coordinate the “War on Pov-
erty” under both presidents Kennedy and Johnson, and the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW).

The study of U.S. education was not overlooked by those wanting in-depth,
qualitative assessments of the conditions of American children. There were a
number of studics that addressed the intersection of poverty and education
(both urban and rural), early childhood learning (linked to the creation and
early years of Head Start), the education of minority groups, and the treat-
ment of children in schools. Popular books like Death at an Early Age and Up
the Down Staircase fueled an interest in learning more about the dynamics of
what was happening to students, particularly those in urban schools. School
systems were being portrayed as killers of the spirits of students, as completely
succumbing to bureaucratic rules and regimens, and using teachers as agents
of social control over the poor. , .

There was in all this qualitative work a slant toward an “underdog” ap-
proach, There was clearly sympathy with those whom the American system
treated as marginal. Indeed, there was a not too subtle political agenda in all
this as well, for it was to the benefit of the OEQ, HEW, and the NIMH, for ex-
ample, Lo fund studies that would document and portray American citizens as
being locked out of economic opportunity, denied a fair chance for a decent
life, and crushed under a burdeun of poverty. If the necessary political will was
to be mobilized to address these issues, American society needed to know just
how desperate the straits were for so many of their fellow citizens. It was, of
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course, also in the best political survival instincts of these federal agencies to
document the breadth and depth of the problems they were mandated to ad-
dress. '

The research project that generated “Student Socjal Class and Teacher Ex-
pectations” was supported for three years with a grant from the HEW to Wash-
ington University in St. Louis. Jules Henry, a cultural anthropologist, was the
study director. Three graduate students (myself being one) received funding
to spend up to three years documenting the socialization of Black youth into
the St. Louis public schools. All three of us were to begin with a group of chil-
dren from: their first day of kindergarten and follow them through the second
grade. Each of us was to be in a different public elementary school, and given
the emphasis on the study of minority youth, it turned out that each school
‘had only Black children enrolled. (Again, this was not surprising, given the
residential segregation patterns in St. Louis.} The other two graduate stu-
dents were both women, one White and one Black.

From the beginning, Jules Henry directed the study according to an inten-
sive field-based and observational/ethnographic methodology. The expecta-
tion was that there would be up to fifteen hours per week of field work, either
in the school and classrooms or in the students’ homes. We were to prepare
elaborate and detailed field notes on each site visit and then subsequently
code according to an evolving coding scheme that the team developed. No
testing, no psychometric assessments, no formal surveys, and no quantitative
classroom ‘observation instruments were ever used. The study was entirely
based on the systematic gathering of qualitative data via the observation of
behavior in natural settings — classrooms, playgrounds, living rooms, a city
park, etc.

What strikes me about this approach thirty years Jater is that it is still en-
tirely appropriate, though there may now be a greater preference for multi-
method strategies for the study design and the subsequent data collection
and analysis. The methodological approach embedded in gualitative re-
search has lost none of its appeal —and indeed is now more prevalent and le-
gitimated than in the 1960s. Field-based work in applied social science areas
such as evaluation, monitoring, and action research all now use qualitative
approaches as basic tools of the trade.

But there is a question to ask and for which there is no real clear answer —
could this same study be done today as it was then? There are a number of fac-
tors that leave me thinking it could not be done as it was. First, the
gatekeeping function {within the public school system and within the univer-
sity) was much more rudimentary then than it is now. There were no human
subjects committees in the university at the time and there were no review
committees in the school system for either the research protocol itself or for
community acceptance. It is my recollection that Jules Henry needed only
the permission of one assistant superintendent and the study was up and run-
ning. There was also, so far as I remember, no permission ever garnered from
the students, their parents, the teachers, or any of the administrators in the
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school. We simply showed up the first day of school and were shown to a kin-
dergarten classroom where we could begin our observations, This is not to
say that the design of this project was flawed or that ir. abused those studied,
but only that without any oversight or serious review, we did our study.

Second, there was the matter of the race of the graduate students doing
the data collection and that of the principal investigator himself. Two of the
three graduate students and Jules Henry were White. I will say only for myself
that I never felt unwelcome in the school, at the PTA meetings, or when I
joined the faculty volleyball team. (Indeed, during my third year at the
school, I was asked if I would join the board of the PTA. I think it was because
I had had perfect attendance for the past two years!) These types of activities
(plus bringing donuts on Friday mornings for the faculty lounge) were part
of building trust and rapport with the faculty over the three years of the study.
Itis quite simply one of the strengths of qualitative research that comes with
time and effort. T am not sure what a White graduate student might find today
in an all-Black elementary school. To say it simply, race relations today in the
United States are more subtle and the overlay of social-class distinctions have
blurred the codes of interaction. The result has been a real tenuousness in
figuring out how to behave. How the question of being a racial “outsider”
might play itself out at present is not clear to me. And related to the point
above, I am not sure how a university review panel or a school district review
panel might respond to this kind of racial mix on the study — thatis, only one
of the four researchers was African American. And I am hard pressed now to
identify in the past few years ethnographic studies undertaken by Whites in
Black urban schools that would help answer this question. But maybe the ab-
sence of such studies is itself the answer.

Finally, there is the matter of the political rhetoric and ideology now linked
to such work. Regardless of the methodological strategy, the issue is one of
the political lens through which such an urban school would be described by
the author. Is there a political correctness to how one approaches the study of
minority urban education? Does an “underdog” bias still exist? Would those
who argue that only an “insider’s” perspective is valid in the study of minority
communities and institutions ever accept analysis done by an “outsider™? The
questions can go on and on, but the point of the political lens is the core is-
sue. The study thirty years ago took a rather straightforward, if somewhat op-
timistic, approach that urban schools were shortchanging their minority stu-
dents and needed to do better. The question now is what message would (or
could be allowed to)} come from an ethnographic study of an innercity
school in a blighted neighborhood with a 100 percent minority student en-
rollment.

SOMIE FINAL OBSERVATIONS

To return to the theme at the beginning of this note, the issues of color and
class inequality in American society are at the heart of the future of U.S. edu-
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cation. The basic challenge is that there is a profound disconnect between
the rhetoric and the reality of American society for those on the bottom rung
of the economic ladder. While the rhetoric is that of opportunity (be it
through education, training, trickle-down economic growth, urban revitaliza-
tion, etc.}, the reality for those in the lowest 20 percent quintile of economic
resources is quite different. Indeed, those in this bottormn 20 percent have in
the past thirty years actually lost ground to the rest of the society, The schism
isreal. The stratification of the American underclass is now more permanent
and pervasive than thirty years ago, Add to this the isolation from the centers
of economic growth of those who are both poor and minority and the picture
is not a pretty one. That the present presidential campaign is silent on the
matter is to be expected. But the fact remains, this condition is being ignored
to the peril of the country.

The implications for urban schools are not upbeat. Into the foreseeable fu-
ture, these schools now face the challenge of educating literally hundreds of
thousands of children who are in both real and relative terms extremely poor.
These children come into the schools each morning from poor surroundings
and go back to themn each afternoon. The ability of these schools to generate
social and economic opportunities for this massive group of children when
the rest of the social structure works to block their way onto the mobility esca-
lator is simply quite limited. And never mind the growing digital divide (and
is not this divide along color and class lines?) separating those with the access
to and knowledge of these new ways of accumulating and managing informa-
tion from those without. . '

Another issue facing urban schools that was emphasized in the original ar-
ticle, but not yet mentioned here, is that of the teachers — their quality, their
longevity, and their intentions toward the poor. The question is straightfor-
ward: Who now wants to teach in urban schools and why? If it is now difficult
to fill the teaching vacancies in the strong and wealthy suburban schools, how
greater are the difficulties for the urban schools? Thirty years ago, teaching
jobs in city schools were a sure means of middle-class stability and mobility for
thousands of Black people. Indeed, the teachers college in St. Louis, Harris
Teachers College, supplied Black professionals for the school system for de-
cades. But now, those in the African American community who desire to be
teachers are no longer restricted to looking only for positions in the city
schools. The urban schools therefore no longer have a guaranteed work force
of minority professionals. Thus the question of who comes to teach in urban
classrooms. ‘

The policy implications for the country in general and for urban districts
in particular are multiple. Presuming that the United States can treat the
present situation in urban schools with a business-as-usual mentality only
leads to a continual downward spiral. Our strategies for urban schools and
the teachers within them seem caughtin a cul de sac. We go round and round
with the same remedies and the situation does not improve. Defining school-
ing to involve entire families and their learning needs, continual training of
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the teachers, breaking the barriers on certification of teachers, opening facil-
ities on an 18-hour-a-day, year-round basis, school/private sector partnerships
that mean more than the private sector donating used computers, and true
performance standards with real accountability are but a few propositions to
consider that might start to send urban education in a new direction. Even
these might be insufficient to the task at hand.

Finally, two personal comments: First, thirty years after publishing this arti-
cle based on a qualitative design and methodology, I find myself more than
ever convinced that the information that comes from this approach is vital to
understanding the inner workings of American society, be it in board rooms
or in classrooms. But while those with power and resources have access to the
media and can shape perceptions to their own benefit, the same is not avail-
able to the poor. Thus, giving voice to those who are not ofteri heard or seen
is a distinct contribution of qualitative research. Their voice comes through
unmuted by the aggregation of survey results and the unexplained variance
in regression equations. Having a window into the actual lives and views of
others, especially those who are not like one’s self, can be a powerful means
of conveying information and creating new awareness.

Second, and to some degree the other side of the coin, is my view that
policymakers truly need this kind of information and analysis. I have spent
more than fifteen years in the U.5. government (both executive and legisla-
tive branches), and now almost four years in an international development
bank. I have been taken aback time and again about how those in positions of
authority think they “know” what poor and marginalized peoples believe/
want/need. In reality, these decisionmakers so often did not have a clue.
Without a means of giving voice to the poor and marginalized, decisions will
be made that reflect nothing more than the perceptions and values of those
making the decisions. Bringing the views and beliefs of those on the outside
to those on the inside is no small feat. But to not hear the voices of the poor,
to not legitimate the stake they have in their own future, and to incorrectly as-
sume commonly shared realities is to ensure their peripheral status in Ameri-
can society. :
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Student Social Class and Teacher Expectations:
The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy in Ghetto Education

essary and a desirable experience for all children. To that end, compul-

sory attendance at some type of educational institution is required of all
youth until somewhere in the middle teens. Thus on any weekday during the
school year, one can expect slightly over 35,000,000 young persons to be dis-
tributed among nearly 1,100,000 classrooms throughout the nation (Jackson,
1968). ,

There is nothing either new or startling in the statement that there exist
gross variations in the educational experience of the children involved. The
scope of analysis one utilizes in examining these educational variations will
reveal different variables of importance. There appear to be atleast three lev-
els at which analysis is warranted. The first is a macro-analysis of structural
relationships where governmental regulations, federal, state, and local tax
- support, and the presence or absence of organized political and religious
pressure all affect the classroom experience. At this level, study of the policies
and politics of the Board of Education within the community is also relevant.
The milieu of a particular school appears to be the second area of analysis in
which one may examine facilities, pupil-teacher ratios, racial and cultural
composition of the faculty and students, community and parental involve-
ment, faculty relationships, the role of the principal, supportive services such
as medical care, speech therapy, and library facilities — all of which may have
a direct impact on the quality as well as the quantity of education a child re-
ceives.

Analysis of an individual classroom and the activities and interactions of a
specific group of children with a single teacher is the third level at which
there may be profitable analysis of the variations in the educational experi-
ence. Such micro-analysis could seek to examine the social organization of
the class, the development of norms governing interpersonal behavior, and
the variety of roles that both the teacher and students assume. It is on this
third level — that of the individual classroom — that this study will focus.
Teacher-student relationships and the dynamics of interaction between the
teacher and students are far from uniform. For any child within the class-
room, variations in the experience of success or failure, praise or ridicule,
freedom or comtrol, creativity or docility, comprehension or mystification
may ultimately have significance far beyond the boundaries of the classroom
situation (Henry, 1955, 1959, 1963).

It is the purpose of this paper to explore what is generally regarded as a
crucial aspect of the classroom experience for the children involved — the

ﬁ dominant aspect of the American ethos is that education is both a nec-

Reprinted from Harvard Educational Review Vol. 40 No. 3 August 1970, 411-451
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process whereby expectations and social interactions give rise to the social or-
ganization of the class. There occurs within the classroom a social process

whereby, out of a large group of children and an adult unknown to one an-
~ other prior to the beginning of the school year, there emerge patterns of be-
havior, expectations of performance, and a mutually accepted stratification
system delineating those doing well from those doing poorly. Of particular
concern will be the relation of the teacher’s expectations of potential aca-
demic performance to the social status of the student. Emphasis will be
placed on the initial presuppositions of the teacher regarding the intellectual
ability of certain groups of children and their consequences for the chil-
dren’s socialization into the school system. A major goal of this analysis is to
ascertain the importance of the initial expectations of the teacher in relation
to the child’s chances for success or failure within the public school system.
(For previous studies of the significance of student social status to variations
in educational experience, see also Becker, 1953; Hollingshead, 1949; Lynd,
1987; Warner et al., 1944).

Increasingly, with the concern over intellectual growth of children and the
long and close association that children experience with a series of teachers,
attention is centering on the role of the teacher within the classroom (Sigel,
1969). A long series of studies have been conducted to determine what ef-
fects on children a teacher’s values, beliefs, attitudes, and, most crucial to this
analysis, a teacher’s expectations may have. Asbell (1963), Becker (1952},
Clark (1963), Gibson (1965), Harlem Youth Opportunities Unlimited
(1964), Katz {1964), Kvaraceus (1965), MacKinnon (1962), Riessman (1962,
- 1965), Rose (1956), Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), and Wilson (1963) have
all noted that the teacher’s expectations of a pupil’s academic performance
may, in fact, have a strong influence on the actual performance of that pupil.
These authors have sought to validate a type of educational selffulfilling
prophecy: if the teacher expects high performance, she receives it, and vice
versa, A major criticism that can be directed at much of the research is that al-
though the studies may establish that a teacher has differential expectations
and that these influence performance for various pupils, they have not eluci-
dated either the basis upon which such differential expectations are formed
or how they are directly manifested within the classroom milieu. Itis a goal of
this paper to provide an analysis both of the factors that are critical in the
teacher’s development of expectations for various groups of her pupils and of
the process by which such expectations influence the classroom experience
for the teacher and the students.

The basic position to be presented in this paper is that the development of
expectations by the kindergarten teacher as to the differential academic po-
tential and capability of any student was significantly determined by a series
of subjectively interpreted attributes and characteristics of that student. The
argument may be succinctly stated in five propositions, First, the kindergar-
ten teacher possessed a roughly constructed “ideal type” as to what character-
istics were necessary for any given student to achieve “success” both in the
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public school and in the larger society. These characteristics appeared to be,
in significant part, related to social class criteria. Second, upon first meeting
her students at the beginning of the school year, subjective evaluations were
made of the students as to possession or absence of the desired traits neces-
sary for anticipated “success.” On the basis of the evaluation, the class was
divided into groups expected to succeed (termed by the teacher “fast learn-
ers”) and those anticipated to fail (termed “slow learners”). Third, differen-
tial treatment was accorded to the two groups in the classroom, with the

- group designated as “fast learners” receiving the majority of the teaching

time, reward-directed behavior, and attention from the teacher. Those desig-
nated as “slow learners” were taught infrequently, subjected to more frequent
control-oriented behavior, and received little if any supportive behavior from
the teacher. Fourth, the interactional patterns between the teacher and the
various groups in her class became rigidified, taking on caste-like characteris-
tics, during the course of the school year, with the gap in completion of aca-
demic material between the two groups widening as the school year pro-
gressed. Fifth, a similar process occurred in later years of schooling, but the
teachers no longer relied on subjectively interpreted data as the basis for as-
certaining differences in students. Rather, they were able to utilize a variety of
informational sources related to past performance as the basis for classroom
grouping.

Though the position to be argued in this paper is based on a longitudinal
study spanning two and one-half years with a single group of Black children,
additional studies suggest that the grouping of children both between and
within classrooms is a rather prevalent situation within American elementary
classrooms. In a report released in 1961 by the National Education Associa-
tion related to data collected during the 1958-1959 school year, an estirnated
77.6 percent of urban school districts (cities with a population above 2500)

‘indicated that they practiced between-classroom ability grouping in the ele-

mentary grades. In a national survey of elementary schools, Austin and Mor-
rison (1963) found that “more than 80% reported that they ‘always’ or ‘often’
use readiness tests for pre-reading evaluation [in first grade].” These findings
would suggest that within-classroom grouping may be an even more prevalent
condition than between-classroom grouping. In evaliating data related to
grouping within American elementary classrooms, Smith (1971, in press)
concludes, “Thus group assignment on the basis of measured ‘ability’ or
‘readiness’ is an accepted and widespread practice.” '

Two grouping studies which bear particular mention are those by Borg
(1964) and Goldberg, Passow, and Justman (1966). Lawrence (1969) summa-
rizes the import of these two studies as “the two most carefully designed and
controlled studies done concerning ability grouping during the elementary
years.” Two school districts in Utah, adjacent to one another and closely com-
parable in size, served as the setting for the study conducted by Borg. One of
the two districts employed random grouping of students, providing all stu-
dents with “enrichment,” while the second school district adopted a group
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system with acceleration mechanisms present which sought to adapt curricu-
lar materials to ability level and also to enable varying rates of presentation of
materials. In summarizing Borg’s findings, Lawrence states:

In general, Borg concluded that the grouping patterns had no consistent,
general effects on achievement at any level. . . . Ability grouping may have
motivated bright pupils to realize their achievement potential more fully, but
it seemed to have little effect on the slow or average pupils. (p. 1)

The second study by Goldberg, Passow, and Justman was conducted in the
New York City Public Schools and represents the most comprehensive study
to date on elementary school grouping. The findings in general show results
similar to those of Borg indicating that narrowing the ability range within a
classroom on some basis of academic potential will in itself do little to pro-
duce positive academic change. The most significant finding of the study is
that “variability in achievement from classroom to classroom was generally
greater than the variability resulting from grouping pattern or pupil ability”
(Lawrence, 1969). Thus one may tentatively conclude that teacher differ-
ences were at least as crucial to academic performance as were the effects of
pupil ability or methods of classroom grouping. The study, however, fails to
investigate within-class grouping.

Related to the issue of within-class variability are the findings of the
Coleman Report (1966) which have shown achievement highly correlated
with individual social class. The strong correlation present in the first grade
does not decrease during the elementary years, demonstrating, in a sense,
that the schools are not able effectively to close the achievement gap initially
resulting from student social class (pp. 290-325}, What variation the Cole-
man Report does find in achievement in the elementary years results largely
from within- rather than between-school variations. Given that the report
demonstrates that important differences in achievement do not arise from
variations in facilities, curriculum, or staff, it concludes:

One implication stands out above all: That schools bring little influence to
bear on a child's achievement that is independent of his background and
general social context; and that this very lack of independent effect means
that the inequalities imposed on children by their home, neighborhood, and
peer environment are carried along to become the inequalities with which
they confront adult life at the end of school. For equality of éducational op-
portunity through the schools must imply a strong effect of schools thatis in-
dependent of the child’s immediate social environment, and that strong in-
dependent effect is not present in American Schools. (p. 325)

It is the goal of this study to describe the manner in which such “inequali-
ties imposed on children” hecome manifest within an urban ghetto school
and the resultant differential educational experience for children from dis-
similar social class backgrounds.

142 /44




RAY C. RIST

METHODOLOGY

Data for this study were collected by means of twice weekly one and one-half
hour observations of a single group of Black children in an urban ghetto
school who began kindergarten in September of 1967. Formal observations
were conducted throughout the year while the children were in kindergarten
and again in 1969 when these same children were in the first half of their sec-
ond-grade year. The children were also visited informally four times in the
classroom during their first-grade year.! The difference between the formal
and informal observations consisted in the fact that during formal visits, a
continuous handwritten account was taken of classroom interaction and ac-
tivity as it occurred. Smith and Geoffrey (1968) have labeled this method of
classroom observation “microethnography.” The informal observations did
not include the taking of notes during the classroom visit, but comments
were written after the visit. Additionally, a series of interviews were conducted
with both the kindergarten and the second-grade teachers. No mechanical
devices were utilized to record classroom activities or interviews.

I believe it is methodologically necessary, at this point, to clarify what bene-
fits can be derived from the detailed analysis of a single group of children.
The single most apparent weakness of the vast majority of studies of urban ed-
ucation is that they lack any longitudinal perspective. The complexities of the
interactional processes which evolve over time within classrooms cannot be
discerned with a single two- or three-hour observational period. Second, edu-
cation is a social process that cannot be reduced to variations in IQ scores
over a period of time. At best, IQ) scores merely give indications of potential,
not of process. Third, I do not believe that this school and the classrooms
within it are atypical from others in urban Black neighborhoods (see also
both the popular literature [Kohl, 1967; Kozol, 1967] and the academic liter-
ature [Eddy, 1967; Fuchs, 1969; Leacock, 1969; Moore, 1967] on urban
schools. The school in which this study occurred was selected by the District
Superintendent as one of five available to the research team. All five schools
were visited during the course of the study and detailed observations were
conducted in four of them. The principal at the school reported upon in this
study commented that I was very fortunate in coming to his school since his
staff (and kindergarten teacher in particular) were equal to “any in the city.”
Finally, the utilization of longitudinal study as a research method in a ghetto
school will enhance the possibilities of gaining further insight into mecha-
nisms of adaptation utilized by Black youth to what appears to be a basically
‘White, middle-class value-oriented institution.

THE SCNOOL

The particular school which the children attend was built in the early part of
the 1960s. It has classes from kindergarten through the eighth grade and a

single special educational class. The enrollment fluctuates near the 900 level
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while the teaching staff consists of twenty-six teachers, in addition to a librar-
ian, two physical education instructors, the principal, and an assistant princi-
pal. There are also at the school, on a part-time basis, a speech therapist, so-
cial worker, nurse, and doctor, all employed by the Board of Education. All
administrators, teachers, staff, and pupils are Black. (The author is Cauca-
sian.) The school is located in a blighted urban area that has 98 percent Black
population within its census district. Within the school itself, nearly 500 of
the 900 pupils (556%) come from families supported by funds from Aid to De-
pendent Children, a form of public welfare.

THE KINDERGARTEN CLASS

Prior to the beginning of the school year, the teacher possessed several differ-
ent kinds of information regarding the children that she would have in her
class. The first was the pre-registration form completed by thirteen mothers
of children who would be in the kindergarten class. On this form, the teacher
was supplied with the name of the child, his age, the name of his parents, his
home address, his phone number, and whether he had had any pre-school
experience. The second source of information for the teacher was supplied
two days before the beginning of school by the school social worker who pro-
vided a tentative list of all children enrolled in the kindergarten class who
lived in homes that received public welfare funds.

The third source of information on the child was gained as a result of the
initial interview with the mother and child during the registration period, ei-
ther in the few days prior to the beginning of school or else during the first
days of school. In this interview, a major concern was the gathering of medi-
cal information about the child as well as the ascertaining of any specific pa-
rental concern related to the child. This latter information was noted on the
“Behavioral Questionnaire” where the mother was to indicate her concern, if
any, on twenty-eight different items. Such items as thumb-sucking, bed-
wetting, loss of bowel control, lying, stealing, ﬁghr_mg, and laziness were in-
cluded on this questionnaire.

The fourth source of information available to the teacher concerning the
children in her class was both her own experiences with older siblings, and
those of other teachers in the building related o behavior and academic per-
formance of children in the same family. A rather strong informal norm had
developed among teachers in the school such that pertinent information, es-
pecially that related to discipline matters, was to be passed on to the next
teacher of the student. The teachers’ lounge became the location in which
they would discuss the performance of individual children as well as make
comments-concerning the parents and their interests in the student and the
school. Frequently, during the first days of the school year, there were admo-
nitions to a specific teacher to “watch out” for a child believed by a teacher to
be a “trouble-maker.” Teachers would also relate techniques of controlling
the behavior of a student who had been disruptive in the class. Thus, a variety
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of information concerning students in the school was shared, whether that
information regarded academic performance, behavior in class, or the rela-
tion of the home to the school,

It should be noted that not one of these four sources of information to the
teacher was related directly to the academic potential of the incoming kin-
dergarten child. Rather, they concerned various types of social information
revealing such facts as the financial status of certain families, medical care of
the child, presence or absence of a telephone in the home, as well as the
structure of the family in which the child lived, that is, number of siblings,
whether the child lived with both, one, or neither of his natural parents.

THE TEACHER’'S STIMULUS

When the kindergarten teacher made the permanent seating assignments on
the eighth day of school, not only had she the above four sources of informa-
tion concerning the children, but she had also had time to observe them
within the classroom setting. Thus the behavior, degree and type of verbaliza-
tion, dress, mannerisms, physical appearance, and performance on the early
tasks assigned during class were available to her as she began to form opin-
ions concerning the capabilities and potential of the various children. That
such evaluation of the children by the teacher was beginning, I believe, there
is little doubt. Within a few days, only a certain group of children were contin-
ually being called on to lead the class in the Pledge of Allegiance, read the
weather calendar each day, come to the front for “show and tell” periods, take
messages to the office, count the number of children present in the class,
pass out materials for class projects, be in charge of equipment on play-
ground, and lead the class to the bathroom, library, or on a school tour. This
one group of children, that continually were physically close to the teacher
and had a high degree of verbal interaction with her, she placed at Table 1.

As one progressed from Table 1 to Table 2 and Table 3, there was an in-
creasing dissimilarity between each group of children at the different tables
on at least four major criteria. The first criterion appeared to be the physical
appearance of the child. While the children at Table 1 were all dressed in
clean clothes that were relatively new and pressed, most of the children at Ta-
ble 2, and with only one exception at Table 3, were all quite poorly dressed.
The clothes were old and often quite dirty. The children at Tables 2 and 3 also
had a noticeably different quality and quantity of clothes to wear, especially
during the winter months. Whereas the children at Table 1 would come on
cold days with heavy coats and sweaters, the children at the other two tables
often wore very thin spring coats and summer clothes, The single child at Ta-
ble 3 who came to school quite nicely dressed came from a home in which the
mother was receiving welfare funds, but was supplied with clothing for the
children by the families of her brother and sister.

An additional aspect of the physical appearance of the children related to
their body odor. While none of the children at Table 1 came to class with an
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TABLE [ Digtribution of Socioeconomic Status Factors by Seating Arrangement at
the Three Tables in the Kindergarten Classrbom

Seating Arrangement

Faclors Table 1 Table 2 Table 3

Income

1) Families on welfare

2) Families with father employed

3) Families with mother employed

4) Familics with both parents employed

5) Total family income below §3,000/yr*#
6) Total family income above $12,000/yr**

[T e T & S &) B = 'R -}
[an] B L v W N
© ~I RO W N

Education

1) Father ever grade school
2) Father ever high school
3) Father ever college

4} Mother ever grade school 10
5) Mother ever high school

6) Mother ever college

= A O =
(= RN = R

7) Children with preschool experience

Family Size -

1) Families with one child 3 1

-~ O

2) Families with six or more children 2 6
3) Average number of siblings in family 34 5-6 - 6-7
4) Families with both parents present 6 3 2

# There are nine children at Table 1, eleven at Tahle 2, and ten at Table 3.
*% Hstimated from stated occupation.

odor of urine on them, there were two children at Table 2 and five children at
Table 3 who frequently had such an odor. There was not a. clear distinction
among the children at the various tables as to the degree of “Blackness” of
their skin, but there were more children at the third table with very dark skin
(five in all) than there were at the first table {three). There was also a notice-
able distinction among the various groups of children as to the condition of
their hair. While the three boys at Table 1 all had short hair cuts and the six
girls at the same table had their hair “processed” and combed, the number of
children with either matted or unprocessed hair increased at Table 2 (two
boys and three girls) and eighc of the children at Table 3 (four boys and four
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TABLE 2 Distribution of Socieeconomic Status Factors by Seating Arrangemen! in
the Three Reading Groups in the Second-Grade Classroom

Seating Arrangement* '

Factors Tigers Cardinals Clowmns
Income

1) Families on welfare 2 7
2) Families with father employed 8 1
3) Families with mother employed 7 11 8
4) Families with both parents employed 7 1
5) Total family income below $3,000/yr¥* 1 8
6) Total family income abaove §12,000/yr** 4 0 0
Education

1) Father ever grade school 8 6 1
2) Father ever high school 7 0
3) Father ever college 0 0 0
4) Mother ever grade school ' 12 - 13 Q
5) Mother ever high school 4
6) Mother ever college ‘ : 3 0
7) Children with preschool experience 1 0 0
Family Size

1) Families with one child 2 0 1
2) Families with six or more children 3 8 5
3) Average number of siblings in family 3-4 6-7 7-8
4) Families with both parents present - 8 6 1

* There are twelve children in the Tiger group, fourteen in the Cardinal group, and nine in the
Clown group. ' :
** Estimated from stated occupartion.

girls). None of the children in the kindergarten class wore their hair in the
style of a “natural.” .

A second major criteria which appeared to differentiate the children at the
various tables was their interactional behavior, both among themse_lves and
with the teacher. The several children who began to develop as leaders within
the class by giving directions to other members, initiating the division of the
class into teams on the playground, and seeking to speak for the class to the .
teacher (“We want to color now”), all were placed by the teacher at Table 1.
This same group of children displayed considerable ease in their interaction -
with her. Whereas the children at Tables 2 and 3 would often linger on the pe-
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riphery of groups surrounding the teacher, the children at Table 1 most often
crowded close to her.

The use of language within the classroom appeared to be the third major
differentiation among the children. While the children placed at the first ta-
ble were quite verbal with the teacher, the children placed at the remaining
two tables spoke much less frequently with her. The children placed at the
first table also displayed a greater use of Standard American English within
the classroom. Whereas the children placed at the last two tables most often
responded to the teacher in Black dialect, the chitdren at the first table did so
very infrequently. In other words, the children at the first table were much
more adept at the use of “school language” than were those at the other ta-
bles. The teacher utilized Standard American English in the classroom and
one group of children were able to respond in a like manner. The frequency
of 2 “no response” to a question from the teacher was recorded at a ratio of
nearly three to one for the children at the last two tables as opposed to Table
1. When questions were asked, the children who were placed at the first table

~most often gave a response.

The final apparent criterion by which the children at the first table were
quite noticeably different from those at the other tables consisted of a series
of social factors which were known to the teacher prior to her seating the chil- -
dren. Though it is not known to what degree she utilized this particular crite-
rion when she assigned seats, it does contribute to developing a clear profile
of the children at the various tables. Table 1 gives a summary of the distribu-
tion of the children at the three tables on a series of variables related to social
and family conditions. Such variables may be considered to give indication of
the relative status of the children within the room, based on the income, edu-
cation, and size of the family. (For a discussion of why these three variables of
income, education, and family size may be considered as significant indica-
tors of social status, see also Frazier, 1962; Freeman et al., 1959; Gebhard et
al., 1958; Kahl, 1957; Notestein, 1953; Reissman, 1959; Rose, 1956; Simpson &
Yinger, 1958.)

Believing, as I do, that the teacher did not randomly assign the children to
the various tables, it is then necessary to indicate the basis for the seating ar-
rangement. ] would contend that the teacher developed, utilizing some com-
bination of the four criteria outlined above, a series of expectations about the
potential performance of each child and then grouped the children accord-
ing to perceived similarities in expected performance. The teacher herself
informed me that the first table consisted of her “fast learners” while those at
the last two tables “had no idea of what was going on in the classroom.” What
becomes crucial in this discussion is to ascertain the basis upon which the
teacher developed her criteria of “fast learner” since there had been no for-
mal testing of the children as to their academic potential or capacity for cog-
nitive development. She made evzluative judgments of the expected capaci-
ties of the children to perform academic tasks after eight days of school.
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TABLE 3 Variations in Teacher-Directed Behavior for Three Second-Grade Read-
ing Groups during Three Observational Periods within a Single Classroom

Variations in Teacher-Diracied Behavior

e Control _ Supportive Neutral

Observational Period #1%

Tigers B% (6)** 7% {(8) B7% (95)
Cardinals ' 10% (7) 8% (5) 82% (5R)
Clowns 27% (27) 6% (6) 67% (67)
Observational Period #2

Tigers ‘ 7% (14} 8% (16) 85% (170)
Cardinals 7% (13) 8% (16) 85% (170)
Clowns 14% (44) 6% (15) B0% (180)
Observational Period #3

Tigers 7% (15) 6% (18) 86% (171)
Cardinals 14% (20) 10% (14) 75% (108)-
Clowns 15% (36) 7% (16) 78% (188}

# Forty-eight (48) minutes of unequal teacher access {due to one group’s being out of the room)
was eliminated from the analysis.
** Value within the parentheses indicates total number of units of behavior within that category.

Certain criteria became indicative of expected success and others became
indicative of expected failure. Those children who closely fit the teacher’s
“ideal type” of the successful child were chosen for seats at Table 1. Those
children that had the least “goodness of fit” with her ideal type were placed at
the third table. The criteria upon which a teacher would construct her ideal
type of the successful student would rest in her perception of certain attrib-
utes in the child that she believed would make -for success. To understand
what the teacher considered as “success,” one would have to examine her per-
ception of the larger society and whom in that larger society she perceived as
successful, Thus, in the terms of Merton (1957), one may ask which was the
“normative reference group” for Mrs. Caplow that she perceived as being suc-
cessful ? I believe that the reference group utilized by Mrs. Caplow to deter-
mine what constituted success was a mixed Black-White, well-educated mid-
dle class. Those attributes most desired by educated members of the middle
class became the basis for her evaluation of the children. Those who pos-
sessed these particular characteristics were expected to succeed while those
who did not could be expected not to succeed. Highly prized middle-class sta-
tus for the child in the classroom was attained by demonstrating ease of inter-

149 151




EDUCATION POLICY AND PRACTICE

action among adults; high degree of verbalization in Standard American Eng-
lish; the ability to become a leader; a neat and clean appearance; coming
from a family that is educated, employed, living together, and interested in
the child; and the ability to participate well as a member of a group.

The kindergarten teacher appeared to have been raised in a home where
the above values were emphasized as important. Her mother was a college
graduate, as were her brother and sisters. The family lived in the same neigh-
borhood for many years, and the father held a responsible position with a
public utility company in the city. The family was devoutly religious and those
of the family still in the city attend the same church. She and other members
of her family were active in a number of civil rights organizations in the city.
Thus, itappears that the kindergarten teacher’s “normative reference group”
coincided quite closely with those groups in which she did participate and be-
long. There was little discrepancy between the normative values of the mixed
Black-White educated middle class and the values of the groups in which she
held membership. The attributes indicative of “success” among those of the
educated middle class had been attained by the teacher. She was a college
graduate, held positions of respect and responsibility in the Black commu-
nity, lived in a comfortable middle-class section of the city in a wellfurnished
and spacious home, together with her husband earned over $20,000 per year,
was active in a number of community organizations, and had parents,
brother, and sisters similar in education, income, and occupational positions.

The teacher ascribed high status to a certain group of children within the
class who fit her perception of the criteria necessary to be among the “fast
learners” at Table 1. With her reference group orientation as to what consti-
tute the qualities essential for “success,” she responded favorably to those
children who possessed such necessary attributes. Her resultant preferential
treatment of a select group of children appeared to be derived from her be-
lief that certain behavioral and cultural characteristics are more crucial to
learning in school than are others. In a similar manner, those children who
appeared not to possess the criteria essential for success were ascribed low sta-
tus and described as “failures” by the teacher. They were relegated to posi-
tions at Table 2 and 3. The placement of the children then appeared to result
from their possessing or lacking the certain desired cultural characteristics
perceived as important by the teacher.

The organization of the kindergarten classroom according to the expecta-
tion of success or failure after the eighth day of school became the basis for
the differential treatment of the children for the remainder of the school
year. From the day that the class was assigned permanent seats, the activities
in the classroom were perceivably different from previously. The fundamen-
tal division of the class into those expected to learn and those expected not to
permeated the teacher’s orientation to the class.

The teacher's rationalization for narrowing her attention to selected stu-
dents was that the majority of the remainder of the class (in her words) %just
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had no idea of what was going on in the classroom.” Her reliance on the few
students of ascribed high social status reached such proportions that on occa-
sion, the teacher would use one of these students as an exemplar that the re-
mainder of the class would do well to emulate:

(It is Fire Prevention Week and the teacher is trying to have the children say
so. The children make a number of incorrect responses, a few of which fol-
low:) Jim, who had raised his hand, in answer to the question, “Do you know
what week it is?” says, “October.” The teacher says “No, that’s the name of the
month. Jane, do you know what special week this is?” and Jane responds, “Tt
cold outside.” Teacher says, “No, that is not it either. I guess I will have to call
on Pamela, Pamela, come here and stand by me and tell the rest of the boys
and girls what special week this is.” Pamela leaves her chair, comes and stands
by the teacher, turns and faces the rest of the class. The teacher, puts her arm
around Pamela, and Pamela says, “It fire week.” The teacher re‘Sponds, “Well
Pamela, that is close. Actually it is Fire Prevention Week.”

On another occasion, the Friday after Halloween, the teacher informed
the class that she would allow time for all the students to corme to the front of
the class and tell of their experiences. She, in reality, called on six students,.
five of whom satat Table 1 and the sixth at Table 2. Not only on this occasion,
but on others, the teacher focused her attention on the experiences of the
higher status students:®

(The students are involved in acting out a skit arranged by the teacher on
how a family should come together to eat the evening meal.}) The students
acting the roles of mother, father, and daughter are all from Table 1. The boy
playing the son is from Table 2. At the small dinner table set up in the center
of the classroom, the four children are supposed to be sharing with each
other what they had done during the day — the father at work, the mother at
home, and the two children at school. The Table 2 boy makes few comments.
(In real life he has no father and his mother is supported by ADC funds.)
The teacher comments, “I think that we are going to have to let Milt (Table
1) be the new son. Sam, why don’t you go and sit down. Milt, you seem to be
one who would know what a son is supposed to do at the dinner table. You
come and take Sam’s place.”

In this instance, the lower-status student was penalized, not only for failing
to have verbalized middle-class table talk, but more fundamentélly, for lacking
middle-class experiences. He had no actual father to whom he could speak at
the dinner table, yet he was expected to speak fluenty with an inaginary one.

Though the blackboard was long enough to extend parallel to all three ta-
bles, the teacher wrote such assignments as arithmetic problems and drew all
illustrations on the board in front of the students at Table 1. A rather poi-
gnant example of the penalty the children at Table 3 had to pay was that they
often could not see the board material:
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Lilly stands up out of her seat. Mrs. Caplow asks Lilly what she wants. Lilly
makes no verbal response to the question. Mrs, Caplow then says rather
firmly to Lilly, “Sit down.” Lilly does. However, Lilly sits down sideways in the
chair (so she is still facing the teacher). Mrs. Caplow instructs Lilly to puther
feet under the table. This Lilly does. Now she is facing directly away from the
teacher and the blackboard where the teacher is demonstrating to the stu-
dents how to print the letter, “O." '

The realization of the seli-fulfilling prophecy within the classroom was in
its final stages by late May of the kindergarten year. Lack of communication
with the teacher, lack of involvement in the class activities and infrequent in-
struction all characterized the situation of the children at Tables 2 and 3.
During one observational period of an hour in May, not a single act of com-
munication was directed towards any child at either Table 2 or 3 by the
teacher except for twice commanding “sit down.” The teacher devoted her at-
tention to teaching those children at Table 1. Attempts by the children at Ta-
ble 2 and 3 to elicit the attention of the teacher were much fewer than earlier
in the school year.

In June, after school had ended for the year, the teacher was asked to com-
ment on the children in her class. Of the children at the first table, she noted:

I guess the best way to describe it is that very few children in my class are ex-
ceptional. I guess you could notice this just from the way the children were
seated this year. Those at Table 1 gave consistently the most responses
throughout the year and seemed most interested and aware of what was go-
ing on in the classroom.

Of those children at.the remaining two tables, the teacher commented:

It seems to me that some of the children at Table 2 and most all the children
at Table 3 at times seem to have no idea of what is going on in the classroom
and were off in another world all by themselves. It just appears that some can
do it and some cannot. I don’t think that it is the teaching that affects those
that cannot do it, but some are just basically low achievers.

THE STUDENTS’ RESPONSE

The students in the kindergarten classroom did not sit passively, internalizing
the behavior the teacher directed towards them. Rather, they responded to
the stimuli of the teacher, both in internal differentiations within the class it-
self and also in their response to the teacher. The type of response a student
made was highly dependent upon whether he sat at Table 1 or at one of the
two other tables. The single classroom of Black students did not respond as a
homogenous unit to the teacher-inspired social organization of the room.
For the high-status students at Table 1, the response 1o the track system of
the teacher appeared to be at least three-fold. One such response was the di-
recting of ridicule and belittlement towards those children at Tables 2 and 3.
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At no point during the entire school year was a child from Table 2 or 3 ever
observed directing such remarks at the children at Table 1: |

Mrs. Caplow says, “Raise your hand if you want me to call on you. Iwon’t call
on anyone who calls out.” She then says, “All right, now who knows that nu-
meral? What is it, Tony?” Tony makes no verbal response but rather walks to
the front of the classroom and stands by Mrs. Caplow. Gregory calls out, “He
don’t know. He scared.” Then Ann calls out, “It sixteen, stupid,” (Tony sits at
Table 8, Gregory and Ann sit at Table 1.)

Jim starts to say out loud that he is smarter than Tom. He repeats it over
and over again, “I smarter than you. I smarter than you.” (Jim sits at Table 1,
Tom at Tabie 3.)

Milt came over to the observer and told him to look at Lilly's shoes. I
asked him why I should and he replied, “Because they so ragged and dirty.”
(Milt is at Table 1, Lilly at Table 3.)

When I asked Lilly what it was that she was drawing, she replied, “A. para-
chute.” Gregory interrupted and said, “She can’t draw nothm’ ?

The problems of those children who were of lower status were com-
pounded, for not only had the teacher indicated her low esteem of them, but
their peers had also turned against them. The implications for the future
schooling of a child who lacks the desired status credentials in a classroom
where the teacher places high value on middle-class “success™ values and
mannerisms are tragic.

It must not be assumed, however, that though the chlldren at Tables 2 and
3 did not participate in classroom activities and were systematically ignored
by the teacher, they did notlearn. I contend that in fact they did learn, butin
a fundamentally different way from the way in which the high-status children
at Table 1 learned. The chiildren at Table 2 and 3 who were unable to interact
with the teacher began to develop patterns of interaction among themselves
whereby they would discuss the material that the teacher was presenting to
the children at Table 1. Thus I have termed their method of grasping the ma-
terial “secondary learning” to imply that knowledge was not gained in direct
interaction with the teacher, but through the mediation of peers and also
through listening to the teacher though she was not speaking to them. That
the children were grasping, in part, the material presented in the classroom,
was indicated to me in home visits when the children who sat at Table 3 would
relate material specifically taught by the teacher to the children at Table 1. It
is not as though the children at Table 2 and 3 were ignorant of what was being
taughtin the class, butrather that the patterns of classroom interaction estab-
lished by the teacher inhibited the low-status children from verbalizing what
knowledge they had accumulated. Thus, from the teacher’s terms of refer-
ence, those who could not discuss must not know. Her expectations contin-
uved to be fulfilled, for though the low-status children had accumulated
knowledge, they did not have the opportunity to verbalize it and, conse-
quently, the teacher could not know what they had learned. Children at Table
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2 and 3 had learned material presented in the kindergarten class, but would
continue to be defined by the teacher as children who could not or would not
learn,

A second response of the higher status students to the differential behavior
of the teacher towards them was to seek solidarity and closeness with the
teacher and urge Table 2 and 3 children to comply with her wishes:

The teacher is out of the room. Pamela says to the class, “We all should clean
up hefore the teacher comes.” Shortly thereafter the teacher has still not re-
turned and Pamela begins to supervise other children in the class. She says
to one girl from Table 3, “Girl, leave that piano alone.” The child plays only a
short time longer and then leaves.

The teacher has instructed the students to go and take off their coats since
they have come in from the playground. Milt says, “Ok y’al, let’s go take off
our clothes.”

At this time Jim says to the teacher, “Mrs. Caplow, they pretty flowers on
your desk.” Mrs. Caplow responded, “Yes, Jim, those flowers are roses, but we
will not have roses much longer. The roses will die and rest until spring be-
cause it is getting so cold outside.”

When the teacher tells the students to come from their desks and form a
semi-circle around her, Gregory scoots up very close to Mrs. Caplow and is
practically sitting in her lap.

Gregory has come into the room late. He takes off his coat and goes to the
coat room to hang it up. He comes back and sits down in the very front of the
group and is now closest to the teacher.

The higherstatus students in the class perceived the lower status and es-
teem the teacher ascribed to those children at Tables 2 and 3. Not only would
the Table 1 students attempt to control and ridicule the Table 2 and 3 stu-
dents, but they also perceived and verbalized that they, the Table 1 students,
were better students and were receiving differential treatment from the
teacher:

The children are rehearsing a play, Little Red Riding Hood. Pamela tells the
observer, “The teacher gave me the best part.” The teacher overheard this
comment, smiled, and made no verbal response.

The children are preparing to go on a field trip to a local dairy. The
teacher has designated Gregory as the “sheriff” for the trip. Mrs. Caplow
stated that for the field trip today Gregory would be the sheriff, Mrs. Caplow
simply watched as Gregory would walk up to a student and push him back
into line saying, “Boy, stand where you suppose to.” Several times he went up
to students from Table 3 and showed them the badge that the teacher had
given to him and said, “Teacher made me sheriff.”

The children seated at the first table were internalizing the attitudes and
behavior of the teacher towards those at the remaining two tables, That is, as
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the teacher responded from her reference group orientation as to which type
of children were most likely to succeed and which type most likely to fail, she
behaved towards the two groups of children in a significantly different man-
ner. The children from Table 1 were also learning through emulating the
teacher how to behave towards other Black children who came from low-
income and poorly educated homes, The teacher, who came from a well-
educated and middle-income family, and the children from Table 1 who
came from a background similar to the teacher’s, came to respond to the chil-
dren from poor and uneducated homes in a strikingly similar manner.

The lower-status students in the classroom from Tables 2 and 3 responded
in significantly different ways to the stimuli of the teacher. The two major re-
sponses of the Table 2 and 3 students were withdrawal and verbal and physical
in-group hostility.

The withdrawal of some of the lower-status students as a response to the
ridicule of their peers and the isolation from the teacher occasionally took
the form of physical withdrawal, but most often it was psychological:

Betty, a very poorly dressed child, had gone outside and hidden behind the
door. . . . Mrs. Caplow sees Betty leave and goes outside to bring her back,
says in an authoritative and irritated voice, “Betty, come here right now.”
When the child returns, Mrs. Caplow seizes her by the right arm, brings her
over to the group, and pushes her down to the floor. Betty begins to cry. . ..
The teacher now shows the group a large posterboard with a picture of a
White child going to school.

The teacher is demonstrating how to mount leaves between two pieces of
wax paper. Betty leaves the group and goes back to her seat and begins to
color.

The teacher is instructing the children in how they can make a “spooky
thing” for Halloween. James turns away from the teacher and puts his head
on his desk. Mrs. Caplow looks at James and says, “James sit up and look
here.”

The children are supposed to make United Nations flags. They have been
told that they do not have to make exact replicas of the teacher’s flag. They
have before them the materials to make the flags. Lilly and James are the
only children who have not yet started to work on their flags. Presently,
James has his head under his desk and Lilly simply sits and watches the other
children. Now they are both staring into space. . .. (5 minutes later} Lilly and
James have not yet started, while several other children have already fin-
ished. . . . A minute later, with the teacher telling the children to begin to
clean up their scraps, Lilly is still staring into space.

The teacher has the children seated on the floor in front of her asking
them questions about a story that she had read to them. The teacher says,
“Tune, your back is turned. I want to see your face.” (The child had turned
completely around and was facing away from the group.}

The teacher told the students to come from their seats and form a semi-
circle on the floor in front of her. The girls all sit very close to the piano
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where the teacher is seated. The boys sit a good distance back away from the
girls and away from the teacher. Lilly finishes her work at her desk and co-
mes and sits at the rear of the group of girls, but she is actually in the middle
of the open space separating the boys and the girls. She speaks to no one and
simply sits staring off.

The verbal and physical hostility that the children at Tables 2 and 3 began
to act out among themselves in many ways mirrored what the Table 1 students
and the teacher were also saying about them. There are numerous instances
in the observations of the children at Tables 2 and 3 calling one another “stu-
pid,” “dummy,” or “dumb dumb.” Racial overtones were noted on two occa-
sions when one boy called another a “nigger,” and on another occasion when
a girl called a boy an “almond head.” Threats of beatings, “whoppins,” and
even spitting on a child were also recorded among those at Tables 2 and 3.
Also at Table 2, two instances were observed in which a single child hoarded
all the supplies for the whole table. Similar manifestations of hostility were
not observed among those children at the first table. The single incident of
strong anger or hostility by one child at Table 1 against another child at the
same table occurred when one accused the other of copying from his paper.
The second denied it and an argument ensued.

In the organization of hostility within the classroom, there may be at least
the tentative basis for the rejection of a popular “folk myth” of American soci-
ety, which is that children are inherently cruel to one another and that this
tendency towards cruelty must be socialized into socially acceptable chan-
nels. The evidence from this classroom would indicate that much of the cru-
elty displayed was a result of the social organization of the class. Those chil-
dren at Tables 2 and 3 who displayed cruelty appeared to have learned from
the teacher that it was acceptable to act in an aggressive manner towards
those from low-income and poorly educated backgrounds. Their cruelty was
not diffuse, but rather focused on a specific group — the other poor chil-
dren. Likewise, the incidence of such behavior increased over time. The chil-
dren at Tables 2 and 3 did not begin the school year ridiculing and belittling
each other. This social process began to emerge with the outline of the social
organization the teacher imposed upon the class. The children from the first
table were also apparently socialized into a pattern of behavior in which they
perceived that they could direct hostility and aggression towards those at Ta-
ble 2 and 3, but not towards one another. The children in.the class learned
who was vulnerable to hostility and who was not through the actions of the
teacher. She established the patterns of differential behavior which the class
adopted.

FIRST GRADE

Though Mrs. Caplow had anticipated that only twelve of the children from
the kindergarten class would attend the first grade in the same school, eigh-
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teen of the children were assigned during the summer to the first-grade class-
room in the main building, The remaining children either were assigned to a
new school a few blocks north, or were assigned to a branch school designed
to handle the overflow from the main building, or had moved away. Mrs. Lo-
gan, the first-grade teacher, had had more than twenty years of teaching ex-
perience in the city public school system, and every school in which she had
taught was more than 90 percent Black. During the 1968-1969 school year,
four informal visits were made to the classroom of Mrs. Logan. No visits were
made to either the branch school or the new school to visit children from the
kindergarten class who had left their original school. During my visits to the
first-grade room, I kept only brief notes of the short conversations that I had
with Mrs. Logan; I did not conduct formal observations of the activities of the
children in the class.

During the first-grade school year, there were thirty-three children in the
classroom. In addition to the eighteen from the kindergarten class, there
were nine children repeating the first grade and also six children new to the
school. Of the eighteen children who came from the kindergarten class to
the first grade in the main building, seven were from the previous year’s Ta-
ble 1, six from Table 2, and five from Table 3.

In the first-grade classroom, Mrs. Logan also divided the children into
three groups. Those children whom she placed at “Table A” had all been Ta-
ble 1 students in kindergarten. No student who had sat at Table 2 or 3 in kin-
dergarten was placed at Table A in the first grade. Instead, all the students
from Table 2 and 8 — with one exception — were placed together at “Table -
B.” At the third table which Mrs. Logan called “Table G,” she placed the nine
children repeating the grade plus Betty who had sat at Table 3 in the kinder-
garten class. Of the six new students, two were placed at Table A and four at
Table C. Thus the totals for the three tables were nine students at Table A, ten
at Table B, and fourteen at Table C.

The seating arrangement that began in the kindergarten as a result of the
teacher's definition of which children possessed or lacked the perceived nec-
essary characteristics for success in the public school system emerged in the
first grade as a caste phenomenon in which there was absolutely no mobility
upward. Thatis, of those children whom Mrs. Caplow had perceived as poten-
tial “failures” and thus seated at either Table 2 or 3 in the kindergarten, not
one was assigned to the table of the “fast learners” in the first grade.

The initial label given to the children by the kindergarten teacher had
been reinforced in her interaction with those students throughout the school
year. When the children were ready to pass into the first grade, their ascribed
labels from the teacher as either successes or failures assumed objective di-
mensions. The first-grade teacher no longer had to rely on merely the pres-
ence or absence of certain behavioral and attitudinal characteristics to ascer-
tain who would do well and who would do poorly in the class. Objective
records of the “readiness” material completed by the children during the kin-
dergarten year were available to her. Thus, upon the basis of what material
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the various tables in kindergarten had completed, Mrs. Logan could form
her first-grade tables for reading and arithmetic.

The kindergarten teacher’s disproportionate allocation of her teaching
time resulted in the Table 1 students’ having completed more material at the
end of the school year than the remainder of the class. As aresult, the Table 1
group from kindergarten remained intact in the first grade, as they were the
only students prepared for the first-grade reading material. Those children
from Tables 2 and 3 had not yet completed all the material from kindergarten
and had to spend the first weeks of the first-grade school year finishing kin-
dergarten level lessons. The criteria established by the school system as to
what constituted the completion of the necessary readiness material to begin
first-grade lessons insured that the Table 2 and 3 students could not be placed
at Table A, The only children who had completed the material were those
from Table 1, defined by the kindergarten teacher as successful students and
whom she then taught most often because the remainder of the class “had no
idea what was going on.”

It would be somewhat misleading, however, to indicate that there was abso-
lutely no mobility for any of the students between the seating assignments in
kindergarten and those in the first grade. All of the students save one who
had been seated at Table 3 during the kindergarten year were moved “up” to
Table B in the first grade. The majority of Table C students were those having
to repeat the grade level. As a tentative explanation of Mrs. Logan’s rationale
for the development of the Table C seating assignments, she may have as-
sumed that within her class there existed one group of students who pos-
sessed so very little of the perceived behavioral patterns and attitudes neces-
sary for success that they had to be kept separate from the remainder of the
class. (Table C was placed by itself on the opposite side of the room from Ta-
bles A and B.) The Table C students were spoken of by the first-grade teacher
in a manner reminiscent of the way in which Mrs. Caplow spoke of the Table 3
students the previous year.

Students who were placed at Table A appeared to be perceived by Mrs. Lo-
gan as students who not only possessed the criteria necessary for future suc-
- cess, both in the public school system and in the larger society, but who also
had proven themselves capable in academic work. These students appeared
to possess the characteristics considered most essential for “middle-class” suc-
cess by the teacher. Though students at Table B lacked many of the “qualities”
and characteristics of the Table A students, they were not perceived as lacking
them to the same extent as those placed at Table C.

A basic tenet in explaining Mrs. Logan's seating arrangement is, of course,
that she shared a similar reference group and set of values as to what consti-
tuted “success” with Mrs. Caplow in the kindergarten class, Both women were
well educated, were employed in a professional occupation, lived in middle-
income neighborhoods, were active in a number of charitable and civil rights
organizations, and expressed strong religious convictions and moral stan-
dards. Both were educated in the city teacher’s college and had also attained
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graduate degrees. Their backgrounds as well as the manner in which they de-
scribed the various groups of students in their classes would indicate that they
shared a similar reference group and set of expectations as to what consti-
tuted the indices of the “successful” student.

SECOND GRADE

Of the original thirty students in kindergarten and eighteen in first grade,
ten students were assigned to the only second-grade class in the main build-
ing. Of the eight original kindergarten students who did not come to the sec-
ond grade from the first, three were repeating first grade while the remain-
der had moved. The teacher in the second grade also divided the class into
three groups, though she did not give them number or letter designations.
Rather, she called the first group the “Tigers.” The middle group she labeled
the “Cardinals,” while the second-grade repeaters plus several new children
assigned to the third table were designated by the teacher as “Clowns.™

In the second-grade seating scheme, no student from the first grade who
had not sat at Table A was moved “up” to the Tigers at the beginning of sec-
ond grade. All those students who in first grade had been at Table B or Table
C and returned to the second grade were placed in the Cardinal group. The
Clowns consisted of six second-grade repeaters plus three students who were
new to the class. Of the ten original kindergarten students who came from
the first grade, six were Tigers and four were Cardinals. Table 2 illustrates
that the distribution of social economic factors from the kindergarten year
remained essentially unchanged in the second grade.

By the time the children came to the second grade, their seating arrange-
ment appeared to be based not on the teacher’s expectations of how the child
might perform, but rather on the basis of past performance of the child.
Available to the teacher when she formulated the seating groups were grade
sheets from both kindergarten and first grade, IQ) scores from kindergarten,
listing of parental occupations for approximately half of the class, reading
scores from a test given to all students at the end of the first grade, evalua-
tions from the speech teacher and also the informal evaluations from both
the kindergarten and first-grade teachers. -

The single most important data utilized by the teacher in devising seating
groups were the reading scores indicating the performance of the students at
the end of the first grade. The second-grade teacher indicated that she at-
tempted to divide the groups primarily on the basis of these scores. The Ti-
gers were designated as the highest reading group and the Cardinals the mid-
dle. The Clowns were assigned a first-grade reading level, though they were,
for the most part, repeaters from the previous year in second grade. The caste
character of the reading groups became clear as the year progressed, in that
all three groups were reading in different books and it was school policy that
no child could go on to a new book until the previous one had been com-
pleted. Thus there was no way for the child, should he have demonstrated
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competence at a higher reading level, to advance, since he had to continue at
the pace of the rest of his reading group. The teacher never allowed individ-
ual reading in order that a child might finish a book on his own and move
ahead. No maiter how well a child in the lower reading groups might have read, he
was destined Lo remain in the same reading group. This is, in a sense, another manifes-
tation of the self-fulfilling prophecy in that a “slow learner” had no option bui to con-
tinue Lo be a slow learner, regardless of performance or potential. Initial expectations
of the kindergarten teacher two years earlier as to the ability of the child re-
sulted in placement in a reading group, whether high or low, from which
there appeared to be no escape. The child’s journey through the early grades
of school at one reading level and in one social grouping appeared to be pre-
ordained from the eighth day of kindergarten.

The expectations of the kindergarten teacher appeared to be fulfilled by
late spring. Her description of the academic performance of the children in
June had a strong “goodness of fit” with her stated expectations from the pre-
vious September. For the first- and second-grade teachers alike, there was no
need to rely on intuitive expectations as to what the performance of the child
would be. They were in the position of being able to base future expectations
upon past performance. At this point, the relevance of the selffulfilling
prophecy again is evident, for the very criteria by which the first- and second-
grade teachers established their three reading groups were those manifesta-
tions of performance most affected by the previous experience of the child.
That is, which reading books were completed, the amount of arithmetic.and
reading readiness material that had been completed, and the mastery of ba-
sic printing skills all became the significant criteria established by the Board
of Education to determine the level at which the child would begin the first
grade. A similar process of standard evaluation by past performance on crite-
ria established by the board appears to have been the basis for the arrange-
ment of reading groups within the second grade. Thus, again, the initial pat-
terns of expectations and her acting upon them appeared to place the
kindergarten teacher in the position of establishing the parameters of the ed-
ucational experience for the various children in her class. The parameters,
most clearly defined by the seating arrangement at the various tables, re-
mained intact through both the first and second grades.

The phenomenon of teacher expectation based upon a variety of social sta-
tus criteria did not appear to be limited to the kindergarten teacher alone.
When the second-grade teacher was asked to evaluate the children in her
class by reading group, she responded in terms reminiscent of the kindergar-
ten teacher. Though such a proposition would be tenuous at best, the high
degree of similarity in the responses of both the kindergarten and. second-
grade teachers suggests that there may be among the teachers in the school a
common set of criteria as to what constitutes the successful and promising
student. If such is the case, then the particular individual who happens to oc-
cupy the role of kindergarten teacher is less crucial. For if the expectations of
all staff within the school are highly similar, then with little difficulty there
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could be an interchange of teachers among the grades with little or no notice-
able effect upon the performance of the various groups of students. If all
teachers have similar expectations as to which types of students perform well
and which types perform poorly, the categories established by the kindergar-
ten teacher could be expected to reflect rather closely the manner in which
other teachers would also have grouped the class.

As the indication of the high degree of similarity between the manner in
which the kindergarten teacher described the three tables and the manner in
which the second-grade teacher described the “Tigers, Cardinals, and
Clowns,” excerpts of an interview with the second-grade teacher are pre-
sented, where she stated her opinions of the three groups.

Concerning the Tigers:

Q: Mrs. Benson, how would you describe the Tigers in terms of their learning abil-
ity and academic performance?

Well, they are my fastest group. They are very smart.

Mrs. Benson, how would you describe the Tigers in terms of discipline matters?

o W

Well, the Tigers are very talkative. Susan, Pamela, and Ruth, they are always
running their mouths constantly, but they get their work done first. I don’t
have much trouble with them.

Mrs. Benson, what value do you think the Tigers hold for an education?

D

They all feel an education is important and most of them have goals in life as to
what they want to be. They mostly want to go to college.

The same questions were asked of the teacher concerning the Cardinals.

Q: Mrs, Benson, how would you describe the Cardinals in terms of learning ability
and academic performance?

R: They are slow to finish their work . . . but they get finished. You know, a lot of
them, though, don’t care to come to school too much. Rema, Gary, and Toby
are absent quite a bit. The Tigers are never absent.

0: Mrs. Benson, how would you describe the Cardinals in terms of discipline
matters?

R: Not too bad. Since they work so slow they don’t have time to talk. They are not
like the Tigers who finish in a hurry and then just sit and talk with each other.

Q: Mrs. Benson, what value do you think the Cardinals hold for an education?

R: Well,I don’t think they have as much interestin education as do the Tigers, but
you know it is hard to say. Most will like to come to school, but the parents will
keep them from coming. They either have to baby sit, or the clothes are dirty.
These are the excuses the parents often give. But I guess most of the Cardinals
want to go on and finish and go on to college. A lot of them have ambitions
when they grow up. It’s mostly the parents’ fault that they are notat the school
more often.
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In the kindergarten class, the teacher appeared to perceive the major abil-
ity gap to lie between the students at Table 1 and those at Table 2. That is,
those at Tables 2 and 3 were perceived as more similar in potential than were
those at Tables 1 and 2. This was not the case in the second-grade classroom.
The teacher appeared to perceive the major distinction in ability as lying be-
tween the Cardinals and the Clowns. Thus she saw the Tigers and the Cardi-
nals as much closer in performance and potential than the Cardinals and the
Clowns. The teacher’s responses to the questions concerning the Clowns
lends credence to this interpretation:

Q: Mrs. Benson, how would you describe the Clowns in terms of learning ability
and academic performance?

R: Well, they are really slow. You know most of them are still doing first-grade
work.

Q: Mrs. Benson, how would you describe the Clowns in terms of discipline matters?

R: They are very playful. They like to play alot. They are not very neat. They like to
talk a lot and play a lot. When I read to them, boy, do they have a good dme.
You know, the Tigers and the Cardinals will sit quietly and listen when I read to
them, but the Clowns, they are always so restless. They always want to stand up.
When we read, it is really something else. You know — Diane and Pat especially
like to stand up. All these children, too, are very aggressive.

Mrs. Benson, what value do you think the Clowns hold for an education?

xR

I don’t think very much. I don’t think education means much to them at this
stage. I know.it doesn’t mean anything to Randy and George. To most of the
kids, I don’t think it really matters at this stage.

FURTHER NOTES ON THE SECOND GEADE:
REWARD AND PUNISHMENT

Throughout the length of the study in the school, it was evident that both the
kindergarten and second-grade teachers were teaching the groups within
" their classes in a dissimilar manner. Variations were evident, for example, in
the amount @gf time the teachers spent teaching the different groups, in the
manner in which certain groups were granted privileges which were denied
to others, and in the teacher’s proximity to the different groups. Two addi-
tional considerations related to the teacher’s use of reward and punishment.
Though variations were evident from naturalistic observations in the kin-
dergarten, a systematic evaluation was not attempted of the degree to which
such differential behavior was a significant aspect of the classroom inter-
actional patterns. When observations were being conducted in the second
grade, it appeared that there was on the part of Mrs. Benson a differentiation
of reward and punishment similar to that displayed by Mrs. Caplow. In order
o examine more closely the degree to which variations were present over
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time, three observational periods were totally devoted to the tabulation of
each of the individual behavioral units directed by the teacher towards the
children. Each observational period was three and one-half hours in length,
lasting from 8:35 a.m. to 12:00 noon. The dates of the observations were the
Fridays at the end of eight, twelve, and sixteen weeks of school — October 24,
November 21, and December 19, 1969, respectively.

A mechanism for evaluating the varieties of teacher behavior was devel-
oped. Behavior on the part of the teacher was tabulated as a “behavioral unit”
when there was clearly directed towards an individual child some manner of
communication, whether it be verbal, nonverbal or physical contact. When,
within the interaction of the teacher and the student, there occurred more
than one type of behavior, that is, the teacher spoke to the child and touched
him, a count was made of both variations. The following is a list of the nine
variations in teacher behavior that were tabulated within the second-grade
classroom. Several examples are also included with each of the alternatives
displayed by the teacher within the class.

1. Verbal Supportive — “That’s a very good job.” “You are such a lovely girl.” “My,
but your work is so neat.” '

2. Verbal Neutral — “Laura and Tom, let’s open our books to page 34.” “May,
your pencil is on the floor.” “Hal, do you have milk money today?”

8. Verbal Control — “Lou, sit on that chair and shut up.” “Curt, get up off that
floor.” “Mary and Laura, quit your talking.”

4, Nonverbal Supportive — Teacher nods her head at Rose. Teacher smiles at
Liza. Teacher claps when Laura completes her problem at the board.

5, Nonverbal Neutral — Teacher indicates with her arms that she wants Lilly and
Shirley to move farther apart in the circle. Teacher motions to Joe and Tom
that they should try to snap their fingers to stay in beat with the music.

6. Nonverbal Control — Teacher frowns at Lena. Teacher shakes finger at Amy to
quit tapping her pencil. Teacher motions with hand for Rose not to come to
her desk.

7. Physical Contact Supportive — Teacher hugs Laura. Teacher places her arm
around Mary as she talks to her. Teacher holds Trish’s hand as she takes outa
splinter.

8. Physical Contact Neutral — Teacher touches head of Nick as she walks past.
Teacher leads Rema to new place on the circle.

9. Physical Contact Control — Teacher strikes Lou with stick. Teacher pushes
Curt down in his chair. Teacher pushes Hal and Doug to the floor.

Table 3 which follows is presented with all forms of control, supportive,
and neutral behavior grouped together within each of the three observa-
tional periods. As a methodological precaution, since the categorization of
the various types of behavior was decided as the interaction occurred and
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there was no cross-validation check by another observer, all behavior was
placed in the appropriate neutral category which could not be clearly distin-
guished as belonging to one of the established supportive or control catego-
ries. This may explain the large percentage of neutral behavior tabulated in
each of the three observational periods.

The picture of the second-grade teacher, Mrs. Benson, that emerges from
analysis of these data is of one who distributes rewards quite sparingly and
equally, but who utilizes somewhere between two and five times as much con-
trol-oriented behavior with the Clowns as with the Tigers. Alternatively,
whereas with the Tigers the combination of neutral and supportive behavior
never dropped below 93 percent of the total behavior directed towards them
by the teacher in the three periods, the lowest figure for the Cardinals was 86
percent and for the Clowns was 73 percent. It may be assumed that neutral
and supportive behavior would be conducive to learning while punishment
or control-oriented behavior would not. Thus for the Tigers, the learning sit-
uation was one with only infrequent units of control, while for the Clowns, .
control behavior constituted one-fourth of all behavior directed towards
them on at least one occasion.

Research related to leadership structure and task performance in volun-
tary organizations has given strong indications that within an authoritarian
setting there occurs a significant decrease in performance on assigned tasks
that does not occur with those in a non-authoritative setting {(Kelly & Thibaut,
1954; Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939). Further investigations have generally
confirmed these findings.

Of particular interest within the classroom are the findings of Adams
(1945), Anderson (1946}, Anderson et al. (1946), Preston and Heintz (1949),
and Robbins (1952). Their findings may be generalized to state that children
within an authoritarian classroom display a decrease in both learning reten-
tion and perfoermance, while those within the democratic classroom do not. In
extrapolating these findings to the second-grade classroom of Mrs. Benson,
one cannot say that she was continuvally “authoritarian” as opposed to “demo-
cratic” with her students, but that with one group of students there occurred
more control-oriented behavior than with other groups. The group which was
the recipient of this control-oriented behavior was that group which she had
defined as “slow and disinterested.” On at least one occasion Mrs. Benson uti-
lized nearly five times the amount of control-oriented behavior with the
Clowns as with her perceived high-interest and high-ability group, the Tigers.
For the Clowns, who were most isolated from the teacher and received the
least amount of her teaching time, the results noted above would indicate that
the substantial control-oriented behavior directed towards them would com-
pound their difficulty in experiencing significant learning and cognitive
growth,

Here discussion of the self-fulfilling prophccy is relevant: given the extent
to which the teacher utilized control-oriented behavior with the Clowns, data
from the leadership and performance studies would indicate that it would be
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more difficult for that group to experience a positive learning situation. The
question remains unanswered, I:hough, as to whether the behavior of uninter-
ested students necessitated the teacher's resorting to extensive use of control-
oriented behavior, or whether that to the extent to which the teacher utilized
control-oriented behavior, the students responded with uninterest. If the
prior experience of the Clowns was in any way similar to that of the students
in kindergarten at Table 3 and Table Cin the first grade, I am inclined to opt
for the latter proposition.

A very serious and, I believe, justifiable consequence of this assumption of
student uninterest related to the frequency of the teacher’s control-oriented
behavior is that the teachers themselves contribute significantly to the cre-
ation of the “slow learners” within their classrooms. Over time, this may help
to account for the phenomenon noted in the Goleman Report (1966) that
the gap between the academic performance of the disadvantaged students
and the national norms increased the longer the students remained in the
school system. During one of the three and one-half hour observational peri-
ods in the second grade, the percentage of control-oriented behavior ori-
ented toward the entire class was about 8 percent. Of the behavior directed
toward the Clowns, however, 27 percent was control-oriented behavior —
more than three times the amount of control-oriented behavior directed to
the class as a whole. Deutsch (1968), in a random sampling of New York City
public school classrooms of the fifth through eighth grades, noted that the
teachers utilized between 50 and 80 percent of class time in discipline and or-
ganization. Unfortunately, he fails to specify the two individual percentages
and thus it is unknown whether the classrooms were dominated by either dis-
cipline or organization as opposed to their combination. Ifit is the case, and
Deutsch’s findings appear to lend indirect support, that the higher the grade
level, the greater the discipline and control-oriented behavior by the teacher,
some of the unexplained aspects of the “regress phenomenon” may be un-
locked.

On another level of analysis, the teacher’s use of control-oriented behavior
is directly related to the expectations of the ability and willingness of “slow
learners” to learn the material she teaches. That is, if the student is uninter-
ested in what goes on in the classroom, he is more apt to engage n activities
that the teacher perceives as disruptive. Activities such as talking out loud,
coloring when the teacher has not said it to be permissible, attempting to
leave the room, calling other students’ attention to activities olccurring on the
street, making comments to the teacher not pertinent to the lesson, dropping
books, falling out of the chair, and commenting on how the student cannot
wait for recess, all prompt the teacher to employ control-oriented behavior
toward that student. The interactional pattern between the uninterested stu-
dent and the teacher literally becomes a “vicious circle” in which control-
oriented behavior is followed by further manifestations of uninterest, fol-
lowed by further control behavior and so on. The stronger the reciprocity of
this pattern of interaction, the greater one may anticipate the strengthening
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of the teacher's expectation of the “slow learner” as being either unable or
unwilling to learn.

THE CASTE SYSTEM FALTERS

A major objective of this study has been to document the manner in which
there emerges within the early grades a stratification system, based both on

- teacher expectations related to behavioral and attitudinal characteristics of

the child and also on a variety of socioeconomic status factors related to the
background of the child. As noted, when the child begins to move through
the grades, the variable of past performance becomes a crucial index of the
position of the child within the different classes. The formulation of the sys-
tem of stratification of the children into various reading groups appears to
gain a caste-like character over time in that there was no observed movement
into the highest reading group once it had been initially established at the be-
ginning of the kindergarten school year. Likewise, there was no movement
out of the highest reading group. There was movement between the second
and third reading groups, in that those at the lowest reading table one year
are combined with the middle group for a following year, due to the presence
of a group of students repeating the grade.

Though formal observations in the second-grade class of Mrs. Benson
ended in December of 1969, periodic informal visits to the class continued
throughout the remainder of the school year. The organization of the class
remained stable save for one notable exception. For the first time during ob-
servations in either kindergarten, first or second grade, there had been a re-
assignment of two students from the highest reading group to the middle
reading group. Two students from the Tiger group were moved during the
third week of January, 1970 from the Tiger group to the Cardinal group. Two
Cardinal group students were assigned to replace those in the Tiger group.
Mrs. Benson was asked the reason for the move and she explained that nei-
ther of the two former Tiger group students “could keep a clean desk.” She
noted that both of the students constantly had paper and crayons on the floor
beside their desks. She stated that the Tigers “are a very clean group” and the
two could no longer remain with the highest reading group because they
were “not neat.” The two Cardinals who were moved into the Tiger reading
group were both described as “extremely neat with their desk and floor.”

POOR KIDS AND PUBLIC SCROOLS

It has been a major goal of this paper to demonstrate the impact of teacher
expectations, based upon a series of subjectively interpreted social criteria,
on both the anticipated academic potential and subsequent differential treat-
ment accorded to those students perceived as having dissimilar social status.
For the kindergarten teacher, expectations as to what type of child may be an-
ticipated as a “fast learner” appear to be grounded in her reference group of
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a mixed White-Black educated middle class. That is, students within her class-
room who displayed those attributes which a number of studies have indi-
cated are highly desired in children by middle-class educated adults as being
necessary for future success were selected by her as possessing the potential
to be a “fast learner.” On the other hand, those children who did not possess
the desired qualities were defined by the teacher as “slow learners.” None of
the criteria upon which the teacher appeared to base her evaluation of the
children were directly related to measurable aspects of academic potential.
Given that the IQ test was administered to the children in the last week of
their kindergarten year, the results could not have been of any benefit to the
teacher as she established patterns of organization within the class.’ The 1Q
scores may have been significant factors for the first- and second-grade teach-
ers, but T assume that consideration of past performance was the major deter-
minant for the seating arrangements which they established.® -

For the first-grade teacher, Mrs. Logan, and the second-grade teacher, Mrs.
Benson, the process of dividing the class into various reading groups, appar-
ently on the basis of past performance, maintained the original patterns of
differential treatment and expectations established in the kindergarten class.
Those initially defined as “fast learners” by the kindergarten teacher in subse-
guent years continued to have that position in the first group, regardless of
the label or name given to it.

It was evident throughout the length of the study that the teachers made
clear the distinctions they perceived between the children who were defined
as fast learners and those defined as slow learners. It would not appear incor-
rect to state that within the classroom there was established by the various.
teachers a clear system of segregation between the two established groups of
children. In the one group were all the children who appeared clean and in-
terested, sought interactions with adults, displayed leadership within the
class, and came from homes which displayed various status criteria valued in
the middle class. In the other were children who were dirty, smelled of urine,
did not actively participate in class, spoke 2 linguistic dialect other than that
spoken by the teacher and students at Table 1, did not display leadership be-
havior, and came from poor homes often supported by public welfare. 1
would contend that within the system of segregation established by the teach-
ers, the group perceived as slow learners were ascribed a caste position that
sought to keep them apart from the other students. '

The placement of the children within the various classrooms into different
reading groups was ostensibly done on the promise of future performance in
the kindergarten and on differentials of past performance in later grades.
However, the placement may rather have been done from purely irrational
reasons that had nothing to do with academic performance. The utilization of
academic criteria may have served as the rationalization for a more fundamen-
tal process occurring with the class whereby the teacher served as the agent of
the larger society to ensure that proper “social distance” was maintained be-
tween the various strata of the society as represented by the children.
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Within the context of this analysis there appear to be at least two inter-
actional processes that may be identified as having occurred simultaneously
within the kindergarten classroom. The first was the relation of the teacher to
the students placed at Table 1. The process appeared to occur in at least four
stages. The initial stage involved the kindergarten teacher's developing ex-
pectations regarding certain students as possessing a series of characteristics
that she considered essential for future academic “success.” Second, the
teacher reinforced through her mechanisms of “positive™ differential behav-
ior those characteristics of the children that she considered important and
desirable.

Third, the children responded with more of the behavior that initially
gained them the attention and support of the teacher. Perceiving that verbal-
ization, for example, was a quality that the teacher appeared to admire, the
Table 1 children increased their level of verbalization throughout the school
year. Fourth, the cycle was complete as the teacher focused even more specifi-
cally on the children at Table 1 who continued to manifest the behavior she
desired. A positive interactional scheme arose whereby initial behavioral pat-
terns of the student were reinforced into apparent permanent behavioral pat-
terns, once he had received support and differential treatment from the
teacher.

Within this framework, the actual academic potential of the students was
not objectively measured prior to the kindergarten teacher’s evaluation of ex-
pected performance. The students may be assumed to have had mixed poten-
tial. However, the common positive treatment accorded to all within the
group by the teacher may have served as the necessary catalyst for the self-
fulfilling prophecy whereby those expected to do well did so.

A concurrent behavioral process appeared to occur between the teacher
and those students placed at Tables 2 and 3. The student came into the class
possessing a series of behavioral and attitudinal characteristics that within the
frame of reference of the teacher were perceived as indicative of “failure.”
Second, through mechanisms of reinforcement of her initial expectations as
to the future performance of the student, it was made evident that he was not
perceived as similar or equal to those at the table of fast learners. In the third
stage, the student responded to both the definition and actual treatment
given to him by the teacher which emphasized his characteristics of being an
educational “failure.” Given the high degree of control-oriented behavior di-
rected toward the “slower™ learner, the lack of verbal interaction and encour-
agement, the disproportionally small amount of teaching time given to him,
and the ridicule and hostility, the child withdrew from class participation.
The fourth stage was the cyclical repetition of behavioral and attitudinal char-
acteristics that led o the initial labeling as an educational failure.

As with those perceived as having high probability of future success, the ac-
ademic potential of the failure group was not objectively determined prior to
evaluation by the kindergarten teacher. This group also may be assumed 1o
have come into the class with mixed potential. Some within the group may
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have had the capacity to perform academic tasks quite well, while others per-
haps did not. Yet the reinforcement by the teacher of the characteristics in
the children that she had perceived as leading to academic failure may, in
fact, have created the very conditions of student failure. With the “negative”
treatment accorded to the perceived failure group, the teacher’s definition of
the situation may have ensured its emergence. What the teacher perceived in
the children may havce scrved as the catalyst for a series of interactions, with
the result that the child came to act out within the class the very expectations
defined for him by the teacher.

As an alternative explanation, however, the teacher may have developed
the system of caste segregation within the classroom, not because the groups
of children were so similar they had to be handled in an entirely different
manner, but because they were, in fact, so very close to one another. The
teacher may have believed quite strongly that the ghetto community inhib-
ited the development of middle-class success models. Thus, it was her duty to
“save” at least one group of children from the “streets.” Those children had to
be kept separate who could have had a “bad” influence on the children who
appeared to have a chance to “make it” in the middle class of the larger soci-
ety. Within this framework, the teacher’s actions may be understood not only
as an attempt to keep the slow learners away from those fast learners, but to
ensure that the fast learners would not so be influenced that they themselves
become enticed with the “streets” and lose their apparent opportunity for fu-
ture middle-class status, _

In addition to the formal separation of the groups within the classroom,
there was also the persistence of mechanisms utilized by the teacher to social-
ize the children in the high reading group with feelings of aversion, revul-
sion, and rejection towards those of the lower reading groups. Through ridi-
cule, belittlement, physical punishment, and merely ignoring them, the
teacher was continually giving clues to those in the high reading group as to
how one with high status and a high probability of future success treats those
of low status and low probability of future success. To maintain within the
larger society the caste aspects of the position of the poor vis 4 vis the remain-
der of the society, there has to occur the transmission from one generation to
another the attitudes and values necessary Lo legitimate and continue such a
form of social organization.

Given the extreme intercomplexity of the organizational structure of this
society, the institutions that both create and sustain social organization can
neither be held singularly responsible for perpetuating the inequalities nor
for eradicating them (see also Leacock, 1969). The public school system, I be-
lieve, is justifiably responsible for contributing to the present structure of the
society, but the responsibility is not its alone. The picture that emerges from
this study is that the school strongly shares in the complicity of maintaining
the organizational perpetuation of poverty and unequal opportunity. This, of
course, is in contrast to the formal doctrine of education in this country to
ameliorate rather than aggravate the conditions of the poor.
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The teachers’ reliance on a mixed Black-White educated middle class for
their normative reference group appeared to contain assumptions of superi-
ority over those of lower-class and status positions. For they and those mem-
bers of their reference group, comfortable affluence, education, community
participation, and possession of professional status may have afforded a
rather stable view of the social order. The treatment of those from lower so-
cioeconomic backgrounds within the classrooms by the teachers may have in-
dicated that the values highly esteemed by them were not open to members
of the lower groups. Thus the lower groups were in numerous ways informed
of their lower status and were socialized for a role of lower self expectations
and also for respect and deference towards those of higher status. The social
distance between the groups within the classrooms were manifested in its ex-
treme form by the maintenance of patterns of caste segregation whereby
those of lower positions were not allowed to become a part of the peer group
at the highest level. The value system of the teachers appeared to necessitate
that a certain group be ostracized due to “unworthiness” or inherent inferior-
ity. The very beliefs which legitimated exclusion were maintained among
those of the higher social group which then contributed to the ¢ontinuation
of the pattern of social organization itself.

It has not been a contention of this study that the teachers observed could
not or would not teach their students. They did, I believe, teach quite well.
But the high quality teaching was not made equally accessible to all students
in the class. For the students of high socioeconomic background who were
perceived by the teachers as possessing desirable behavioral and attitudinal
characteristics, the classroom experience was one where the teachers dis-
played interestin them, spent a large proportion of teaching time with them,
directed little control-oriented behavior toward them, held them as models
for the remainder of the class and continually reinforced statements that they
were “special” students. Hypothetically, if the classrooms observed had con-
tained only those students perceived by the teachers as having a desirable so- -
cial status and a high probability of future success cutside the confines of the
ghetto community, the teachers could be assumed to have continued to teach
well, and under these circumstances, to the entire class.

Though the analysis has focused on the early years of schooling for a single
group of Black children attending a ghetto school, the implications are far-
reaching for those situations where there are children from different status
backgrounds within the same classroom. When a teacher bases her expecta-
tions of performance on the social status of the student and assumes that the
higher the social status, the higher the potential of the child, those children
of low social status suffer a stigmatization outside of their own choice or will.
Yet there is a greater tragedy than being labeled as a slow learner, and that is
being treated as one. The differential amounts of control-oriented behavior,
the lack of interaction with the teacher, the ridicule [rom one’s peers, and the
caste aspects of being placed in lower reading groups all have implications for
the future life style and value of education for the child.
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Though it may be argued from the above that the solution to the existence
of differential treatment for students is the establishment of schools catering
to only a single segment of the population, I regard this as being antithetical
to the goals of education — if one views the ultimate value of an education as
providing insights and experience with thoughts and persons different from
oneself. The thrust of the educational experience should be towards diver-
sity, not homogeneity. It may be utopian to suggest that education should
seek to encompass as wide a variety of individuals as possible within the same
setting, but it is no mean goal to pursue,

The success of an educational institution and any ‘individual teacher
should not be measured by the treatment of the high-achieving students, but
rather by the treatment of those not achieving. As is the case with a chain, ulti-
mate value is based on the weakest member. So long as the lower-status stu-
dents are treated differently in both quality and quantity of education, there
will exist an imperative for change.

It should be apparent, of course, that if one desires this society to retain its
present social class configuration and the disproportional access to wealth,
power, social and economic mobility, medical care, and choice of life styles,
one should not disturb the methods of education as presented in this study.
This contention is made because what develops a “caste™ within the class-
rooms appears to emerge in the larger society as “class.” The low-income chil-
dren segregated as a caste of “unclean and intellectually inferior® persons
may very well be those who in their adult years become the car washers, dish-
washers, welfare recipients, and participants in numerous other un- or under-

_employed roles within this society. The question may quite honestly be asked,
“Given the treatment of low-income children from the beginning of their kin-
dergarten experience, for what class strata are they being prepared other
than that of the lower class?” It appears that the public school system not only
mirrors the configuratons of the larger society, but also significantly contrib-
utes to maintaining them. Thus the system of public education in reality per-
petuates what it is ideologically committed to eradicate — class barriers
which result in inequality in the social and economic life of the cinzenry.

NOTES

1. The author, due to a teaching appointment out of the city, was unable to conduct for-
mal observations of the children during their first-grade year.,

9. The names of all staff and students are pseudonyms, Names are provided to indicate
that the discussion relates to living persons, and not to fictional characters by the au-
thor.

8. Through the remainder of the paper, reference to “high” or “low"” status students re-
fers to status ascribed to the student by the teacher. Her ascription appeared to be .
based on perceptions of valued behavioral and cultural characteristics present or ab-
sent in any individual student.

4. The names were not given (o the groups until the third week of schooel, though the
seating arrangement was established on the third day.
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5. The results of the IQ Test for the kindergarien class indicated that, though there were
no statistically significant differences among the children at the three tables, the
scores were skewed slightly higher for the children at Table 1. There were, however,
children at Tables 2 and 3 who did score higher than several students at Table 1. The
highest score came from a student at Table 1 (124) while the lowest came from a stu-
dent at Table 3 (78). There appear to be at least three alternative explanations for the
slightly higher scores by students at Table 1. First, the scores may represent the result
of differential treatment in the classroom by Mrs. Caplow, thus contributing to the val-
idation of the self-fulfilling prophecy. That is, the teacher by the predominance of
teaching time spent with the Table 1 stndents, better prepared the students to do well
on the examination than was the case for those students who received less teaching
time. Second, the tests themselves may have reflected strong biases towards the knowl-
edge and experience of middle-class children. Thus, students from higher-status fami-
lies at Table 1 could be expected to perform better than did the low-status students
from Table 3. The test resulted notin a “value free” measure of cognitive capacity, but
in an index of family background. Third, of course, would be the fact that the children
at the first table did possess a higher degree of academic potential than those at the
other tables, and the teacher was intuitively able to discern these differences. This
third alternative, however, is least susceptible to empirical verification.

6. When the second-grade teacher was questioned as to what significance she placed in
the results of IQ tests, she replied, “They merely confirm what I already know about
the student.”
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